
Not Your Father’s 
Organization:
Changing Times and Changing Methods, How Self-Healing 
Organizations Work

Organizational Behavior White Paper for Modern Managers of High-Tech 
Superstars

by

Gordon E. Whitehead

August 10, 2006



Contents

Abstract ............................................................................................................................... 3

Tracing Roots to Organizational Crisis............................................................................... 4

Thesis .............................................................................................................................. 4

Background..................................................................................................................... 4

Changes That Leveled the Playing Field and Created Managerial Crisis. ..................... 5

Collision of Paradigmatic Shifts ..................................................................................... 6

The Nature of a Paradigm Shift ...................................................................................... 6

Two Shifts Collide to Cause a Third Shift...................................................................... 6

What has Changed in the Nature of the Worker? ........................................................... 8

What Has Changed in the Nature of the Manager? ........................................................ 9

A Self-healing Organization ............................................................................................... 9

Self-healing Paradigm..................................................................................................... 9

Decentralized Networks................................................................................................ 10

Self-organizing Networks ............................................................................................. 10

Auto-reconfiguring Networks....................................................................................... 10

Decentralized Organizations......................................................................................... 11

Self-organizing & Auto-reconfiguring Organizations.................................................. 11

What Does This Theory Mean for Management?............................................................. 12

Management As a Liberal Art. ..................................................................................... 12

Motivation of the Modern Knowledge Worker. ........................................................... 14

Inducing the Modern Knowledge Worker to Provide Services. ................................... 15

Impossibility of Control................................................................................................ 16

Conclusion ........................................................................................................................ 18

References......................................................................................................................... 19



Captus5Captus5
The Self-Healing Organization

3

Abstract
As the workforce continues to evolve into a knowledge-based society, the revolution 
from command and control management structures to virtual task-based structures will 
continue. Knowledge workers control a means of production and therefore have become 
more powerful influencers in business processes. Leaders in the new management 
paradigm must be good thinkers, able to reason, and benefactors of a liberal education 
(formal and informal). Leaders must also seek to understand the motivations of the 
workforce, and therefore understand the combination of incentives that have the best 
impact. Management theories must evolve to recognize the nature of and the need for 
balanced collaboration and self-organizing teams.
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Tracing Roots to Organizational Crisis

Thesis

The convergence of modern information technology availability for end-users,
and the shift from industrial to knowledge economies, has created a new type of 
workforce with needs not fully understood by previous management techniques and 
organizational approaches. Methods used to manage people and organizations are 
changing. What worked for the industrial type of workforce is not valid for the 
knowledge segment of a modern workforce. 

Background

Peter Drucker (2001) described in eloquent detail the implications of the social 
shift from agrarian to industrial, and now from industrial to a knowledge based economy. 
The original shift to an industrial economy provided a rich proving ground for classic 
economic and organizational theory. The ability to pool labor, consolidate resources, 
utilize economies of scale, and implement division of labor theories for output 
maximization benefited organizations greatly. Specifically, the theory of Adam Smith
(Shafritz, Ott, & Jang, 2005) on the division of labor introduced the notion that a 
collective body of workers could produce more if the production method was sub-divided 
into independent processes. Thus, mass production was introduced facilitating rapid sub-
component construction through the use of repetition of small refined stages. An 
assembly-line concept was born awarding business with efficiency and increased 
profitability. However, while business benefited, it is important to note the nature of the 
workforce through the industrial age consisted of a people relegated to arduous work that 
was relatively unfulfilling and mentally un-stimulating. Therefore, the benefit to the 
worker was insignificant, if not altogether counter to the personal growth of the worker.

While individuals at the time were grateful to have the work, as both the pay and 
conditions were probably an improvement upon agrarian worker conditions, there were 
impending problems with the labor model. In order to fully understand the dynamics of 
workforce characteristics today, there are at least two issues that must be recognized as 
problematic with this earlier model. 

