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Abstract

This article explores the dynamic landscape of leadership theories, spanning classical to contemporary perspectives. From Lewin’s field theory
to Fiedler’s contingency model, transactional, and transformational leadership, the journey leads to adaptive leadership and beyond. The symbiotic
relationship between leadership styles and organizational structures is examined, emphasizing the need for a context-specific approach. Critiques
from scholars like Mary Uhl-Bien prompt a shift towards horizontal, inclusive, shared, enabling and distributed leadership paradigms, aligning
with complexity leadership theory. The interdisciplinary insights of physicists like Penrose and psychoanalysts like Winnicott enrich the discourse.
Penrose challenges traditional views of artificial intelligence, while Winnicott’s psychoanalytic concepts offer a lens to understand the emotional
dimensions of leadership in decentralized structures. As the 21st-century leadership landscape unfolds, embracing diversity, fostering innovation,
and nurturing authentic relationships emerge as imperatives for organizational effectiveness.
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Introduction

The field of organizational studies has meticulously explored
and categorized diverse organizational types, tracing its roots back
to the early 20th century when scholars recognized the necessity
for systematic frameworks [1]. From Barnard’s emphasis on
informal aspects [2] to the contingency theory spearheaded by
Burns and Stalker [3], Woodward [4], and Lawrence and Lorsch [5],
the evolving understanding of organizational structures has been
shaped by pivotal contributions. As one delves into the mid-20th
century, influenced by Lewin’s field theory, authors such as Burns
and Stalker [3], alongside Lawrence and Lorsch [5], expanded
contingency theory by introducing concepts such as mechanistic
and organic structures, highlighting organizations’ adaptability
to different contexts. The subsequent decades witnessed a shift
towards studying organizational culture, with Schein’s work

@ @ This work is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License | [JEBM.MS.ID.000527.

emphasizing shared values and beliefs [6]. In the dynamiclandscape
of the 21 century, characterized by technological advancements
and globalization, organizational arrangements have undergone
profound transformations [7]. The rise of digital business, virtual
organizations, network structures, and the gig economy challenges
traditional configurations [8-12]. In this regard, scholars like Uhl-
Bien [13], Mintzberg [14], and Morgan [15] have contributed
significantly to understanding the emergent forms of organizations.
Amidst this complexity, this article aims to unravel the nuanced
connections between organizational configurations and the diverse
array of leadership styles [16,17].

The concept of leadership is inherently polysemic, with almost
as many definitions as there are authors. However, despite this
diversity, certain common points can be observed across different
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definitions. Firstly, leadership is often understood as a form of power,
representing the capacity to influence [18]. Secondly, it is viewed as
directly associated with the ability to bring about transformation
[18,19]. Finally, leadership is recognized as the capacity to navigate
contexts and understand people, aiming to identify the most
suitable person, situation, and moment [20-22]. These fundamental
characteristics of leadership support perspectives that perceive it as
arelational phenomenon and as a competency capable of effectively
balancing environmental and personal factors, as advocated by one
of the pioneers in categorization leadership studies, Kurt Lewin
[1,20]. In the context of contemporary dynamics, where traditional
boundaries blur and organizational forms become increasingly
fluid, understanding how different leadership styles intersect with
varied organizational types becomes imperative [8-10, 23,24]. As
one embarks on this analysis, our purpose is twofold. First, one seeks
to offer a comprehensive analysis of contemporary organizational
configurations, considering structural, technological, cultural, and
environmental factors [5,6,25,26]. Second, one aims to shed light
on how leadership styles navigate the intricacies of post-modern
dynamics, providing insights crucial for leaders and scholars alike
in understanding and navigating the challenges and opportunities
of the contemporary professional landscape [13,15].

Organizational Types

The 1930s marked the formative stages of organizational
studies, and during this time, Barnard’s work stood out for its
emphasis on the informal aspects of organizations [2]. In his
influential work, “The Functions of the Executive”, Barnard
recognizes the significance of informal social relationships and
communication channels that go beyond formal roles, shaping
organizational dynamics. Barnard’s conceptual framework suggests
a departure from the traditional focus on structure, highlighting
the importance of understanding organizations through both
formal and informal lenses [2]. He introduces the idea of a “zone of

Table 1: Woodward’s typology.

indifference”, acknowledging that individuals within organizations
accept authority up to a certain point without questioning,
adding a psychological dimension to organizational typology. His
groundbreaking emphasis on communication as a critical function
of executives and organizations underscores its essential role
in achieving organizational goals and maintaining cooperation
among members [2]. While Barnard does not provide a specific
typology, his insights lay the groundwork for future scholars to
explore the interplay between formal and informal elements within
organizations and anticipate later theories delving into cultural and
behavioral aspects [2]. Moving to the mid-20th century, Woodward
[4], another influential organizational theorist, made substantial
contributions by focusing on the relationship between technology
and organizational structure. Through empirical research across
industries, Woodward identifies three primary organizational
types based on the complexity of the production process, commonly
known as “Woodward’s typology” [4].

In industries with small-batch or unit production, emphasizing
customization and flexibility, Woodward observes a decentralized
structure with a high degree of employee skill and autonomy -
termed unit production systems [4]. Mass production systems,
characterized by large-scale and standardized processes, exhibit
a more centralized and hierarchical structure to ensure efficiency.
The third type, process production systems, found in continuous
or process production industries, displays a hybrid structure
combining centralization and decentralization to manage
continuous production flow [4]. Table 1 outlines Woodward'’s
typology, detailing types,
Woodward'’s contributions are not only significant for introducing

descriptions, and characteristics.
a typology based on technology but also for emphasizing
the importance of aligning organizational structure with the
requirements of the production process. Her findings challenge the
prevailing notion that one-size-fits-all organizational structures

can be universally applied [4].

Unit Production Small -scale, one-of-a-kind production

Low formalization, flexible roles, reliance on skilled labor, decentralized deci-

sion-making.

Large-scale production of standardized

Mass Production
goods

High formalization, specialized roles, hierarchical structure, centralized deci-

sion-making.

Process Production Large-scale production of batch quantities

Moderate formalization, semi-skilled labor, standardized processes, moderate

decentralization.

Job Production Small-scale production of custom items

High formalization, skilled labor, flexible roles, moderate decentralization, cus-

tomized production.

