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Abstract

Purpose—To give some theoretical foundation to leadership function and style for managing
knowledge workers whose work, by definition, is non-routine, thrives on innovation, and places a
special demand on autonomy for its execution.

Design/methodology/approach—Extant search of literature to look for evidence supporting
successful leadership theories and practices that are shown to improve performance of knowledge
workers. Synthesis of findings to structure a framework in the form of major propositions for their
testing by future research.

Findings—We begin with establishing our first finding that states that leadership of knowledge
organizations is different from the leadership of traditional organizations. Then we build six
additional findings for shaping a successful leadership process for knowledge organizations.
Research limitations and/implications—Since it is a theoretical paper built on a search of
literature in the field of leadership, there is a need to empirically test the findings to give them their
final shape. Each of the seven propositions in this paper would result into many hypotheses that
should initiate several empirical studies.

Practical implications— We consider individual and organizational/group contexts of the
leadership proposed here, and also provide recommendations for carrying out this research further.
While the paper is written more specifically with regard to the leadership of knowledge
organizations where its findings should be fully implantable, however, to some extent, they would
apply to all organizations.

Social Implications—Leadership is a ubiquitous social phenomenon. It affects not only
organizations, but also every aspect of human activity. This paper is an attempt to alter the
fundamental thinking of leaders, suggesting to not to use authority and, instead, to allow everyone
connected with the task the opportunity to lead. This shift in leadership paradigm will have an
impact on the behavior of all involved and, steadily, will bring a change in the norms of social
behavior.

Originality/value—This paper is a move towards giving the knowledge organization leadership
some theoretical framework, as it is still in a state of flux in spite of attracting a lot of research.
Keyword—Leadership, knowledge-based systems, organizations

Paper type—Research paper

Introduction: Leading Knowledge Organizations
Knowledge Workers

In the knowledge driven contemporary economy, organizational growth comes from
innovation rather than the operational efficiency. This shift has brought back the importance of
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human element in work, because tacit knowledge, the most important ingredient of innovation,
resides in human minds (Glynn, 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Tsoukas & Mylonopoulos, 2004;
Tymon & Stumpf, 2003; Wyckoff, 1996). The workers that possess and use the knowledge the
firm needs for its performance are called the knowledge workers. Drucker said that they are
professionals and intellectuals (Drucker, 1992). He stated that they are not satisfied with the work
that is just a livelihood. It is for this reason that these workers want, and should have, control over
their work functions. Sveiby and Lloyd (1987) believe that they should get this control for the
better functioning of the organization.

Knowledge Organizations

A grouping of knowledge workers in any manner in the firm for arriving at solutions to
unique problems that haven’t appeared in their current form in the past, nor are expected to appear
like that in the future (see, for example, Sveiby & Lloyd, 1987) is broadly known as the knowledge
organization. Knowledge organization work demands creativity, research, and the abilities of the
mind more than any common crafts and skills (Drucker, 1988). In describing these organizations,
we find that these organizations place emphasis on the theoretical knowledge and technical
expertise (Bell, 1973). These organizations emphasize the importance of innovation in their
working. Additionally, they are also known as “innovation organization”, “innovation-driven
organization”, “knowledge-intensive organization”, etc.

A knowledge organization could be a complete organization, a division, a department, a
section of an organization, or just a group of individuals working together for a common purpose
(see, for example, Amar, 2002). In this classification, the concept of a ‘firm inside a firm” can be
well applied (Friedman, Roberts & Linton, 2008).

The prescriptive leadership style for these organizations draws from the definition of
knowledge work and what would provide leadership for the workers who perform the knowledge
work. It is because of the requirements of the knowledge work that these workers are managed and
led like researchers in an R&D work environment (see, e.g., Berson & Linton, 2005) or as
junior/senior colleagues. Workers in these organizations direct and discipline their own
performance through organizational feedback from colleagues, customers, and headquarters
(Drucker, 1988).

This research fills the need for effective leadership of knowledge organizations. Our
outcome is a set of seven propositions that reflect the surveyed literature. For practicing managers,
these propositions give insight into how to lead to get better innovation and productivity from their
knowledge workers; for researchers, these propositions provide venues for conducting empirical
and field research. Additional directions for future research are also given.

Searching Literature on Power, Control and Leadership

Because the bureaucracy theories that guided management in the last century were not
proving to be very effective for leading workers (Gronn, 2002; Osborn et al., 2002; Pearce, 2004;
Pearce & Manz, 2005; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Uhl-Bien, Marion & McKelvey, 2007; Wang et
al., 2011), the main focus of leadership research for the last twenty years or so has been on finding
alternative means to provide leadership. Through an extant search of the literature, we find that
leadership is moving towards approaches that are more innovative, emerging, and collaborative
(Martin & Ernst, 2005; Osborn & Hunt, 2007). It transcends the role of a lone individual filling
the position, and becomes a product of the interaction, tension, exchange rules governing the
changes in perceptions, and understanding of the task in such organizations. The absence of the
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leader’s control, due to the sharing, distribution, collectivism, networking, and self-organizing, is
its main theme (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Burns, 1978; Fletcher, 2004; Gronn, 2002; Hazy, 2006;
Heifetz & Linsky, 2002; Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi, 2003; Knowles 2002; Montes, Moreno &
Morales, 2005; Osborn et al., 2002; Pearce, 2004; Pearce & Manz, 2005; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006;
Sivasubramaniam et al., 2002; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2004; Surrie & Hazy, 2006; Uhl-
Bien, Marion & McKelvey, 2004; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).

The Search Procedure

We started the process by picking the databases to search. These included EBSCO Host,
Web of Science (WoS), ProQuest and ScienceDirect. These databases were selected because they
are most readily available to the Management and Organization Studies (MOS) community
(Fitzsimons, James & Denyer, 2011). Furthermore, the ScienceDirect database is operated by
Elsevier, which publishes ‘The Leadership Quarterly’, which has published the largest number of
articles related to shared/distributed leadership. To capture extensively the keywords, Web-of-
Science rather than Web-of-Knowledge was searched.

The preliminary search identified the following key terms that were relevant for this
research project: distributed leadership, complexity leadership, collective leadership, relational
leadership, self-organizing leadership, adaptive leadership, administrative leadership, enabling
leadership, transformational leadership, shared leadership, emergent capacity leadership,
generative leadership, network leadership, and flexible leadership. It resulted in identifying more
than 1000 scholarly articles.

Search Limited to Title, Abstract, and Keywords in Journal Articles

The search was limited to the term “*** leadership” in title or abstract or keywords of the
journal articles. This ensured that only the articles with sufficient relevance were identified. This
produced a significant amount of results, while avoiding a large amount of irrelevant articles.

To exclude unproven research, only scholarly journals were searched. This excluded
material that had not gone through a review process. This was done to provide a clearer picture of
the development of research while avoiding a large number of news articles, meeting notes,
interviews, book reviews, editorials, and conference proceedings.

Table 1 provides a synthesis of the survey that helped us draft the seven propositions that
incorporate the pertinent findings. Using these propositions as building blocks, we developed a
theoretical model describing the process of leading workers in knowledge organizations. We found
out that the resultant leadership is embedded in a complex interplay of many interacting forces at
work to provide leadership for getting innovation from knowledge workers (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).

Power and Its Role in Knowledge Organizations

In organizational and social interactions, power denotes the influence one has in controlling
the behavior of others (Dahl, 1957; French & Raven, 1959). According to Pfeffer (1981), power
is not normally compatible with the values pertinent to the management of people who
predominantly use their minds in their work. Furthermore, leadership literature mostly fails to
recognize the distribution and diffusion of power, possibly because of the legitimization of leader
as the source of power and influence (Clegg, 1990; Molm, 1999). Traditionally, the definition of
leader draws from the existence of this power over one’s followers. According to John Gardner,
power is the capacity to bring in certain intended consequences in the behavior of others (Gardner,



LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 4

1993, p. 55). This capacity is formal if it comes and goes with the position the leader holds, and
informal if it is garnered from sources other than the position.

To some extent, all workers are knowledge assets, and negotiate power in their
organizations in the form of freedom over their work and work environment by effectively
withdrawing or reducing their cooperation in increasing the value they add to the organization
(Drucker 1999; Mumford et al., 2002; Mumford et al., 2003). In reaction, the firms devise
leadership practice to retain their human assets (Mumford & Licuanan, 2004) and to get from them
more than expected (Keller, 1992). This results in a shift in power whereby workers exercise an
upward influence on the leadership relationship (Martin, 2007; Mumford & Licuanan, 2004;
Pearce, 2004; Pearce & Manz, 2005; Pearce & Sims, 2000, 2002; Rank et al., 2009). Ergo,
knowledge workers cannot be led the way managers lead other workers in organizations
(Mintzberg, 2008) and forms our first proposition.