First, workers who perform assembly line labor are generally compensated at or 
below subsistence levels. Incentive models at or below subsistence could be considered a 
captive model in that an individual’s ability to flow to other opportunities is severely 
limited by personal economics. Hence, an individual in this condition is not free, nor is he 
or she in control of their own resource talents. Subsistence level employment is 
constraining and perpetuates immobility. Inducement methods that remain at or below 
subsistence levels are coercive by nature. While the most severe from of coercive 
inducement is slavery, individuals working for basic survival and support of 
physiological necessities (typically as a result of poor or no education) are unable to 
change their circumstance and could be considered slaves to their social condition. Thus 
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the poor wage level helps keep them captive, which is an oppressive methodology of 
inducing workers to provide services. This form of inducement is not a sustainable model
according to Chester Barnard’s “Economy of Incentives” theory (Shafritz et al., 2005).
Sustained satisfactions for the laborer, as well as economic benefits for the employer are 
important elements in developing a long-term inducement strategy that is effective.

The second observed phenomenon with the industrial labor force model relates to 
the organizational control over the means of production. The tools to produce output,
coupled with the raw materials, were aggregated under a single controllership – the 
organizational owners, i.e., the corporate entity. As a result, the laborer had minimal 
leverage to increase personal satisfactions with employment conditions or incentives. As 
such, the need for organizational leaders to concern themselves with individual distresses 
of the labor force was minimized. Consequently, the focus of managerial effort could be 
concentrated on production and output methodologies on behalf of the business, without 
tremendous concern for the welfare of the workforce. 

Some organizational theorists, such as Frederick Taylor, understood the benefit of 
creating performance inducements. He encouraged methods that provided mutual benefit 
to both worker and organization (Shafritz et al., 2005, p. 72). Such methods included the 
concept of pay for performance. Ironically, Taylor was criticized for some of these 
“radical” notions. Taylor also introduced principles of scientific management that 
improved the efficiency of labor processes but added an entire layer of workflow for the 
management level. Taylor believed managers following his principles would provide an 
important value-add to the production process, and result in a greater gain for the 
organization. Scientific management principles focused on outcomes and efficiency
through standardization of process and the use of metrics. This placed management 
squarely in the role of providing specific technical leadership with a high degree of 
supervisory oversight because management was in the unique position of understanding 
the entire workflow at a detailed technical level. On the other hand, labor was confined to 
standard processes in silo functions that were repeatable, measurable, and sustainable.

Changes That Leveled the Playing Field and Created Managerial Crisis.

Up to this point, it is clear that labor was subject to the whims of the organization, 
and that tension existed between organizational objectives and personal objectives. 
However, the leverage to balance the tension did not exist because organizations held the 
key ingredients of power; namely they controlled the means and methods of production. 

As the shift from an industrial economy to a knowledge economy gave way, this 
began to change. Organizations operating in the modern knowledge-based economy are 
dependent upon knowledge workers, which have leverage to acquire satisfactions 
equitable for the services they offer. As a result, I argue that a crisis has occurred in the 
current management paradigm because managers in the modern economy attempt to 
manage knowledge workers with classic management techniques. Before I continue with 
the exact cause of the crisis, I will introduce the process whereby crisis causes paradigms 
to shift. 
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Collision of Paradigmatic Shifts

The Nature of a Paradigm Shift

Thomas Kuhn (1962) wrote an intriguing book entitled The Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions. His book dealt with the history of science and the nature of change from 
major paradigm constructs resulting from new discoveries. His treatment of the topic is 
relevant to organizational behavior because his focus was on how the scientific 
community (organization) reacted, or failed to react, to anomalies in existing theory. In 
brief, once anomalies in theory become pervasive a crisis occurs which forces the 
adoption of new theory. One of his conclusions was anomalies that threaten the validity 
of a theory are often not accepted by the current community, and ordinarily require a 
revolution of sorts before the new theories, which seem radical, are adopted. Thus, the 
concept of scientific revolutions was framed. 

Another key conclusion involved the nature of theoretical change. He framed the 
term “paradigm” as a body of working theories for a particular sector. He discussed the 
nature of how paradigms change, or shift, and the impact of those shifts on other 
paradigms. A revelation or discovery of knowledge in one branch of study is able to 
dramatically impact another. This concept sets up my argument that two paradigms can 
come into collision as a result of paradigmatic shifts, causing crisis which forces change 
creating a completely separate or new paradigm altogether. 