Batch Production | Medium-scale production of batch quantities

Moderate formalization, semi-skilled labor, standardized processes, moderate

decentralization.

Continuous Process Continuous and constant production flow

High formalization, specialized roles, automated processes, centralized deci-

sion-making, high efficiency.

Source: Elaborated by the author.*/

Moreover, Woodward’s research lays the groundwork for
contingency theory in organizational studies, suggesting that the
optimal organizational design depends on the external environment,
particularly the technological demands of the industry [4]. In
the decades following Woodward’s research, scholars expanded

on contingency theory, considering additional factors such as
environmental uncertainty and organizational size. However,
Woodward’s contributions remain foundational in the broader
conversation about how organizations adapt their structures to
fit the demands of their contexts [4]. In the realm of contingency

Citation: Anderson Santanna. Exploring the Interplay: Organizational Types and Leadership Styles in Contemporary Dynamics. Iris ] of Eco &
Buss Manag. 2(1): 2024. [JEBM.MS.ID.000527. DOI: 10.33552/1JEBM.2024.02.000527

Page 2 of 13


http://dx.doi.org/10.33552/IJEBM.2024.02.000527

Iris Journal of Economics & Business Management

Volume 2-Issue 1

theory, Burns and Stalker mark a significant departure from earlier
theories by introducing the concept of organic and mechanistic
organizations. Their groundbreaking research aims to understand
how different organizational structures respond to challenges
posed by the external environment [3]. The key distinction in Burns
and Stalker’s studies lies in their characterization of organizations
as either organic or mechanistic. In stable and predictable
environments, the authors observed the prevalence of mechanistic
structures. These organizations exhibit a hierarchical and rigid
structure with clearly defined roles and responsibilities. Decision-
making is centralized, and communication follows formal channels.
Mechanistic organizations thrive in environments where tasks are
routine and predictable [3].

Table 2: Mechanistic vs. Organic Structures.

In contrast, organic structures are identified in dynamic and
unpredictable environments. According to Burns and Stalker
[3], these organizations embrace flexibility and decentralized
decision-making. Communication is more informal, and roles are
adaptable to changing circumstances. Organic organizations excel
in environments where innovation and adaptability are critical.
As displayed in Table 2, Burns and Stalker’s research emphasizes
the alignment of organizational structure with the demands of the
external environment. In dynamic environments, the flexibility of
organic structures allows for quicker adaptation to change, while
in stable environments, the rigidity of mechanistic structures
provides efficiency and control [3].

. . Hierarchical structure, formalized procedures, specialized roles, centralized decision-making,
Mechanistic Stable environments e
efficiency.
. . . . Flexible structure, less formalization, adaptable roles, decentralized decision-making, emphasis on
Organic Dynamic, changing environments innovation

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Burns and Stalker’s typology lays the foundation for
contingency theory, suggesting that organizational effectiveness is
contingent upon the fit between an organization’s structure and the
demands of its environment. This perspective challenges earlier
notions of universal organizational principles and emphasizes the
need for context-specific design [3]. Furthermore, it recognizes
that organizations might exhibit characteristics of both organic
and mechanistic structures simultaneously, leading to the concept
of a “mixed” or “contingency” form. This nuanced understanding
acknowledges that real-world organizations often face a complex
interplay of stable and dynamic environmental factors. In the late
1960s, Lawrence and Lorsch [5] expanded the understanding
of how organizations adapt to external environments. Unlike

Table 3: Lawrence and Lorsch Typology.

previous studies that focused primarily on internal factors, the
authors explore the dynamic relationship between organizations
and their external environments. They introduce the concept of
differentiation and integration as key mechanisms through which
organizations respond to environmental challenges.

According to Lawrence and Lorsch [5], organizations confront
two essential imperatives: the necessity to differentiate or specialize
in response to diverse external demands and the requirement to
integrate or coordinate these specialized activities to uphold overall
effectiveness. This conceptualization leads to the identification of
three distinct organizational forms: the technical core, supportive
activities, and the managerial hierarchy, as summarized in Table 3

[5]-

The central activities directly related to the organi-

Technical Core L, T
zation’s mission

High differentiation, specialized tasks, technical expertise, focus on core
functions, requires autonomy and expertise.

Functions that provide essential support to the

Supportive Activities .
PP technical core

Moderate differentiation, coordination with the technical core, supportive
functions such as HR, finance, and logistics.

The structure that oversees and integrates the

Managerial Hierarchy entire organization

Moderate differentiation, focuses on coordination and integration, deci-
sion-making authority, manages overall effectiveness.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Based on Lawrence and Lorsch’s categories, organizations must
find a delicate equilibrium between differentiation and integration
to adeptly navigate their external environments [5]. In dynamic
and uncertain contexts, a greater emphasis on differentiation
becomes imperative as organizations strive to adapt to diverse
challenges. Conversely, in stable environments, a heightened focus
on integration ensures efficiency [5]. This nuanced approach
underscores the importance of aligning organizational structure

with the demands of the external environment. Unlike earlier
categorizations that fixated on singular aspects, Lawrence and
Lorsch’s model considers the intricate interplay between internal
and external factors [5]. Their perspective significantly contributes
to contingency theory, emphasizing the rejection of a universal
organizational structure. Instead, organizations must tailor their
structures to the specific demands of their external context. The
delicate balance between differentiation and integration emerges
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as pivotal in achieving organizational effectiveness [5]. Shifting
the focus to Schein [6], his profound exploration of organizational
culture advances our understanding of typologies. Emphasizing
the pivotal role of culture in shaping organizational behavior,
Schein delineates three levels of organizational culture. Firstly, he
identifies artifacts and symbols - visible elements like structures

Table 4: Schein’s culture archetypes.

and rituals representing deeper cultural values. Secondly, espoused
values, officially stated beliefs often present in mission statements,
may or may not align with actual behavior. Lastly, Schein [6] delves
into basic assumptions, and deeply embedded, often-unconscious
beliefs guiding decision-making within an organization.

Power Culture Centralized authority, strong leadership

Fast decision-making, centralized power, reliance on key individuals, quick response to

changing situations.

Role Culture Emphasis on clearly defined roles

Stability, efficiency, clear hierarchies, specialized roles, emphasis on rules and proce-

dures.