Proposition 1. Due to the differences in the function of leading between traditional and

knowledge organizations, it is very unlikely to carry out effectively the leadership

responsibilities to get innovation in knowledge organizations using the traditional
leadership.

A Theoretical Framework for Leading Knowledge Workers

The Lack of Use of Power in Leading

Hunt and Dodge (2000) state that no one can hope to lead a contemporary/knowledge
organization by ignoring the web of relationships through which all work is accomplished.
Interactions and connectivity among heterogeneous agents and across agent networks in these
organizations lead to creative emergence, and the leaders provide linkages to the emergent
structures without the control of a central coordinator (Cilliers, 2001; Chiles, Meyer & Hench,
2004; Fairholm, 2004; Guastello, 2007; Hazy, Goldstein & Lichtenstein, 2007; Keene, 2000;
McKelvey, 2007; McKelvey, Marion, & Uhl-Bien, 2003; Scott, 2004; Uhl-Bien et al., 2004; Yoo
& Alavi, 2004). This view of diffused power is supported by Weick, Sutcliffe, and Obstfeld, (2005)
and Uhl-Bien et al., (2004), who claim that leadership focuses on the dynamics of leadership as it
emerges over time in all areas of an organizational system, where each interchange and interaction
provides opportunities for leading, learning, growing and managing change.

Spillane et al. (2004) emphasize the social dimension through which the work of various
individuals expresses itself as a leadership function, which widens the basis for decision-making
and creates a flatter administrative structure. Gronn (2002) shows how conventional constructs of
leadership have difficulty accommodating changes in the division of labor in the workplace where
new patterns of interdependence and coordination have facilitated the emergence of distributed
practice. Barry (1991) describes a distributed leadership system that works effectively with self-
managed teams that are common in knowledge organizations.

Switching leaders has benefits. Since the practice of switching leaders allows all members
to experience the leadership role and increases the connectivity within the group, the likelihood
that the function could be carried out by any member of the group is increased. The members in
such a group relate heedfully to other members. Thus, any individual functioning as a leader
understands the transitory nature of the leadership and takes into account the needs of other
members (Spreitzer et al., 2005). Such positive connections increase the desire to have more
connections, improving the overall connectivity in the group (Miller & Striver, 1997). This is how
the practice of switching leaders best assures continued enhancement of creativity and innovation
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in organizations (Losada & Heaphy, 2004). The leadership function is dispersed throughout the
non-linear interaction and the connectivity among the workers and a new behavior or new mode
of operating emerges (Cooksey, 2003; Marion, 1999; Martin & Ernst, 2005; Pascale et al., 2000;
Plowman et al., 2007; Schneider & Somers, 2006). Such organizations are changeable structures
with multiple overlapping hierarchies linked with one another in a dynamic interactive network
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).

Lone hero model is condemned. Mintzberg (2008) says that companies should work as
communities, which implies the distribution of power to attain greatness rather than the
concentration of power in one individual, advocating discarding the “leader-hero” paradigm. This
view is supported by Logan, King, and Fischer-Wright (2008) who claim that successful
organizations should move away from Level 3 culture (hierarchical, command and control) to
Level 4 culture that promotes collaboration and mutual support. Sandmann and VVandenberg (1995)
argue that a new philosophy of leadership, known as "post-heroic”, is emerging (Fletcher, 2004;
Huey, 1994, Hobson et al., 2010). This leadership style is based on bottom-up transformation
fueled by shared power and community building. Manz, et al. (2013) quote that sharing leadership
shifts the point of influence that more fully taps into capacities of all involved at the time they are
most needed. Nirenberg (1993) expresses the fluid, distributed, community, and action-oriented
nature of leadership from this perspective. Kodam (2005) discusses how knowledge creation can
be achieved through leadership-based strategic community. Knowledge organization leadership
needs to be decentralized and distributed to every part of the organization so that those on the
periphery, who are first to spot challenges, can act on them instantly (Huxham & Vangen, 2000).

Leadership is About Empowering Followers

Conger and Kanungo (1988) state that the practice of empowering subordinates is a
principal component of organizational effectiveness and that the total productive forms of
organizational power and effectiveness grow with the superiors’ sharing of power and control with
subordinates. This is supported by studies conducted by Carmeli, Schaubroeck, and Tishler (2011),
and Thorlakson and Murray (1996). Seibert, Silver, and Randolph (2004) present that the
empowerment climate is empirically distinct from the psychological empowerment and is
positively related to manager ratings of work-unit performance. Druskat and Wheeler (2003) find
effective leadership of self-managing work teams where power is distributed.

This implies that knowledge workers cannot be led using the traditional leader-follower
approaches (Osborn et al., 2002; Plowman and Duchon, 2008). They would need to be managed
in a culture where power is distributed (Amar et al., 2009; Hogue & Lord, 2007; Kirkman et al,
2009; Konradt & Andresen, 2009; Monostori & Ueda, 2006; Nemanich & Vera, 2009; Osborn &
Hunt, 2007; Pascale et al., 2000; Pepper, 2003; Plowman et al., 2007; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007,
Vecchio et al., 2010).

There is evidence from the practice. A number of articles provide explicit real-life
examples of complexity based leadership without the use of power in knowledge work
environment. Chiles et al., (2004) analyze how institutional interactions led to the emergence and
transformation of Missouri’s Musical Theatres. Plowman et al. (2007) discuss how multiple levels
of interaction led to the radical transformation of “Mission Church.” Similar applications are also
available from other sectors, such as public services management, healthcare, and school
administration (Bottles, 2000; Christie and Lingard, 2001; Doll, 1989; Harris, 2004; Haynes, 2003;
Plsek & Wilson, 2001; Spillane et al., 2004; Wallace, 2002).
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On the basis of the evidence gathered from the foregone research, we formulate the
following propositions:

Proposition 2a. In an organization where a variety of unique tasks are executed for

Innovation, it is unlikely for any one individual to carry out effectively the leadership

responsibilities.

Proposition 2b. A knowledge organization will be led more effectively if the formal

leader eschews most power and creates an environment of shared leadership.

Internalizer Leaders More Likely to Succeed

It is common for individuals to seek causes for the outcomes they encounter and whether
the attribution of these outcomes, internal or external, influences their subsequent cognition,
motivation, affect and behavior (Eberly, Holley, Johnson, & Mitchell, 2011). In a distributed
power environment, a leader is more likely to succeed by maintaining an internal locus of control
as defined by one’s scores on Internal-External scale, called “Internalizer” (Rotter, 1966). The
Internal-External locus of control concept was developed by Rotter (1966) within the framework
of social learning theory of personality. Perceived locus of control is defined by Lefcourt (1982)
as "a generalized expectancy for internal or external control of reinforcement”. Two different types
of expectancy shifts are defined: (a) typical expectancy shifts related to believing that a success or
failure would be followed by a similar outcome; (b) atypical expectancy shifts related to believing
that a success or failure would be followed by a dissimilar outcome. It supposes that people who
were more likely to display typical expectancy shifts were those who are more likely to attribute
their outcomes to ability; those who displayed atypical expectancy shifts are more likely to
attribute their outcomes to chance. People can be divided into those who attribute outcomes to
ability (an internal cause) versus those who attribute them to “chance” (an external cause).
Therefore, Internals attribute outcomes of events to their own control (Rotter, 1975).

For success in innovation, Internalizer classification has a special significance for
knowledge workers because commitment to organization draws from the opportunities for
personal growth, learning, and independence—the factors that coincide with the internal locus of
control (Kinnear & Sutherland, 2000). Internals believe that they can influence success and
therefore will be more likely to sustain success, as there is growing evidence that beliefs strongly
impact mental and physical systems and abilities (Lipton, 2005, p. 142-143).

Linking to knowledge organizations. Empirical research findings (see, e.g., Rotter, 1966;
Schultz & Schultz, 2005) support that a knowledge organization leader with internalizer behavior
is expected to do better in the position. The findings imply the following characteristics of the
internals that are relevant to knowledge organization leadership: Internals are more likely to work
for achievements, to tolerate delays in rewards, and to plan for long-term goals. After failing a
task, they re-evaluate future performances and lower their expectations of success. They are better
able to resist coercions and tolerate ambiguous situations. Internality correlates negatively with
anxiety and depression, and positively with deriving benefit from social support.