Task Culture Focus on completing specific tasks

Flexibility, teamwork, adaptability, emphasis on projects, decentralized decision-making.

Person Culture Emphasis on individual autonomy

Innovation, autonomy, focus on individual development, less emphasis on formal rules

and structure.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Within the framework of organizational culture, Schein [6]
outlines four common archetypes. A power culture, characterized
by a strong central authority, facilitates quick decision-making
but may lead to dependence on key individuals. In role cultures,
clarity in roles and responsibilities is paramount, emphasizing
stability and efficiency but potentially hindering adaptability. Task
cultures prioritize project completion, fostering flexibility and
teamwork but facing challenges in maintaining coherence. Person
cultures prioritize individual autonomy and innovation but may
struggle with coordination (Table 4). Schein’s work not only aids in
diagnosing existing cultures but also provides valuable insights for
shaping and changing cultures to align with organizational goals. His
contributions remain foundational for scholars and practitioners
navigating the intricate interplay of values and assumptions within
organizations [6]. Concomitantly, Mintzberg [27] has significantly
shaped our understanding of organizational structures through
his work on organizational configurations. His insights challenged
conventional views that portrayed organizations as neatly designed
and hierarchical entities.

The author proposes the concept of organizational

Table 5: Mintzberg’'s Organizational Configurations.

configurations, suggesting that organizations adopt a combination
of structural elements to address diverse needs. He identifies five
key organizational configurations or structural archetypes, each
suited to different contexts [27]. The simple structure, characterized
by centralization of authority and minimal formalization, is typical
of small organizations with swift decision-making under a single
leader. Machine bureaucracy, on the other hand, embodies a highly
formalized structure with clear hierarchies, suitable for stable and
routine environments [27]. In settings where expertise is crucial,
professional bureaucracies emerge, decentralizing decisions to
experts and relying on professional knowledge. Larger, diversified
organizations often adopt the divisionalized form, featuring semi-
autonomous units with functional structures, providing flexibility
and responsiveness [27]. Furthermore, Mintzberg [27] introduces
the concept of adhocracy for dynamic and innovative environments.
Adhocracies lack formal structure, emphasizing employee
empowerment, creativity, and innovation. The insights provided
by Mintzberg’s organizational configurations, as detailed in Table
5, offer a comprehensive understanding of diverse organizational
structures.

Small organizations with a single, Central

Simple Structure authority

Decisions made by one-person, informal communication, minimal specialization,

quick response to changes.

Large organizations with formalized

Machine Bureaucracy structures

Hierarchical structure, formal procedures, standardization, specialization, effi-

ciency, stability.

Professional Bureau-
cracy

Emphasis on expertise, common in profes-
sional services

Expertise-based decision-making, decentralized authority, individual autonomy,

stability, reliability.

Large, diversified organizations with

Divisionalized Form . .
semi-autonomous units

Semi-autonomous divisions, decentralized decision-making, coordination

through top-level management.

Adhocracy Emphasis on flexibility and innovation

Fluid and flexible structure, decentralized decision-making, emphasis on innova-

tion and adaptability.

Source: Elaborated by the author.
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Mintzberg’s studies emphasize that organizational structure

is not a one-size-fits-all proposition. Organizations select
configurations based on their context, strategy, and environmental
demands. He underscores the importance of understanding the
emergent nature of organizational structures and acknowledging
their evolution over time in response to internal and external
factors [27]. Concomitantly, Morgan [15] introduces the concept
of organizational metaphors as a powerful tool for understanding
various organizational forms. He presents eight metaphors, each
offering a distinct perspective on organizations. The machine
metaphor likens organizations to well-oiled machines, emphasizing
efficiency and predictability. The organism metaphor draws from
biological analogies, portraying organizations as living entities with

interdependence, growth, and adaptation.

In the brain metaphor, organizations are viewed as information
processors, emphasizing learning and the importance of knowledge
in decision-making. The culture metaphor focuses on shared
values, rituals, and cultural elements shaping organizational
identity [15]. The political system metaphor views organizations as

Table 6: Morgan’s Organizational Metaphor.

arenas of power and negotiation, reflecting diverse interests and
political maneuvering. The psychic prison metaphor suggests that
organizations can act as constraining structures, limiting individual
and collective freedom [15]. Morgan [15] also introduces the flux
and transformation metaphor, emphasizing the dynamic nature
of organizations in a constant state of change. The instrument of
domination metaphor highlights issues of control and domination,
portraying organizations as tools through which power is wielded.

Crucially, the author argues that each metaphor provides a
unique lens, influencing how individuals perceive and navigate
the complexities of organizational life. He advocates for the use
of multiple metaphors to achieve a richer and more holistic
understanding of organizational dynamics [15]. In essence,
Morgan’s exploration of organizational metaphors expands
the repertoire of perspectives for analyzing and interpreting
organizational behavior and structure. His work encourages a
nuanced and multi-dimensional approach to understanding the
diverse facets of organizational life [15].

Machine Metaphor

Organizations as well-oiled machines

Emphasis on efficiency, predictability, standardized processes,
hierarchical structure.

Organism Metaphor

Organizations as living entities

Interdependence, growth, adaptation, emphasis on collaboration
and internal harmony.

Brain Metaphor
systems

Organizations as information processing

Emphasis on learning, knowledge management, decentralized
decision-making.

Culture Metaphor

Organizations as cultures

Shared values, beliefs, and rituals, emphasis on identity and
cultural elements.

Political System Metaphor

Organizations as political arenas

Power dynamics, conflict, negotiation, recognition of diverse
interests.

Psychic Prison Metaphor

Organizations as constaining structures

Constraints on individual and collective freedom, limitations on
creativity.

Flux and Transformation Metaphor

Organizations as dynamic systems

Emphasis on change, adaptability, continuous evolution, dynamic
processes.

Instrument of Domination Metaphor

Organizations as tools of power

Focus on control, domination, power wielded through the organi-
zation, hiererchical structure.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Morgan’s Organizational Metaphor, as encapsulated in Table
6, provides a fascinating exploration of how organizations can
be metaphorically conceptualized. Morgan’'s exploration of
organizational metaphors acknowledges that these perspectives
are not mutually exclusive. Organizations may embody multiple
metaphors simultaneously, reflecting the complexity and diversity
of organizational life. His work encourages a more fluid and dynamic
understanding of organizational identity, recognizing the multiple
layers of meaning and interpretation that shape organizational

behavior [15].

Beyond traditional perspectives, Morgan [15] incorporates
postmodern and symbolic lenses. He wurges scholars and

practitioners to recognize the symbolic aspects of organizational
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life, emphasizing the role of meaning and identity in shaping
behavior. In doing so, Morgan’s studies on organizational typology
provide a rich and comprehensive framework that captures the
diverse ways organizations are conceptualized, contributing to a
more nuanced understanding of organizational dynamics. Other
influential authors in organizational post-modern studies, such as
Clifford Geertz, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, Pierre Bourdieu,
Jacques Lacan, and Mary Jo Hatch, among others, bring important
contributions to the understanding of language and symbols in
organizational discourse. Collectively, these scholars expand the
intellectual landscape, offering alternative perspectives that enrich
our understanding of the intricate dynamics within organizations.
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Leadership Styles

The exploration of leadership styles within the realm of
organizational behavior also has a rich and evolving history.
The journey began with the emergence of trait theories in the
early 20th century, seeking to identify inherent qualities that
distinguished effective leaders [28]. The focus is on identifying a set
of characteristics, such as decisiveness, intelligence, and charisma,
associated with effective leaders. Moving forward, the 1940s
witnessed the rise of behavioral theories, shifting the spotlight from
innate traits to observable behaviors. During this period, Kurt Lewin
played a crucial and foundational role in shaping leadership studies
through his groundbreaking field theory. Lewin’s contributions
revolutionized the understanding of leadership by introducing the
concept of the “field”, emphasizing the dynamic interplay between
individuals and their environments [1,29-31].

Lewin’s field theory proposed that behavior is a function of both
the person and the environment, acknowledging the significance
of situational factors in influencing leadership dynamics [1,32].
This perspective laid the groundwork for the behavioral approach
to leadership, which sought to identify and analyze observable
behaviors that contribute to effective leadership. Incorporating
Lewin’s insights, behavioral theories explored the role of leadership
behaviors in various contexts [32]. Researchers began to focus on
identifying specific behaviors associated with effective leadership,
paving the way for the development of leadership models that

Table 7: Lewin’s Perspective on Leadership.

emphasized the importance of actions and interactions within
organizational settings.

In this regard, Lewin, Lippitt, and White [32] delve into

democratic, autocratic, and laissez-faire leadership styles,
examining how these approaches influenced group dynamics and
productivity [32]. As a result, they contribute significantly to the
understanding of leadership styles. Their typology delineates
three fundamental leadership styles: autocratic, democratic, and
laissez-faire. Autocratic leadership is characterized by a leader
who independently makes decisions and retains full control
over the group or organization. This style involves the leader
exercising authority, giving specific instructions, and expecting
compliance without seeking input from the group [32]. On the
other hand, democratic leadership involves group participation in
decision- making. In this style, the leader facilitates discussion and
collaboration, aiming for inclusive decision-making by gathering
input from team members. This approach values the collective

wisdom of the group [32].

Laissez-faire leadership, the third style, adopts a hands-off
approach. Here, the leader provides minimal guidance, allowing the
group to make decisions independently. This style is characterized
by the leader taking a backseat role, offering little direction,
and granting team members the freedom to make decisions
autonomously [32]. Table 7 summarizes the main characteristics of
this model.

Democratic Leadership

Involves group participation in decision-making

Collaborative decision-making, input from group members, shared
responsibility, promotes creativity.

Autocratic Leadership

Centralized decision-making by the leader

Authoritarian, leader makes decisions independently, quick deci-
sion-making,clear chain of command.

Laissez-Faire Leadership approach

Minimal interference from the leader, hands-off

Leader provides freedom to group members, minimal guidance,
fosters independence and self-direction.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Lewin, Lippitt, and White’s model recognizes the impact
of leadership styles on group dynamics and productivity. The
autocratic style is efficient in situations requiring quick decisions,
while the democratic style fosters collaboration and group
satisfaction through inclusive decision-making. The laissez-faire
style, effective with highly skilled and motivated groups, can pose
challenges in other contexts due to the minimal guidance provided
[32].

In this regard, Lewin’s work serves as a foundational framework
for later theories on leadership and group dynamics. His typology
underscored the significance of considering social dynamics and
decision-making processes within organizations, influencing
subsequent research on effective leadership styles [32]. The 1950s
brought forth the managerial grid model by Blake and Mouton [33],
introducing a two-dimensional framework that assesses leadership
based on concern for people and concern for production. The
model, presented as a grid, assigns scores along these dimensions

Citation: Anderson Santanna. Exploring the Interplay: Organizational Types and Leadership Styles in Contemporary Dynamics. Iris ] of Eco &
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to help identify various leadership styles. One extreme on the grid
is the “impoverished” style (1,1), characterized by low concern for
both people and production. Leaders adopting this style typically
exert minimal effort in achieving tasks and attending to the needs
of their team, resulting in passive management [33]. Conversely,
the “country club” style (1,9) places a high emphasis on concern for
people but a low emphasis on production. Leaders employing this
style prioritize creating a positive work environment and fostering
team satisfaction but may neglect achieving organizational goals
[33].

The “produce or perish” style (9,1) represents high concern
for production but low concern for people. Leaders following this
style focus on accomplishing tasks efficiently, often at the expense
of building positive interpersonal relationships within the team
[33]. The “middle-of-the-road” style (5,5) seeks a balance between
concern for people and concern for production. Leaders adopting
this style aim to achieve a moderate level of task accomplishment
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while maintaining a reasonable level of team satisfaction. This
balanced approach is an attempt to avoid the extremes of either
dimension [33]. The ideal leadership style according to Blake and
Mouton [33] is the “team” style (9,9). This style represents a high
concern for both people and production. Leaders who embrace

Table 8: Blake and Mouton’s Managerial Grid Model.

this approach prioritize both achieving tasks and fostering a
positive work environment, recognizing the interdependence of
these factors. Table 8 details the leadership styles as per Blake and
Mouton’s managerial grid model, encompassing their definitions
and distinctive features.