A number of researchers have investigated Rotter’s (1966) Internal-External scale in the
context of leadership. Adeyemi-Bello (2001) validated Rotter’s (1996) locus of control scale with
a sample of 558 not-for-profit leaders, and Ness and Macaskill (2003) used this scale to investigate
coping strategies for anxiety management, discovering that the internals have better coping
strategies. All these studies confirm Proposition 3.

Proposition 3. In any organization where the use of authority is low, such as a knowledge
organization, an individual with “in-control” behavior (as reflected by the “Internalizer”
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classification based on the scores on Rotter (1966) Internal-External scale) will increase the
likelihood of his success as a leader.

Knowledge Organization is a Mutualism

Wituk et al. (2003) investigate the concept of community leadership programs that
emphasize the importance of relationships and skills to develop them, so that everyone has an
opportunity to use one’s personal strengths and power (Gardner, 1993, p. 137; Kouzes & Posner,
1995; Northouse, 2006; Rost, 1991, p. 78; Sandmann & Vandenberg, 1995; Walter & Bruch, 2010;
Westaby et al., 2010). Rost (1991, p. 106) considers leadership as an influential relationship
between leaders and followers that results in changes based on their mutual purposes. According
to Gardner (1993, p. 137), leaders provide other individuals the opportunities to utilize their
strengths and talents, while at the same time seeking opportunities for their own “renewal.” Many
of these are rooted in the concept that a leader is a servant to one’s community, and has a natural
feeling to make sure that the needs of others in the community are met (Greenleaf, Spears & Covey,
2002). They are based on the notion that there are leaders everywhere in a community (with
distributed power), including civic groups, volunteer agencies, neighborhood associations and
interest groups. Gardner (1993, p. 113) suggests that communities comprised of individuals who
have a shared sense of identity and belonging are critical to successful leadership development.
Buchen (1998) investigated the concept of servant leadership that encourages reciprocity and
circular relationship between leaders and followers, emphasizes the need to lead from behind, and
that no one is as smart and as capable as is the team. Motivation in team comes from operating it
as a mutualism where all members act that individual strengths of members come in focus and
their weaknesses are compensated. The group achieves mutualism by operating as a symbiosis
(Amar, 2001) by coaching and supporting so that all members work for everyone else in their
group and for the success of the group.

Summarizing the above, we formulate Proposition 4:

Proposition 4. Motivation in workers to engage in behaviors that result in innovation
comes from creating and operating organization as a mutualism, resulting in a collective reward
or punishment for all members.

Practicing Lax Control

Dominant traditional leadership paradigm focuses on influencing others to work to attain
desired objectives within the frameworks of the hierarchical organizational structures (Heifetz and
Linsky, 2002; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007) by cascading a visionary approach from top to bottom and
using centralized control (Child and McGrath, 2001; Huxham and Vangen, 2000; Yukl, 1999).
The main task of a knowledge organization leader becomes infusing workers with the energy for
tasks at hand, tasks that may have been conceived by others. Because knowledge tasks that give
rise to innovation are not structured, clear, and consistent, there may be a constant need to update
or revise the goals of the tasks (Mintzberg, 1998). Imposing controls externally may not just
impede the progress and bring suboptimal performance; it runs contrary to the behavior that brings
innovation (Amar, 1998). Because it is impossible to have absolute control in any environment,
leaders in such situations need to give up even the perception of control and concentrate on setting
a larger collective vision from where creativity of the employees can arise, differences between
leaders and followers are blurred, and leadership emerges from the interactions as a process
(Coveney, 2003; Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2003; Pearce, 2004; Pfeffer, 2005; Reiter-Palmon & lllies,
2004; Robertson & Swan, 2003; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). When leaders loosen the control, more
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creativity and a culture of care emerges that will lead to better productivity (Pfeffer, 2005;
Plowman et al., 2007; Reiter-Palmon & lllies, 2004). Leaders should be accessible, respond to the
needs of the workers, acknowledge and value their contributions at all levels, create opportunities
for them, and take the time to build trusting relationships. They should also be comfortable leading
with a hands-off approach, which needs to be monitored and adjusted according to the situation
(Lewin & Regine, 1999; Osborn & Hunt, 2007; Sidle, 2007). Having their followers organize
themselves and work in harmony towards mutual objectives and vision is the ideal way to lead
(Fairholm, 2004).

The importance of reduced role of leadership control and the need for authority and
responsibility to be delegated downward in organizational hierarchies has achieved a noticeable
prominence among the leadership theories (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001; Pearce, 2004; Pearce &
Manz, 2005; Pearce & Sims, 2002). According to De Geus (2002), the most successful companies
treat their businesses as living work communities rather than as pure economic machines. Lax
control should be practiced ubiquitously in knowledge organizations. Collinson (2005) found that
the relations and practices of leaders and followers should be mutually constituting and co-
produced.

Based on the above, Proposition 5 is formulated to reflect the research findings that lax
control of knowledge workers, and their leaders alike, improves learning and the quality of
outcomes of the organizations that are innovation driven:

Proposition 5. In an organization, such as a knowledge organization, that works to
produce innovation, lax control should be ubiquitous for building a fluid, distributed and trust-
based community.

From Chaos to Homeostasis

From the previous propositions, we understand that leadership for innovation in
organizations should be shared with those who through their knowledge, skills and experience
would naturally take on the leadership of the team at certain points. The main task of leadership in
such organizations is to establish a dynamic system where bottom-up structuration emerges and
moves the organization to a more desirable level of adaptability and efficiency (Marion & Uhl-
Bien, 2001; Osborn & Hunt, 2007). An important driver of innovation in adaptive leadership
occurs when the interactions among agents spark tension (Prigogine, 1997). Although leading to
adaptive change, the tension creates a semblance of chaos. Nevertheless, the tension, in the form
of pressures on and challenges to their personal knowledgebase, brings out homeostasis in the form
of adaptive leadership (Carley & Hill, 2001; Carley & Lee, 1998; Lichtenstein et al., 2006;
McKelvey, 2001, 2007; Meyer, Gaba, and Colwell, 2005; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).

However, the concept of managing knowledge workers for getting innovation from them
without the use of formal power is as recent as the importance of knowledge as an organizational
production factor.

A synthesis of research delineated leads us to the formulation of Proposition 6:

Proposition 6. Semblance of chaos in groups engaged in innovation work is normal to

occur when a functioning leader frequently relinquishes power which one of the other

members of the group can assume; however, from such a chaos, a leadership homeostasis
emerges and establishes an order according to which the leadership, rather than being
concentrated in a leader, becomes distributed and dormant in all group members.
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Knowledge Workers and Allegiance

There is a general consensus in the literature that values serve as foundations for decision-
making, problem solving and resolving conflicts, as well as affect leader behavior and
organizational performance (Kouzes & Posner, 1995, 2003; Russell, 2001). The following are
several reasons that would suggest asking members of a knowledge organization to not avow their
allegiance to any individual leader: (1) When a group practices distributed leadership, individuals
at the helm will frequently come and go, making it infeasible to avow allegiance to them, which
will delay or devoid the functioning of an incoming leader. (2) Inatypical knowledge organization,
most situations that arise are too complex for its members to remain loyal to a replaced leader
whose expertise is not suited to the current situation faced by the organization (Uhl-Bien et al.,
2007). (3) Professionals have allegiance to their professional, organizational, and ethics codes.

Group members’ allegiance to ethics, values, professional codes, corporate mission and
vision, and the broader goals of the organization would prove to be better for the long-run good of
the organization where the use of power is low. This echoes in many newer approaches to
leadership, such as the ethical leadership, the principle-centered leadership, the dispersed
leadership, the systemic leadership, the authentic leadership, the transformational leadership,
spiritual leadership, and the servant leadership (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Bolden, Gosling, Marturano,
& Dennison., 2003; Burns, 1978; Caldwell, Bischoll & Kaari, 2002; Covey, 2004; Dvir, Eden,
Avolio & Shamir, 2002; Edgeman & Scherer, 2002; Eisler & Montouori, 2003; Fairholm, 1996;
Fry, 2003; Greenleaf, Spears & Covey, 2002; Jaworski, 1999; Korac-Kakabadse, Kouzmin &
Kakabadse, 2002; Luthans & Avolio, 2003; Mendonca, 2007; Milton-Smith, 1985; Piccolo &
Colquitt, 2006; Russell, 2001; Russell & Stone, 2002; Sparrowe, 2005; Zhu, May & Avolio, 2004).