Low concern for people and low concern

Impoverished (1,1) for production

Minimal effort towards task accomplishment and team satisfaction, often results

in passive management

High concern for people and low concern

Country Club (1,9) for production

Emphasis on a positive work environment and team satisfaction, may lead to

suboptimal task achievement.

High concern for people and low concern

Produce or Perish (9,1) for People

Prioritizes task accomplishment, may result in a demanding work environment

with less attention to team satisfaction.

Middle-of-the-Road
(5,5)

Moderate concern for people and moder-
ate concern for production

Strives for a balance between task accomplishment and team satisfaction, avoid-

ing extremes in either dimension.

High concern for people and high con-

Team (9,9) cern for production

Represents an ideal scenario where leaders prioritize both achieving tasks and

fostering a positive work environment.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

According to Table 8, the numerical values (1 to 9) on the grid
represent the intensity of concern along each dimension, offering
insights into a leader’s behavioral tendencies [33]. By emphasizing
the importance of balancing concern for people and concern for
production, the model contributes to the development of effective
and adaptive leadership practices within organizations [33]. As the
organizational landscape evolved, contingency theories emerged in
the 1960s, emphasizing the situational nature of effective leadership.
Fiedler’s contingency model suggests that the effectiveness of
leadership styles depends on the interplay between leadership
style and situational favorableness [34]. Crafted by Fiedler in
the 1960s, Fiedler’s contingency model represents a milestone
in comprehending leadership efficacy amid diverse situational
landscapes. The model posits that a leader’s effectiveness hinges
on the interplay between their inherent leadership style and the
favorability of the situation [34].

In practice, two primary leadership styles take center stage:
task-oriented (low LPC) and relationship-oriented (high LPC).
Task-oriented leaders prioritize task accomplishment, while
relationship-oriented leaders emphasize positive interpersonal
dynamics within the team. The assessmentofaleader’s predominant
style is facilitated through the least preferred coworker (LPC)
questionnaire [34].

Table 9: Fiedler's Contingency Model.

The effectiveness of these styles is contingent upon the
favorability of the situation, gauged by three key situational factors.
Leader-member relations measure the trust and confidence
followers have in their leader, task structure evaluates the clarity and
routine of tasks, and position power signifies the leader’s authority
and influence [34]. In highly favorable situations characterized by
good leader-member relations, clear task structure, and substantial
position power, both task-oriented and relationship-oriented
leadership styles can prove effective. Conversely, in less favorable
situations, the fit between the leader’s style and the context
becomes pivotal for organizational effectiveness [34].

In situations of low favorability, a task-oriented leader may
excel by providing clear direction and structure. In moderately
favorable contexts, a relationship-oriented leader might shine by
fostering positive connections, even in the absence of a clear task
structure [34]. Overall, Fiedler’s contingency model underscores
the imperative of comprehending and adapting leadership styles
based on the intricacies of the situation. It acknowledges the
absence of a one-size-fits-all leadership approach, highlighting that
the alignment between a leader’s style and the situational demands
is decisive in determining leadership effectiveness [34]. Table
9 provides an overview of leadership styles based on Fiedler’s
contingency model, outlining their definitions and key attributes.

Task-Oriented (Low LPC) relationships

Emphasis on task accomplishment, less on

Focus on achieving goals, structured tasks, clear expectations, may
be less concerned with interpersonal relationships.

Relationship- Oriented (High
LPC)

task accomplishment

Emphasis on positive relationships, less on

Focus on team cohesion, collaboration, and interpersonal relation-
ships, may prioritize a positive work environment.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

In summary, this model posits that the effectiveness of a
leadership style is contingent on the leader’s LPC (Least Preferred

Coworker) score and the favorability of the situation. The leader’s
LPC score reflects their natural inclination towards task-oriented
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or relationship- oriented behavior [34]. In a favorable situation,
where there are good leader-member relations, task structure, and
position power, both leadership styles can be effective. However, in
unfavorable situations, the leader’s effectiveness depends on the
match between their LPC orientation and the situation [34]. It is
important to note that Fiedler’'s model suggests that leaders have
a preferred or dominant style that may be more effective in certain
situations, emphasizing the importance of aligning leadership
styles with the characteristics of the environment [34]. Introduced
in 1977, Hersey and Blanchard’s situational leadership theory,
posits that effective leadership is contingent upon the interplay
between the leader’s behavior and the developmental level of the
followers.

The model emphasizes the adaptability of leadership styles,
suggesting that there is no one-size-fits-all approach. Instead,
leaders should assess the readiness and maturity of their followers
and adjust their leadership style accordingly [22]. The four
leadership styles proposed by Hersey and Blanchard [22] include
directing, coaching, supporting, and delegating, each catering to
different levels of follower competence and commitment. This
theory underscores the dynamic nature of leadership, encouraging
leaders to be flexible and responsive to the evolving needs and
capabilities of their team members [22]. The situational leadership
theory has had a significant impact on leadership studies, offering
a practical framework for leaders to enhance their effectiveness
in diverse and changing contexts [35-37]. The 1980s witnessed
the advent of transformational and transactional leadership
theories. Burns [18,38] introduces the concept of transformational
leadership, highlighting leaders who inspire and motivate followers
to achieve beyond their self-interests. On the other hand, Bass [19]
expanded on this with transactional leadership, focusing on the
exchange of rewards for performance.

Table 10: Transactional Vs. Transformational Leadership.

Transactional and transformational leadership represent two
distinct paradigms within the realm of leadership theories, each
offering unique approaches to motivating and guiding followers
[18,19]. Transactional leadership revolves around the exchange of
rewards and punishments to motivate followers. In this paradigm,
leaders establish clear expectations and standards, and followers
are rewarded for meeting these expectations or penalized for falling
short. Transactional leaders are often task-oriented, focusing on
the day-to-day operations and ensuring that organizational goals
are met [18,19,39]. Key characteristics of transactional leadership
include contingent rewards, where followers receive recognition
or incentives based on their performance; and management by
exception, which involves the leader intervening when deviations
from established norms occur. Transactional leaders provide
structure and clarity, making them effective in stable and predictable
environments where routine and adherence to established
procedures are crucial [18,19,39]. In contrast, transformational
leadership exchanges.
Transformational leaders inspire and motivate followers to achieve
beyond self-interests. They articulate a compelling vision for the
future, foster a sense of shared purpose, and empower followers

transcends traditional transactional

to think creatively and innovate. Transformational leadership
emphasizes individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation,
and charisma [18,19,39]. Individualized consideration involves
personalized support and mentorship for each follower, fostering a
positive and supportive work environment. Intellectual stimulation
encourages creativity and critical thinking, challenging followers
to explore new perspectives and ideas. Charisma, a hallmark of
transformational leadership, enables leaders to create a magnetic
and inspiring presence that captivates and motivates followers
[18,19,39]. Table 10 elucidates the leadership styles as per
transactional and transformational perspectives, encompassing
their definitions and distinctive features.