Principles and values are of particular importance to knowledge workers. Pearce and
Manz (2005) and Pearce (2004) find that knowledge workers desire more from work than just a
paycheck. Logan, King, and Fisher-Wright (2008) find that once organizations move away from a
culture of command-and-control to a culture of collaboration with distributed power, values, not
individuals, become central for sustained excellence in organizational performance. This is in line
with the theories on mental self-leadership and spirituality-based leadership where people
continually expand their capacity to create the results that they truly desire; where new and
expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, collective aspiration is set free, and people continually
learn to see the whole together, practice new ways of relating, and promote values, trust,
commitment, sharing and the ownership (Fry, 2003; Korac-Kakabadseet et al., 2002; Giberson et
al., 2009; Kofman & Senge, 1993).

A knowledge organization leadership should let its workers have their allegiance to
principles, values, ethics and legal codes, corporate mission and vision statements or some other
higher order goals. Knowledge organization leaders should expect and the workers should reflect
a behavior consistent with this concept of allegiance.

The seventh, and the last, proposition of this effort toward a theory of leading knowledge
organizations is formulated and presented below, summarizing the research quoted and the
Propositions 2a and 2b given earlier:

Proposition 7. Because of the practice of shared leadership in knowledge organizations,

expecting workers to give their unquestioned loyalties to their superiors or other

individuals may be detrimental to the functioning of the organization. Instead, the workers
should be encouraged to commit to a set of principles.
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Integrating the Findings for Leading Knowledge Organization

On synthesizing the seven propositions, quantified in Table 1, we develop a process model
of leadership for knowledge organizations where the power to lead is either not used or not made
available. The findings convey that the leadership function in a knowledge organization is quite
different from the same function in a traditional firm. We also learn that the first step in drafting a
model of leadership for innovation requires eschewing authority, creating an environment that
makes power ubiquitously available among all members (Hollander & Offermann, 1990;
Monostori & Ueda, 2006; Osborn & Hunt, 2007; Pascale et al., 2000; Pearce & Manz, 2005;
Pepper, 2003; Plowman et al., 2007a, 2007b; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). It results in shared and
revolving leadership (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002; Plowman & Duchon, 2008; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).

Since work that leads to innovation is non-routine and creative, it is important that every
member of the team have an internalizer behavior. This is how a knowledge worker or manager
will find control of one’s environment. It is important that this in-control belief comes from within
the individual and leads to the increased intrinsic motivation for the improved performance. Our
research shows that the leadership function will perform best in a low-power work environment
where every member of the team is motivated to lead because of the presence of a mutualism that
permits everyone in the group to draw a benefit from it in a well-understood manner.

Findings and Practical Implications

Knowledge organization management’s goal should not be exclusively focused on
releasing the external controls, but on how to turn the knowledge workers from the “controlled”
into “in-control.” This is where the role of symbiosis comes into play. It should endeavor to create
a mutualism that looks after the specific drivers of intrinsic motivation of each knowledge worker.
Mutualism will substitute the control lifted by the dilution of the organizational authority. Our
findings ask for a lax control on the leader and the workers. Lax control is essential to encourage
freedom, harbor creativity and bring out innovation (Pfeffer, 2005; Reiter-Palmon & lllies, 2004;
Robertson & Swan, 2003). A perceived lack of the use of formal power in a work environment,
where leadership is shared and shifts frequently, may cause a semblance of chaos, although short-
lived. To avoid much disruption in the focus and outputs from the group, the system should provide
an instrumentality for the switch to be smooth and quick. The required transition period should
become much shorter as the group gets used to the frequent shifts in leadership without avowing
them their allegiance. With the passage of time, the switch will become smooth. It is for this reason
that the organizations have to be prepared to accept and tolerate chaos that eventually will turn
into a homeostasis. Table 1 depicts how these findings were evolved from the leadership literature.

The model

The seven propositions of our findings on the leadership function have been integrated into
a model to help managers unleash creativity and innovation of knowledge organizations. The
model is represented in Figure 1. It starts by requiring all members of a team planning to operate
in a knowledge organization to begin the process by unlearning traditional leadership style.
Beginning the new process by distributing/sharing leadership as observed from Propositions 2a
and 2b. The knowledge-organization leadership process will be complete when it incorporates the
additional propositions, i.e., Propositions 3-7.

For the effective functioning of leadership in an environment where the use of formal
power to manage is low, it is essential that the organization, or group and the individual members
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of the group, must understand that the leadership will not work unless they all play their part in
leading. This will transform everyone into an anabolic leader, resulting in increased energy levels
in the organization, leading to greater productivity, efficiency and profits (Schneider & Somers,
2006).

Operationalizing the model. To operationalize the model, the essential contexts for the
group or organization and the individual members have to be considered. At the individual level,
it is important to shed the traditional leadership process, refrain from using formal power, adopt
internalizer behavior, expect and give allegiance to codes and ethics, and develop some tolerance
for chaos. For effective leadership without the use of formal power, it will be important for the
organization to engage in developing managers based on the individual contexts given here.

For the organization, it is important to facilitate mutualism, devise lax control and develop
a willingness to accept some chaos. Finally, it is important that leadership becomes available in all
members throughout the organization. The low power use mechanism sets all members free,
making them more powerful to lead and make decisions. The power to lead becomes ubiquitous
and gets promulgated among all members of the group, and thus gives the organization much
greater collective power.

It is interesting to note that whilst diverse backgrounds and experiences of knowledge
workers can facilitate creativity, it is important that a formal senior leader motivate everyone to
step up and provide leadership depending on one’s skills, expertise and the situation. This would
also require a formal leader to practice lax control and not use authority to facilitate leadership for
innovation organization so that the function of leading may emerge through interactions and
informal networks as and when needed.

Conclusion, Discussion and Directions for Future Research

Based on our survey of leadership literature, we have arrived at seven important facts
collected as propositions. Each one of them is loaded with facts from the literature and has
implications for the leadership. Each has takeaways for the managers of knowledge workers. The
main theme of the findings is to lead the knowledge workers so that they feel free to do whatever
they prefer to do as long as their acts fall within the broader goals of the organization. Managers
should assume that they couldn’t lead their knowledge workers better than they would lead
themselves. We have posed challenges to the traditional leadership practices and addressed them
in the context of knowledge work groups and knowledge organizations. A real-world example of
traditional leadership that did not follow these precepts and the one that did is given in Table 2,
depicting two CEOs at Hewlett-Packard.

Given increasing globalization, importance of innovation as a competitive strategy,
knowledge skill, and team-based work, we find that the utility of traditional leadership model is
limited for knowledge organizations. Furthermore, there is a consensus for a need for the new
governance approaches for the knowledge organizations (Leung, 2010; Amar et al., 2012). Over-
reliance on a vertical leadership model in the context of knowledge workers can undermine the
knowledge creation process and the creativity of workers (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi, 2003;
Pearce, 2004; Pfeffer, 2005; Reiter-Palmon & lllies, 2004; Robertson & Swan, 2003). According
to the traditional model, organizational environmental controls that are grounded in authority have
to be replaced by the intrinsic drivers to allow knowledge workers to remain in-control and be
working for the overall good of the organization. To achieve this will also require devising and
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making available to the workers certain supportive resources and management policies. The work
on these should make the future research agenda on leadership for knowledge organizations.

There are also several other lines for further research in the context of leading knowledge
organizations. Future research may involve testing of our proposed model under various conditions
in several knowledge organizations. Moreover, since all contemporary organizations are moving
towards the model of a knowledge organization, some aspects of the model presented here can be
gainfully employed in any organization. It may be worthwhile conducting further research in this
area. It would also be an important contribution to the literature if we could empirically know how
it impacts the levels of creativity, innovation, and productivity of knowledge organizations that
use it.

Another possible line for further research could be to investigate the shift in organizational
motivation and performance if it used the leadership model developed here. It may also be
interesting to explore the individual concepts presented in the seven propositions to study how
organization size will moderate their applicability. One may ask if every one of these propositions
is transferrable as is to any sized knowledge organizations, or would they need some adaptations.
Overall, it is understood from the literature that the research is not anywhere close to arriving at
this goal in the foreseeable future.