Contingent Rewards: Leaders provide rewards or recognition based on the accomplishment of
Transactional Focus on the exchange of | predefined goals or tasks Management by Exception (Active): Leadership Leaders actively monitor
Leadership rewards for performance | and intervene when deviations from standards occur. Management by Exception (Passive): Leaders
intervene only when problems become significant.
Visionary Leadership: Leaders articulate a compelling vision for the future, inspiring and aligning
. Inspires to achieve and followers toward shared goals. Charisma: Leaders exhibit a magnetic and inspiring personality that
Transformational . . . R e
. beyond motivates self-in- attracts and motivates followers. show concern for individual needs and development, providing
Leadership . . . L . .
terests followers support and mentorship. Intellectual Stimulation: Leaders encourage creativity and innovation,
challenging followers to think critically and consider new perspectives.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

It is worth noting that transactional leadership is effective in
stable environments where routine tasks and clear guidelines
are essential. It is a more reactive style, focusing on correcting
deviations from established norms [18,19,39]. On the other hand,
transformational leadership is well suited for dynamic and rapidly
changing environments. It fosters innovation, adaptability, and
a collective commitment to a shared vision. Transformational
leaders are proactive, inspiring organizational change and creating
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an environment where followers feel empowered to contribute
their best [18,40,41]. In essence, while transactional leadership
ensures the efficiency of day-to-day operations, transformational
leadership empowers organizations to thrive in the face of change
and uncertainty. Effective leaders often employ a blend of both
styles, adapting their approach to the demands of the situation and
the characteristics of their followers [19,42].
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Collectively, these approaches contribute to fostering healthier
organizational cultures, improving employee engagement, and
driving long-term success. However, critics argue that these models
might face challenges in certain competitive environments, and the
emphasis on personal characteristics can overshadow structural
issues [13]. Nonetheless, the new leadership reflects a broader shift
towards more inclusive, empathetic, and sustainable leadership
practices [13,24]. In the 1990s, approaches such as authentic
leadership, pioneered by scholars like Bill George, and servant
leadership, articulated by Robert Greenleaf, posit that genuine
leadership emanates from self-awareness, moral integrity, and
staying true to core values. Leaders are encouraged to embrace their
authentic selves, fostering transparency and trust [36,42]. Shared
leadership is a departure from the traditional top-down hierarchy,
embracing a more collaborative model [13]. This approach
distributes leadership responsibilities across the organization,
recognizing that leadership is a collective effort. Shared leadership
fosters a culture of collaboration, where individuals at all levels
contribute their unique skills and perspectives [43].

In addition, relational leadership places a premium on building
meaningful and authentic relationships within the organization
[13]. Leaders adopting this approach prioritize communication,
trust building, and collaboration. The focus is on understanding and
responding to the relational dynamics that shape organizational
culture and effectiveness [13]. Ethical leadership, another facet of
the new leadership, centers on the moral and principled aspects
of leading. Leaders adhering to ethical leadership principles make
decisions based on values, fairness, and integrity. This approach
promotes a culture of ethical behavior and corporate responsibility.

Navigating Leadership Dynamics: Individual and
Environment in the Digital Landscape

The 21st-century landscape is marked by the integration of
various leadership styles, recognizing the need for flexibility and
adaptability. The concept of adaptive leadership, proposed by
Heifetz [24], underscores the importance of leaders adjusting their
approaches based on the challenges and contexts they face [24]. A
foundational principle of this approach is the concept of diagnostic
work. Leaders engaging in adaptive leadership must meticulously
diagnose problems, distinguishing between technical challenges
with known solutions and adaptive challenges demanding
innovative responses and new learning. Challenging the status
quo is another hallmark of adaptive leadership. Leaders in this
model disrupt existing norms, encouraging followers to confront
uncomfortable truths and navigate the intricacies of change.
The approach advocates for shared and distributed leadership,
recognizing that leadership is not the sole responsibility of an
individual but is distributed and shared across various levels of an
organization or community.

Managing polarities is a key aspect of adaptive leadership,
involving the delicate balance of competing values. Leaders guide
individuals and organizations in navigating tensions without
succumbing to either/or thinking. This holistic and integrative
perspective aligns with the acknowledgment that adaptive
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challenges often require a nuanced understanding of conflicting
values. Subsequent authors, such as Marty Linsky and Alexander
Grashow, have expanded on Heifetz’'s framework. They emphasize
the emotional dimensions of adaptive challenges, the importance
of resilience, and the ability to learn from failures as integral
components of adaptive leadership. In practice, adaptive leadership
finds application in diverse contexts, from organizational settings
to community development and public policy. It encourages leaders
to view challenges as opportunities for growth, fostering a culture
of continuous learning and adaptability.

While widely embraced, adaptive leadership has not been
without critiques. Some argue that its emphasis on challenging
the status quo may encounter resistance, and the model’s lack of
specific prescriptions for action could pose challenges for leaders
navigating uncharted territory. In essence, adaptive leadership
provides a dynamic and responsive approach to leadership in a
world marked by rapid change and uncertainty. Its principles,
rooted in Heifetz’s work and enriched by subsequent authors, offer
a valuable framework for leaders seeking to navigate complexity
and cultivate adaptive capacities within their organizations or
communities [24]. Mary Uhl-Bien and her collaborators have
significantly advanced our understanding of adaptive leadership,
offering valuable perspectives to the field through their research
and publications [8-10,13,16, 44].