In essence, we find that leading knowledge organizations is essentially about enabling and
stabilizing a sense of responsibility in their knowledge workers rather than improving how to
organize and delegate tasks, or control their outcomes. To achieve this effectively, the management
should aim to change the organizational systems from within to enable the creation of new modes
of behavior that would fill in for the lack of leadership that needs power to operate. This is
particularly relevant when it is becoming apparent that leadership models being practiced currently
do not produce sustainable results, and impede the emergence of creativity and innovation in
knowledge organizations.



LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 13

References

Adeyemi-Bello, T. (2001). Validating Rotter’s (1966). Locus of control scale with a sample of not-for-
profit leaders. Management Research News, 24, 25-34.

Amar, A. D. (1998). Controls and creativity in organizations. Mid-Atlantic Journal of Business, 34, 97-99.

Amar, A. D. (2001). Leading for innovation through symbiosis. European Journal of Innovation
Management, 4, 126-132.

Amar, A. D. (2002). Managing knowledge workers: Unleashing innovation and productivity. Westport,
CT: Quorum Books, xiii.

Amar, A. D. (2007, June 13). Keeping creativity & organization going in knowledge organization. Lecture
at BCS Sociotech. British Computer Society: London, UK. Retrieved 10/13/2015.
http://www.bcs.org/upload/pdf/sociotechnical-130607.pdf

Amar, A. D., Hentrich C., & Hlupic, V. (2009). To be a better leader, give up authority. Harvard Business
Review, 87, 22-24.

Amar, A. D., Hentrich, C., Bami, B., & Hlupic, V. (2012). How managers succeed by letting employees
lead. Organizational Dynamics, 41, 62-71.

Ashforth, B. E. (1989). The experience of powerlessness in organizations. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 43, 207-244.

Barry, D. (1991). Managing the bossless team: Lessons in distributed leadership. Organizational
Dynamics, 21, 31-47.

Bass, B. M., & Riggio, R. E. (2006). Transformational Leadership (2nd ed.). London: Routledge, 5, 53,
199.

Bell, D. 1973. The coming of post-industrial society. New York: Basic Books.

Berson, Y., & Linton, J. D. (2005). An examination of the relationships between leadership style, quality,
and employee satisfaction in R&D versus administrative environments. R&D Management, 35:
51-60.

Bolden, R., Gosling, J. Marturano, A., & Dennison, P. (2003). A review of leadership theory and
competency frameworks. Centre for Leadership Studies, University of Exeter, Exeter, Devon, UK.
Retrieved from http://hdl.handle.net/10036/17494

Bottles, K. (2000). Leading in a chaotic health care environment. Physician Executive, 26, 56-62.

Buchen, I. H. (1998). Servant Leadership: A model for future faculty and future institutions. Journal of
Leadership Studies, 5, 25-34.

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper Colophon, 28-29.

Caldwell, C., Bischoll, S. J., & Kaari, R. (2002). The four umpires: A paradigm for ethical leadership.
Journal of Business Ethics, 36, 153-163.

Carley, K. M., & Hill, V. (2001). Structural change and learning within organizations. In E. R. Larsen
(Ed.), Dynamics of Organizations: Computational Modeling and Organization Theories (pp. 63-
92). Menlo Park, CA: MIT Press.

Carley, K., & Lee J. S. (1998). Dynamic organizations: Organizational adaptation in a changing
environment. Advances in Strategic Management: A Research Annual, 15, 269-297.

Carmeli A., Schaubroeck J., & Tishler, A. (2011). How CEO empowering leadership shapes top
management team processes: Implications for firm performance. Leadership Quarterly, 22, 399-
411.

Child, J., & McGrath, R.G. (2001). Organizations unfettered: Organizational form in an information-
intensive economy. The Academy of Management Journal, 44, 1135-1149.



http://www.bcs.org/upload/pdf/sociotechnical-130607.pdf
http://hdl.handle.net/10036/17494
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('detail','mdb%257E%257Ebth%257C%257Cjdb%257E%257Ebthjnh%257C%257Css%257E%257EJN%2520%252522Physician%2520Executive%252522%257C%257Csl%257E%257Ejh','');

LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 14

Chiles, T., Meyer, A., & Hench T. (2004). Organizational emergence: The origin and transformation of
Branson, Missouri’s musical theatres. Organization Science, 15, 499-520.

Christie, P., & Lingard, B. (2001). Capturing complexity in educational leadership. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Seattle, WA, April 10-14.

Cilliers, P. (2001). Boundaries, hierarchies and networks in complex systems. International Journal of
Innovation Management, 5, 135-147.

Clegg, S. (1990). Frameworks of power. London: Sage Publications, 235.

Collinson, D. (2005). Dialectics of leadership. Human Relations, 58, 1419-1442.

Conger, J.A., & Kanungo, R.N. (1988). The empowerment process: integrating theory and practice.
Academy of Management Review, 13, 471-482.

Cooksey, R. W. (2003). Leadership in complex organizational textures. Leadership & Organization
Development Journal, 24, 204-214.

Coveney, P. V. (2003). Self-organization and complexity: a new age for theory, computation, and
experimentation. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London, 361, 1057-1079.

Covey, S. R. (2004). The 8th habit: From effectiveness to greatness. New York: Free Press, 310.

Dahl, R. A. (1957). The concept of power. Behavioral Science, 2, 201-215.

De Geus, A. (2002). The living company: Habits for survival in a turbulent business environment. Boston,
MA: Harvard Business School Press, 11.

Doll, W. E. (1989). Complexity in the classroom. Educational Leadership, 7, 65-70.

Drucker, P. F. (1988, Jan.-Feb). The coming of the new organization. Harvard Business Review, 45-53.

Drucker, P. (1992). The age of discontinuity: Guidelines to our changing society. Edison, NJ: Transaction
Publishers, 12.

Drucker, P. (1999). Management challenges for 21 century. New York: HarperCollins, 5.

Druskat, V. U., & Wheeler J. V. (2003). Managing from the boundary: The effective leadership of self-
managing work teams. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 435-457.

Dvir, T. Eden, D., Avolio, B. J., & Shamir, B. (2002). Impact of transformational leadership on follower
development and performance: A field experiment. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 735-
744,

Eberly, M. B., Holley, E. C., Johnson, M. D., & & Mitchell, T. R. (2011). Beyond internal and external:
A dyadic theory of relational attribution. Academy of Management Review, 36, 731-753.

Edgeman, R. L., & Scherer, F. (2002). Systemic leadership via core value development. The Leadership
& Organization Development Journal, 20, 94-98.

Eisler, R., & Montouori, A. (2003). The human side of spirituality. In R.A. Giacalone & C. L. Jurkiewicz
(Eds.), Handbook of workplace spirituality and organizational performance (pp. 46-56). New
York: M. E. Sharp.

Fairholm, G. W. (1996). Spiritual leadership: Fulfilling whole-self needs at work. Leadership &
Organization Development Journal, 17, 11-17.

Fairholm, M. R. (2004). A new sciences outline for leadership development. Leadership & Organization
Development Journal, 25, 369-383.

Fitzsimons, D. James, K. T., & Denyer, D. (2011). Alternative approaches for studying shared and
distributed leadership. International Journal of Management Reviews, 13, 313-328.

Fletcher, J. K. (2004). The paradox of post-heroic leadership: An essay on gender, power, and
transformational change. Leadership Quarterly, 15, 647-661.

French, J. R. P., & Raven, B. H. (1959). The basis of social power. In D. Cartwright (Eds.), Studies in
Social Power (pp. 150-167). Ann Arbor, MI, University of Michigan, Institute for Social Research.


http://eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/Home.portal?_nfpb=true&_pageLabel=ERICSearchResult&_urlType=action&newSearch=true&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=au&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=%22Christie+Pam%22
http://eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/Home.portal?_nfpb=true&_pageLabel=ERICSearchResult&_urlType=action&newSearch=true&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=au&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=%22Christie+Pam%22

LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 15

Friedman, R. S., Roberts, D. M., & Linton, J. D. (2008). Principle concepts of technology and innovation
management: Critical research models. Hershey, PA: IGI Publishing (Information Science
Reference), 16.

Fry, L. (2003). Toward a theory of spiritual leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 14, 693-727.

Gardner, J. (1993). On leadership. New York: Free Press.

Giberson, T. R., Resick, C. J., Dickson, M. W., Mitchelson, J. K., Randall, K. R. and Clark, M. A. (2009).
Leadership and Organizational Culture: Linking CEO Characteristics to Cultural Values. Journal
of Business Psychology, 24, 123-137.

Glynn, M. A. (1996). Innovative genius: A framework for relating individual and organizational
intelligences to innovation. Academy of Management Review, 21, 1081-1111.

Greenleaf, R. K., Spears, L., & Covey, S. (2002). Servant leadership: A journey into the nature of
legitimate power and greatness. New York: Paulist Press, 37.

Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. Leadership Quarterly, 13, 423-451.

Guastello, S. (2007). Nonlinear dynamics and leadership emergence. Leadership Quarterly, 18, 357—-3609.

Harris, A. (2004). Distributed leadership and school improvement. Educational Management
Administration & Leadership, 32, 11-24.

Haynes, P. (2003). Managing complexity in the public services. Maidenhead, UK: Open University Press,
8.

Hazy, J. K. (2006). Measuring leadership effectiveness in complex socio-technical systems. Emergence:
Complexity & Organization, 8, 58-77.

Hazy, J. K., Goldstein, J. A., & Lichtenstein, B. B., Eds. (2007). Complex systems leadership theory: new
perspectives from complexity science on social and organizational effectiveness. Mansfield: ISCE
Publishing.

Heifetz, R. A., & Linsky. M. (2002). Leadership on the line: Staying alive through the dangers of leading.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press, 25, 102.

Hobson, C. J., Strupeck, D., & Szostek, J. (2010). A behavioral roles approach to assessing and improving
the team leadership capabilities of managers. International Journal of Management, 27, 3-15.

Hogue, M., & Lord, R.G. (2007). A multilevel, complexity theory approach to understanding gender bias
in leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 18, 370-390.

Hollander, E. P., & Offermann, L. R. (1990). Power and Leadership in Organizations. American
Psychologist, 45, 179-189.

Hooker, C., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2003). Flow, creativity and shared leadership. In C. L. Pearce & J.
A. Conger (Eds.)., Shared Leadership: Reframing the hows and whys of leadership (pp. 217-234).
London: Sage.

Huey, J. (1994). The new post-heroic leadership. Fortune, February 21, 42-50.

Hunt, J. G., & Dodge, G. E. (2000). Leadership déja vu all over again. Leadership Quarterly, 4, 435-458.

Huxham, C., & Vangen, S. (2000). Leadership in the shaping and implementation of collaboration agendas:
How things happen in a (not quite) joined-up world. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 1159-
1175.

Jaworski, J. (1999). Synchronicity: The inner path of leadership. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.

Keene, A. (2000). Complexity theory: the changing role of leadership. Industrial and Commercial
Training, 32, 15-18.

Keller, R. T. 1992. Transformational leadership and the performance of research and development project
groups. Journal of Management, 18, 489-501.

Kinnear, L., & Sutherland, M. (2000). Determinants of organizational commitment amongst knowledge
workers. South African Journal of Business Management, 31, 106-112.


javascript:__doLinkPostBack('detail','mdb%257E%257Ebth%257C%257Cjdb%257E%257Ebthjnh%257C%257Css%257E%257EJN%2520%252522Emergence%25253a%2520Complexity%2520%252526%2520Organization%252522%257C%257Csl%257E%257Ejh','');
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('detail','mdb%257E%257Ebth%257C%257Cjdb%257E%257Ebthjnh%257C%257Css%257E%257EJN%2520%252522Emergence%25253a%2520Complexity%2520%252526%2520Organization%252522%257C%257Csl%257E%257Ejh','');

LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 16

Kirkman, B. L., Chen, G., Farh, J.-L., Chen, Z.-x., & Lowe, K. B. (2009). Individual power distance
orientation and follower reactions to transformational leaders: Cross levels, cross cultural
examination. Academy of Management Journal, 52, 744-764.

Knowles, R. N. (2002). Self-organizing leadership: A way of seeing what is happening in organizations
and a pathway to coherence (Part 11). Emergence, 4, 86-97.

Kodam, M. (2005). New knowledge creation through leadership-based strategic community—a case of
new product development in IT and multimedia business fields. Technovation, 25, 895-908.

Kofman, F., & Senge, P. M. (1993). Communities of commitment: The heart of learning organizations.
Organizational Dynamics, 22, 5-23.

Konradt, U., & Andresen, P. (2009). Self-leadership in organizational teams: A multilevel analysis of
moderators and mediators. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 18, 322 —
346.

Korac-Kakabadse, N., Kouzmin A., & Kakabadse, A. (2002). Spirituality and leadership praxis. Journal
of Managerial Psychology, 17, 165-182.

Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (1995). The leadership challenge: How to keep getting extraordinary
things done in organizations (2nd Ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 108.

Lefcourt, L. M. (1982). Locus of control: Current trends in theory and research (2nd Ed.). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum, 35.

Leung, F. (2010). New paradigms for the future: keynote perspectives from The R&D Management
Conference 2008. R&D Management, 40, 4-9.

Lewin, R., & Regine, B. (1999). The soul at work: Unleashing the power of complexity science for
business success. New York: Texere Publishing, 75.

Lichtenstein, B., Uhl-Bien, M., Marion, R., Seers A., Orton, D. and Schreiber, C. (2006). Complexity
leadership theory: An interactive perspective on leading in complex adaptive systems. Emergence:
Complexity and Organization, 8, 2-12.

Lipton, B. (2005). The biology of belief: Unleashing the power of consciousness, matter and miracles.
Santa Rosa, CA: Mountain of Love/Elite Books.

Logan D. King J., & Fischer-Wright, H. (2008). Tribal leadership. New York: HarperCollins Publishers.

Losada, M., & Heaphy, E. (2004). The role of positivity and connectivity in the performance of business
teams: A nonlinear dynamics model. American Behavioral Scientist, 47, 740-765.

Luthans, F., & Avolio, B. (2003). Authentic leadership development. In: K.S. Cameron, J.E. Dutton & R.
E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations of a new discipline (pp. 241-
258). San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.

Manz, C. C., Craig, C. L., Mott, J. W., Henson, Z., & Sims, Jr., H. P. (2013). Don’t take the lead...share
the lead: Surprising leadership lessons from the big time college sports. Organizational Dynamics,
42, 154-60.

Marion, R. (1999). The edge of organization: Chaos and complexity theories of formal social
organizations. Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 27.

Marion, R., & Uhl-Bien, M. (2001). Leadership in complex organizations. Leadership Quarterly, 12, 389-
418.

Marion, R., & Uhl-Bien, M. (2003). Complexity theory and Al-Qaeda: Examining complex leadership.
Emergence, 5, 54-76.

Martin, A. (2007). The future of leadership: Where do we go from here? Industrial and Commercial
Training, 39, 3-8.

Martin, A., & Ernst C. (2005). Exploring leadership in times of paradox and complexity. Corporate
Governance, 5, 82-94.


http://www.amazon.co.uk/exec/obidos/search-handle-url/026-9177185-7979603?_encoding=UTF8&search-type=ss&index=books-uk&field-author=Roger%20Lewin

LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 17

McKelvey, B. (2001). Energizing order-creating networks of distributed intelligence. International
Journal of Innovation Management, 5, 181-212.

McKelvey, B. (2007). Emergent strategy via complexity leadership: Using complexity science and
adaptive tension to build distributed intelligence. In M. Uhl-Bien & R. Marion (Eds.)., Complexity
and leadership volume I: Conceptual foundations, 225-268. Charlotte, NC: Information Age
Publishing.

McKelvey, B., Marion, R., & Uhl-Bien M. (2003). A simple-rule approach to CEO leadership in the 21st
century. Paper presented at the University of Lecce Conference on New Approaches to Strategic
Management, Ostuni, Italy.

Mendonca, M. (2007). Ethical leadership. Maidenhead: Open University Press.

Meyer, A., Gaba, V., & Colwell K. (2005). Organizing far-from-equilibrium: Nonlinear change in
organizational fields. Organization Science, 16, 456-473.

Miller, J. B., & Stiver, 1. P. (1997). The healing connection, How women form relationships in therapy
and in life. Boston: Beacon Press, 25.

Milton-Smith, J. (1985). Ethics as excellence: A strategic management perspective. Journal of Business
Ethics, 14, 683-693.

Mintzberg, H. (1998). Covert leadership: notes on managing professionals. Knowledge workers respond
to inspiration, not supervision. Harvard Business Review, 76, 140-147.

Mintzberg, H. (2008). How productivity killed American enterprise. Retrieved from
http://www.henrymintzberg.com/pdf/productivity2008.pdf

Molm, L. (1999). Power in negotiated and reciprocal exchange. American Sociological Review, 64, 876-
890.