For instance, Uhl-Bien, Marion, and McKelvey [44] introduce
“complexity leadership theory”, an approach that tackles leadership
in complex and dynamic organizational contexts. This theory aligns
with Heifetz’'s adaptive leadership, acknowledging the need for
leaders to navigate complexity and engage in continuous adaptation
[13,44]. Complexity leadership theory highlights the interplay of
three dimensions in complex leadership: administrative leadership,
adaptive leadership, and innovative leadership. These dimensions
underscore the necessity for leaders to employ various forms of
leadership based on the organizational context and challenges
faced [13,44]. Moreover, it stresses the significance of an adaptive
approach to leadership in complex environments, where technical
solutions may prove insufficient. The capacity to learn, adapt, and
manage complexity becomes paramount in such situations [13,45].
The symbiotic relationship between organizational structure and
leadership styles becomes apparent when examining discussions in
tandem. Burns and Stalker’s [3] mechanistic and organic structures
align with task-oriented and relationship-oriented leadership
styles, respectively. Transactional leadership may thrive in highly
formalized and centralized structures, whereas transformational
leadership, with its emphasis on inspiring change, may excel in
dynamic and organic structures [3,18,19].

Furthermore, the contingency nature of both structure and
leadership is evident. Lawrence and Lorsch’s contingency theory
highlight that organizational structure effectiveness is contingent
on external demands; mirroring Fiedler’s assertion, that leadership
efficacy depends on situational favorability [5,34]. This discussion
converges on organizational effectiveness. The alignment of
leadership styles with organizational structures is imperative
for optimal performance. A rigid, mechanistic structure may
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stifle the innovation advocated by transformational leadership,
while a laissez-faire leadership style might struggle in a highly
structured environment [19,46]. The dynamic interplay between
organizational structure and leadership styles underscores the
need for a nuanced and context-specific approach. Effective
organizations exhibit congruence between their structures and
leadership practices, recognizing the contingent nature of both
elements in navigating the complexities of the business landscape
[25].

Contemporary authors, such as Uhl-Bien and Arena [8-10], have
offered insightful critiques regarding the predominant emphasis
on entity-centric and charismatic perspectives in leadership
Uhl-Bien about oversimplifying
leadership dynamics and urges a more nuanced and dynamic
understanding. One primary critique revolves around the entity-
centric view, focusing on individual leaders as central figures within
organizations. Uhl-Bien argues that this perspective oversimplifies
leadership dynamics, overlooking the complex interplay of factors
shaping organizational outcomes. Such a focus may not capture the
distributed and relational nature of leadership in contemporary
contexts. The charismatic leadership model, associated with
transformative figures, also draws Uhl-Bien’s attention [13]. While

literature. raises concerns

acknowledging the motivational power of charismatic leaders,
she underscores the potential risks of over-relying on charisma.
This may contribute to romance and “heroic” narratives around

Table 11: Top-Down Vs. Bottom-Up.

leaders, overshadowing the collaborative and collective aspects
of leadership crucial in modern organizations. Uhl-Bien advocates
for a pluralistic and adaptive approach to leadership, recognizing
diverse forms and sources of leadership. This perspective aligns
with contemporary theories like complexity leadership theory
[13,16], which she has contributed to developing.

In essence, Uhl-Bien’s critiques prompt a reconsideration of
leadership paradigms that overly prioritize individual leaders
and charismatic qualities [13]. Embracing a more inclusive and
distributed perspective captures the dynamic nature of leadership
in today’s complex organizational landscapes. Several other
scholars, including Ciulla [47], Kellerman [48], and Barker [49],
echo critiques against entity-centric, top-down, and charismatic
perspectives in leadership studies. They urge a more nuanced,
ethical, and contextually aware approach that aligns with the
intricate realities of contemporary organizational landscapes.
In this process, contributions from scholars like Roger Penrose,
known for his interdisciplinary work in physics and philosophy,
add depth. His exploration of the nature of consciousness and
the limit of artificial intelligence raises questions about true
intelligence and consciousness achieved through algorithmic
approaches. Penrose introduces the “top- down” and “bottom-up”
perspectives, challenging conventional views on human cognition
and computational models [50,51]. Table 11 summarizes the key
characteristics of top-down and bottom-up organizing.

Top-Down Starting with broad principles and applying them down

Emphasis on high-level rules or concepts guiding behavior, centralized
decision making. predefined guidelines.

Bottom-Up Starting with individual components and building up

Emphasis on emergence, interactions of simpler elements, self-organiza-
tion, adaptability, decentralized decision-making.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

Penrose’s perspectives add depth to the discourse on designing
intelligent systems, presenting the contrasting philosophies of
the top-down and bottom-up approaches. While the top-down
approach relies on predefined rules, the bottom-up approach
emphasizes the emergence of intelligence through complex
interactions. Penrose’s insights challenge conventional views
on artificial intelligence, prompting reflections on the potential
limitations of algorithmic approaches in capturing the richness
of human cognition [50]. Simultaneously, authors from the school
of object relations, such as Donald W. Winnicott, offer insightful
perspectives applicable to modern leadership in horizontal, virtual,
and distributed organizational structures. In today’s collaborative
business landscape, characterized by networks and ecosystems,
Winnicott’s emphasis on the “transitional space” is pertinent.
This concept highlights the importance of an intermediary area
between the internal and the external worlds, fostering creativity,
innovation, and authentic self-expression [52].

In a leadership context, the transitional space aligns with the
need for leaders to navigate and bridge diverse perspectives within
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decentralized structures. Leaders must create environments that
allow experimentation, where team members feel safe expressing
their genuine selves while contributing collectively. The “good
enough holder” concept, emphasizing a nurturing environment, is
crucial for fostering psychological safety, especially in virtual and
distributed teams. Additionally, Winnicott's ideas on “spontaneous
gesture” align with adaptive decision- making required in dynamic
business ecosystems. Leaders, acting as holders, must be agile
and responsive, encouraging spontaneous, creative responses to
challenges. In horizontal, virtual, and shared spaces, Winnicott’s
emphasis on authenticity and the “true self” becomes paramount.
Leaders should ensure that their actions align with the values
of the organization, thereby inspiring trust, and commitment,
especially among a geographically dispersed workforce.
Furthermore, Winnicott’s concept of “play” denotes spontaneous
and creative activities, offering an authentic expression of the self
and contributing to healthy emotional and relational development.
This concept sheds light on various characteristics and potential
applications in leadership contexts [51-53].
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Table 12: Winnicott’s Main Concepts.

Translational space

An intermediary area between internal
and external worlds.

Fosters creativity, innova-
tion, and authentic self-ex-
pression.

Leaders navigate diverse perspectives in decen-
tralized structures.

Translational space
Environment

The surroundings that support the tran-
sitional space.

Encourages experimen-
tation and psychological
safety.

Virtual and distributed teams require nurturing
environments.

Translational Object

An external object that aids in the transi-
tion from dependence to independence.

Symbolic artifacts provide
comfort and aid in adap-
tation.

Used in change Management and adaption to new
business ecosystems.

A caregiver who meets the infant’s needs

Crucial in fostering psychological safety, especially

an individual.

self-expression

Good Enough Holder sufficiently. Nurturing and supportive in virtual teams
Holdin The caregiver’s role in providing emo- | promotes a sense of security Essential for leaders to create a safe space for
5 tional containment and support. and stability team members.
True self The authentic and spontaneous aspect of Emphasis on genuine Leaders align actions with organizational values,

inspiring trust.

Spontaneous Gesture

Unpredictable and creative actions

Adaptive decision- making
in dynamic environments.

Leaders encourage creative responses to challeng-
es.

Play Unstructured and imaginative activities

Encourages Creativity,
problem-solving, and collab-

Applied in fostering a same of overeaten within

. teams.
oration.

Source: Elaborated by the author.

In exploring the application of Winnicott's psychoanalytic
concepts to contemporary leadership, Table 12 provides a
comprehensive overview of his main ideas and their potential
relevance in organizational settings. In summary, Winnicott’s
psychoanalytic concepts provide a valuable lens for understanding
the emotional dimensions of leadership in contemporary
organizations. Incorporating these insights, leaders can cultivate
more inclusive, innovative, and adaptive environments that align
with the intricacies of today’s business landscape.

Hybridizing the Leadership’s
Enabling Leadership as Holdership

Field Theory:

In “Leadership for Organizational Adaptability: A Theoretical
Synthesis and Integrative Framework”, Uhl-Bien and Arena [8-
10] discuss the concept of enabling leadership, emphasizing its
relational dimension that transcends the dominance of leader
personality found in entity-centric and charismatic approaches.
This perspective underscores the hybrid nature of leadership’s
field theory, highlighting the interplay between personality and
the environment and emphasizing the dimension of “adaptive
space” within enabling leadership. Concomitantly, Osborn, trace
the evolution of leadership research, pointing to calls dating back
to the 1970s to consider context as a crucial factor influencing
leadership and its effectiveness. According to them, in the nested
views of leadership, researchers typically initiate the analysis from
the perspective of individual influence, particularly that of “role
holders” such as managers. This approach is nested within the
organizational context, closely aligning the analysis of leadership
with the unit of analysis. The context is defined by organizational
design, guiding the investigation into factors such as size, technology,
and workflows within and between selected units. Conversely,
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pervasive views of leadership extend beyond formal positions
and are embedded in context, allowing leadership to emerge
informally and be distributed throughout a social system. Notable
examples include the concept of the “romance of leadership”, where
leadership is seen as a natural emergent phenomenon from social
interaction. In these views, context spans from the micro-level
(dyadic, relational contexts) to the macro-level (broader societal
discourses), incorporating diverse factors such as shared concepts,
individual interactions, and group dynamics.

In this context, they propose a hybrid perspective, suggesting the
adaptive space as a kind of “transitional environment” of conflicting,
connecting, and reintegration [8-10,52]. Based on this perspective,
this article points out the integration of Penrose’s perspectives
(Top-down and Bottom-up organizing) and Winnicott's concepts
related to “holdership”. This integration focuses on the role of the
environment and person dimensions of leadership in constructing
and sustaining transitional environments - or adaptive spaces -
conducive to contemporary business models and organizational
arrangements. This articulation can become particularly relevant
in providing a more hybrid view between personality and the
environment, offering a nuanced understanding of leadership
dynamics in the digital landscape.

Conclusion

In the ever-evolving landscape of leadership theories and
practices, a nuanced and adaptive approach becomes paramount.
From classical models emphasizing task and relationship
orientations to contemporary perspectives embracing complexity
and distributed leadership, the journey through leadership
literature reflects a continual quest for models that resonate with

the intricate realities of organizational life [8-10,16,18,20,55,56].
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The integration of various leadership styles, such as transactional,
transformational, authentic, and adaptive, underscores the need for
flexibility and adaptability in leadership. Leaders, who can skillfully
navigate the complexities of stable and dynamic environments,
blending transactional efficiency with transformational inspiration,
are better equipped to foster healthier organizational cultures and
drive long-term effectiveness [20,16,18,19,39].

The symbiotic relationship between organizational structure
and leadership styles further emphasizes the importance of a
context-specific approach. Mechanistic and organic structures align
with transactional and transformational leadership, respectively,
revealing the contingent nature of both elements. Effective
organizations recognize the imperative of aligning their structures
and leadership practices for optimal performance, acknowledging
the dynamic interplay between the two [5,8-10,18,19,25,46].
Critiques from scholars like Uhl-Bien [13] prompt a reevaluation
of predominant leadership paradigms. The shift from entity-
centric and charismatic perspectives towards a more inclusive,
distributed understanding of leadership aligns with contemporary
theories such as complexity leadership theory. The emphasis
on shared leadership and contextual awareness contributes to a
comprehensive understanding of leadership, acknowledging its
complex, evolving, and socially embedded nature [8-10,16].

In this rich tapestry of leadership scholarship, the
interdisciplinary insights of figures like Penrose and Winnicott
add depth to the discourse. Penrose’s exploration of consciousness
challenges conventional views of artificial intelligence, prompting
reflections on the nature of intelligence and the limitations of
algorithmic approaches [51]. Winnicott’s psychoanalytic concepts
offer a unique lens to understand the emotional dimensions of
leadership, particularly in decentralized and virtual organizational
structures [51-53]. As one navigates the complexities of leadership
in the 21st century, embracing diversity, fostering innovation,
and nurturing authentic relationships emerge as key imperatives.
Leaders who integrate these insights into their practices contribute
to the creation of horizontal, adaptive, inclusive, and emotionally
intelligent organizational environments, poised to thrive amid
the uncertainties of the contemporary business landscape [8-
10,13,50,52,57-60].
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