Monostori, M., & Ueda, K. (2006). Design of complex adaptive systems: Introduction. Advanced
Engineering Informatics, 20, 223-225.

Montes, F. J. L., Moreno, A. R. and & Morales, V. C. (2005). Influence of support leadership and
teamwork cohesion on organizational learning, innovation and performance: an empirical
examination. Technovation, 25, 1159-1172.

Mumford, M. D., Scott, G. M., Gaddis, B., & Strange, J. M. (2002). Leading creative people: Orchestrating
expertise and relationships. Leadership Quarterly, 13, 705-750.

Mumford, M., & Licuanan, B. (2004). Leading for innovation: Conclusions, issues & directions.
Leadership Quarterly, 15, 163-171.

Mumford, M., Connelly, S., & Gaddis, B. (2003). How creative leaders think: Experimental findings and
cases. Leadership Quarterly, 14, 411-432.

Nemanich, L. A., & Vera, D. (2009). Transformational leadership and ambidexterity in the context of an
acquisition. The Leadership Quarterly, 20, 19-33.

Ness, G. J., & Macaskill, N. (2003). Preventing PTSD: The value of inner resourcefulness and a sense of
personal control of a situation. Is it a matter of problem-solving or anxiety management?
Behavioral and Cognitive Psychotherapy, 31, 463-466.

Nirenberg, J. (1993). The living organization: Transforming teams into workplace communities.
Homewood, IL: Business One Irwin, 15.

Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge creating company. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
3.

Northouse, P. G. (2006). Leadership: Theory and practice (4" Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Osborn, R. N., Hunt, J. G., & Jauch, L. R. (2002). Toward a contextual theory of leadership. Leadership
Quarterly, 13, 797-837.


http://www.henrymintzberg.com/pdf/productivity2008.pdf

LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 18

Osborn, R., & Hunt J. (2007). Leadership and the choice of order: Complexity and hierarchical
perspectives near the edge of chaos. Leadership Quarterly, 18, 319-340.

Pascale, R. T., Millemann, M., & Gioja, L. (2000). Surfing the edge of chaos. New York: Three Rivers
Press, 244-250.

Pearce, C. L. (2004). The future of leadership: Combining vertical and shared leadership to transform
knowledge work. Academy of Management Executive, 18, 47-57.

Pearce, C. L., & Manz, C. C. (2005). The new silver bullets of leadership: The importance of self- and
shared leadership in knowledge Work. Organizational Dynamics, 34, 130-149.

Pearce, C. L., & Sims, H. P. (2000). Shared leadership: Toward a multi-level theory of leadership. In M.
Beyerlein, D. Johnson & S. Beyerlein, (Eds.), Advances in the Interdisciplinary Studies of Work
Teams, (pp. 115-139). New York: JAL.

Pearce, C. L., & Sims, H. P, Jr. (2002). Vertical versus shared leadership as predictors of the effectiveness
of change management teams: An examination of aversive, directive, transactional,
transformational and empowering leaders' behaviors. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research and
Practice, 6, 172-197.

Pepper, A. (2003). Leading professionals: A science, a philosophy and a way of working. Journal of
Change Management, 3, 349-360.

Pfeffer, J. (1981). Power in organizations. London: Pitman, 99.

Pfeffer, J. (2005). Producing sustainable competitive advantage through the effective management of
people. The Academy of Management Executive, 19, 95-108.

Piccolo, R. F., & Colquitt J. A. (2006). Transformational leadership and job behaviors: The mediating role
of core job characteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 49, 327-340.

Plowman, D., & Duchon, D. (2008). Dispelling the myths about leadership: From cybernetics to
emergence. In M. Uhl-Bien & R. Marion (Eds.), Complexity and leadership volume I: Conceptual
foundations, 129-154. Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing.

Plowman, D., Baker, L. T, Beck, T., Kulkarni, M., Solansky, S., & Travis D. (2007a). Radical change
accidentally: The emergence and amplification of small change. Academy of Management Journal,
50, 515-543.

Plowman, D., Baker, L.T, Beck, T., Kulkarni, M., Solansky, S., & Travis D. (2007b). The role of
leadership in emergent, self-organization. Leadership Quarterly, 18, 341-356.

Plsek, P. E., & Wilson, T. (2001). Complexity, leadership and management in healthcare organizations.
British Medical Journal, 323, 746-749.

Prigogine, 1. (1997). The end of certainty. New York: The Free Press, 90.

Rank, J., Nelson, N. E., Allen, T. D., & Xu, X. (2009). Leadership predictors of innovation and task
performance: Subordinates' self-esteem and self-presentation as moderators. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 82, 465-489.

Reiter-Palmon, R., & lllies, J. J. (2004). Leadership and creativity: Understanding leadership from the
creative problem-solving perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 15, 55-77.

Robertson, M., & Swan, J. (2003). Control-what control? Culture and ambiguity within knowledge
intensive firm. Journal of Management Studies, 40, 831-858.

Rost, J. C. (1991). Leadership for the twenty-first century. New York: Praeger.

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement.
Psychological Monographs, 80, 1-28.

Rotter, J. B. (1975). Some problems and misconceptions related to the construct of internal versus external
control of reinforcement. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 43, 56-67.



LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 19

Russell, R. F. (2001). The role of values in servant leadership. Leadership & Organization Development
Journal, 22, 76-83.

Russell, R. F., & Stone, A.G. (2002). A review of servant leadership attributes: developing a practical
model. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 23, 145-157.

Sandmann, L. R., & Vandenberg, L. (1995). A framework for 21st century leadership. Journal of
Extension, 33, 1-9.

Schneider, M., & Somers, M. (2006). Organizations as complex adaptive systems: Implications of
complexity theory for leadership research. Leadership Quarterly, 17, 351-365.

Schultz, D., & Schultz, S.E. (2005). Theories of personality (8" ed.). Wadsworth: Thomson.

Scott, W. R. (2004). Reflections on a half-century of organizational sociology. Annual Review of
Sociology, 30, 1-21.

Seibert, S. E., Silver, S. R., & Randolph, W. A. (2004). Taking empowerment to the next level: A multiple-
level model of empowerment, performance and satisfaction. Academy of Management Journal, 47,
332-349.

Sidle, S. D. (2007). The danger of do nothing leaders. Academy of Management Perspectives, 21, 75-77.

Sivasubramaniam, N., Murry, W.D., Avolio, B.J., & Jung, D.l. (2002). A Longitudinal Model of the
Effects of Team Leadership and Group Potency on Group Performance. Group & Organization
Management, 27(1), 66-96.

Sparrowe, R. T. (2005). Authentic leadership and the narrative self. Leadership Quarterly, 16, 419-439.

Spillane, J., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. (2004). Towards a theory of leadership practice: a distributed
perspective. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36, 3-34.

Spreitzer, G., Sutcliffe, K., Dutton, J., Sonenshein, S., & Grant, A. M. (2005). A socially embedded model
of thriving at work. Organization Science, 16, 537-549.

Surrie, G., & Hazy, J.K. (2006). Generative leadership: Nurturing innovation in complex systems.
Emergence: Complexity & Organization, 8(4)., 13-26.

Sveiby, K. E., & Lloyd, T. (1987). Managing know-how. London: Bloomsbury, 135.

Thorlakson A.J.H., Murray R.P. (1996). An Empirical Study of Empowerment in the Workplace. Group
& Organization Management, 21, 67-83.

Tsoukas, H., & Mylonopoulos, Y. (2004). Introduction: knowledge construction & creation on
organizations. British Journal of Management, 15, S1-S8.

Tymon, W., & Stumpf, S. (2003). Social capital in the success of knowledge workers. Career
Development International, 8, 12-21.

Uhl-Bien, M., Marion, R., & McKelvey, B. (2004). Emergent leadership in virtual teams: What do
emergent leaders do? Information and Organization, 14, 27-58.

Uhl-Bien, M., Marion, R., & McKelvey, B. (2007). Complexity leadership theory: Shifting leadership
from the industrial age to the knowledge era. Leadership Quarterly, 18, 298-318.

Vecchio, R. P., Justin, J. E., & Pearce, C. L. (2010). Empowering leadership: An examination of mediating
mechanisms within a hierarchical structure. The Leadership Quarterly, 21, 530-542.

Wallace, M. (2002). Modeling distributed leadership and management effectiveness: Primary school
senior management teams in England and Wales. School Effectiveness and School Improvement,
13, 163-186.

Walter, F., & Bruch, H. (2010). Structural impacts on the occurrence and effectiveness of transformational
leadership: An empirical study at the organizational level of analysis. The Leadership Quarterly,
21, 765-782.


javascript:__doLinkPostBack('detail','mdb%257E%257Ebth%257C%257Cjdb%257E%257Ebthjnh%257C%257Css%257E%257EJN%2520%252522Emergence%25253a%2520Complexity%2520%252526%2520Organization%252522%257C%257Csl%257E%257Ejh','');
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/14717727
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/10489843

LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 20

Wang G., Oh I-S., Courtright S.H., Colbert A.E. (2011). Transformational leadership and performance
across criteria and levels: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of research. Group & Organization
Management, 36, 223-270.

Westaby, J. D., Probst, T. M., & Lee, B. C. (2010). Leadership decision-making: A behavioral reasoning
theory analysis. The Leadership Quarterly, 21, 481-495.

Weick, K. E., Sutcliffe, K., & Obstfeld, D. (2005). Organizing and the process of sensemaking.
Organization Science, 16, 409-421.

Wituk, S., Warren, M., Heiny, P., Clark, M. J., Power, C., & Meissen, G. (2003). Developing communities
of leaders: Outcomes of a statewide initiative. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 9,
76-86.

Wyckoff, A. (1996). The growing strength of services. OECD Observer, June, No. 200.

Yoo, Y., & Alavi, M. (2004). Emergent leadership in virtual teams: what do emergent leaders do?
Information and Organization, 14, 27-58.

Yukl, G. (1999). An evaluation of conceptual weaknesses in transformational & charismatic leadership
theories. Leadership Quarterly, 10, 285-305.

Zhu, W., May, D. R., & Avolio, B. J. (2004). The impact of ethical leadership behavior and employee
outcomes: The role of psychological empowerment and authenticity. Journal of Leadership and
Organizational Studies, 11, 16-26.


http://findarticles.com/p/search?tb=art&qa=Scott+Wituk
http://findarticles.com/p/search?tb=art&qa=Mary+Warren
http://findarticles.com/p/search?tb=art&qa=Pat+Heiny
http://findarticles.com/p/search?tb=art&qa=Mary+Jo+Clark
http://findarticles.com/p/search?tb=art&qa=Chris+Power
http://findarticles.com/p/search?tb=art&qa=Greg+Meissen
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0NXD
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%236630%232004%23999859998%23480714%23FLA%23&_cdi=6630&_pubType=J&_auth=y&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=73699ac69034aebda1798a3056c753c1

Table 1

LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS

21

Major Themes from the Scholarly and Applied Research on Leadership and the Deduced Propositions for Leading Knowledge
Organizations for Innovation

Theme Selective Evidence Prop. | Proposition Substance

Leading Rank et al., 2009; Martin, 2007; Mintzberg, | P1 Leading knowledge organizations is not the same as leading
knowledge 2008; Mumford et al, 2002, Mumford & traditional organizations.

workers is | Licuanan, 2004; Pearce, 2004; Pearce &

different from | Manz, 2005; Pearce & Sims, 2000, 2002

leading traditional

workers

Formal leader | Vecchio et al., 2010; Nemanich and Vera, | P2 In an organization, such as the knowledge organization, where
eschew power 2009; Konradt and Andresen, 2009; Kirkman | a a variety of specialized, unrelated or little-related tasks are

et al, 2009; Amar et al., 2009; Amar, 2002; | and executed, it is unlikely for one individual to effectively carry
Cilliers, 2001; Fairholm, 2004; Guastello, | b) out the leadership responsibilities.
2007; Monostori & Ueda, 2006; Osborn & A knowledge organization will benefit if the formal leader
Hunt, 2007; Scott, 2004; Uhl-Bien et al., eschewed power and created an environment of shared
2007; Weick et al., 2005; Yoo & Alavi, 2004 leadership.
In-control Adeyemi-Belo, 2001; Lipton, 2005; Ness & | P3 In any organization where power use is low, such as a
behavior as | Macaskill, 2003; Schultz & Schultz, 2005; knowledge organization, a leader with an “in-control”
measured by behavior as reflected by “Internalizer” classification based on
Rotter (1966) the scores on Rotter (1966) Internal-External scale will
increase one’s likelihood of success.
Create a | Walter and Bruch, 2010; Buchen, 1998; | P4 The key source of the power to lead of a manager of a
mutualism  that | Gardner, 1993, p.75; Northouse, 2006; Wituk knowledge organization is his/her ability to create a
benefits all | etal., 2003, Westaby, 2010. mutualism that results in a benefit for all stakeholders of the
involved knowledge work, i.e. the organization, the team members, the
manager, and others.
Lax control of | (Coveney, 2003; Heifetz & Linsky, 2002, p. | P5 In a low-power use organization, such as a knowledge

leaders and

workers

25, 102; Pearce, 2004; Robertson & Swan,
2003; Pfeffer; 2005;

organization, lax control should be ubiquitous to build a fluid,
distributed and trust-based community. Lax control of leaders
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and workers improves the performance and quality of
outcomes of the organization.

Chaos can occur | Ashforth, 1989; Carley & Lee, 1998; | P6 Semblance of chaos in groups appears when a functioning
but a natural order | Lichtenstein et al., 2006; McKelvey, 2001, leader frequently relinquishes power which one of other
emerges on | 2007; Meyer et al., 2005; Osborn & Hunt, members of the group can fill. However, from chaos, a
attaining 2007 leadership homeostasis emerges and establishes an order
homeostasis according to which leadership becomes dormant and

distributed in all group members.

Allegiance to | Giberson et al., 2009; Bolden et al., 2003; | P7 Because of the practice of shared leadership in knowledge

principles and | Caldwell et al., 2002; Dvir et al., 2002; organizations, it may be detrimental to the organization if
values instead of | Edgeman & Scherer, 2002; Mendonca, 2007; workers gave their allegiance to the individuals, such as the
the individuals Pearce & Sims, 2002; Piccolo & Colquitt, current leaders. Instead, the workers should avow their

2006; Sparrowe, 2005; Zhu et al., 2004 allegiance to a set of principles and values, such as the ethics,

professional codes, legal codes, and the organizational
mission and vision.




LEADERSHIP FOR KNOWLEDGE ORGANIZATIONS 23

Table 2

A Real-World Illustration of Leadership Model for Knowledge Organization with Its Converse

Flamboyant versus Symbiotic Leadership
The Case of Two CEOs of Hewlett-Packard—Carleton S. “Carly” Fiorina and Mark V. Hurd (Amar, 2007)
(Compiled by Professor A. D. Amar from the reports appearing in the popular press.)

FLAMBOYANT
Visibility
* (1) Fiorina had her portrait hung in HP lobby between
its two founders, William R. Hewlett and David
Packard
 (ii) Fiorina traveled in an entourage
» (iii) Emerged as one most recognized celebrity CEO

Communication
* (i) Fiorina’s public presentations were choreographed
like rock stars
* (ii) Fiorina’s credo was “management is a
performance”

Management Style
* “Look-at-me” management style

Organization
» Fiorina resisted sharing operating duties
» Fiorina will take credit for HP’s comeback even after
she was fired from HP.

Reinforcement
* Subordinates walked out with her like “bad children
going to be punished”

Outcomes
* (i) Company remained in doldrums.
* (II) Stock was in a malaise.
» (ii) Boardroom in-fights were common; got pushed
into courts for external intervention.

Subordinate Response
* Colleagues and workers did their jobs.

SYMBIOTIC
Visibility o
* (1) Hurd refused to have his picture put up.
* (ii) Hurd came to HP Iowa plant driving in a rented
Hertz car

Communication
* (i) Hurd avoided press and mass media
* (ii) Hurd made standing-room-only talk in the cafeteria
using flip charts
» (iii) Hurd talked to his subordinates like their favorite
professor, leading them through issues until they
understood them

Management Style
* Cranked up earnings through smart cost-cutting moves

Organization
*  Split time equally among employees, customers, and
investors

Reinforcement
* Hurd is likely to challenge than chastise

Outcomes o
* (i) Took market share in printers and PCs.
+ (ii) Boosted operating margins from 4% to 6.9%

Subordinate Response
* Colleagues and workers really wanted him to succeed.
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The Seven Knowledge Organization Leadership Characteristics Drawn from the literature