Two Shifts Collide to Cause a Third Shift

Two paradigmatic shifts have, in my view, collided causing disruption to a third 
paradigm. The first paradigm shift was the transformation from industrial economies to 
knowledge-based economies and the evolution of a new type of workforce laborer
(knowledge worker), which has been discussed in the preceding sections of this paper. 
The second shift was the creation and transformation of information technology from 
highly centralized cost prohibitive technology to decentralized and highly accessible 
technology. The shift can be classified as a movement from mainframe information 
processing to individual, or desktop information processing.

An important business example of this concept is the paradigm shift of the 
personal computer. IBM, a major participant in computing history, initially failed to 
recognize an important shift in the computing paradigm. IBM focused on mainframe/data 
center centric technologies. More importantly, IBM viewed computers from a hardware 
perspective and failed to see the personal application of computing power at the desktop 
for individual and small business users (Watson, 2000). The discovery of desktop 
operating systems, follow-on desktop computing applications, and eventual internet 
advancement created a way for millions of people to enhance productivity, solve puzzles 
(in the language of Kuhn), and generate a seemingly unlimited supply of new research. 
The paradigm shift from a hardware and mainframe focus, to a software and desktop-
power, forced a rapid market change upon IBM and caused a situation whereby the 
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company was compelled into multiple business model changes. The point is that IBM had 
to eventually react to the change or they would have become completely insignificant in 
the emerging market. They did ultimately convert to the new paradigm, which 
demonstrates the point that businesses generally convert to paradigm shifts out of market 
necessity; the alternative being extinction. The conversion, in this case, was a result of 
several new markets expanding rapidly without IBM’s ability to retain leadership. Such 
markets included the desktop revolution led by Microsoft, Tandy, Apple, Kay-Pro, and 
others; along with the development of client server technology which facilitated complex 
puzzle solving at dramatically reduced cost. The result was the birth of several industries 
including telecommunications, network infrastructure, and small to midrange server 
companies, as well as a low barrier to market entry for innovations that enhance both 
personal and business problem solving. 

These two paradigm shifts converged, in essence, upon the management 
paradigms of the past and generated crisis in previous managerial methods, which are 
largely ineffective for a modern knowledge workforce. Fundamentally, the utilization of 
information technology has empowered employees with more knowledge of 
organizational processes that are critical to the workflow of an organization. In fact, 
modern knowledge laborers outstrip management in their capacity to acquire, maintain, 
and develop key organizational processes in the new paradigm. For example, a small 
group of accounting systems administrators will potentially understand far more about 
how systems, and consequently business processes perform, than an organizational 
manager. Heretofore, organizational leaders held the keys of process knowledge and 
workflow control. Taylor’s principles of scientific management required an 
organizational leader to have a firm understanding of the key sub-processes and 
component-level activities to be completed by his organization (Shafritz et al., 2005). 
Today, the knowledge worker has that information.

Interestingly, with access to information technology, employees have the 
capability to service their personal needs over the needs of the organization. For example, 
employee behavior in the knowledge world is shaped by such things as e-mail, instant 
messaging, internet research, personal productivity tools, and robust automated personal 
systems that allow the employee to manage his/her personal affairs concurrently with 
business affairs. Furthermore, workflow is more commonly shaped by rapid 
requirements-development driven by sub-culture capabilities of initiating requirements in 
ways that are not hierarchical, and as a result, not known or understood by managerial 
decision makers. The wherewithal of an organization to generate new work has increased 
exponentially, owing to the capabilities of information technology, and the sub-culture 
phenomenon of knowledge workers (Jermier, Slocum Jr, Fry, & Gaines, 1991).

Increased capability for the employee to service his own needs along with 
increased capability of the organization to generate more work has created new 
organizational and managerial dilemmas. For example, how does a manager know an 
employee is being optimally productive since e-mail is available in untraceable forms via 
web messaging services such as Yahoo, Google, and the like? With the breadth of 
computing resources, and an ability to process millions of transactions in a fraction of a 
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second, how can an organizational leader keep pace with a team of highly technical 
workers to make sure they are doing what is needed? In the same breath, how does an 
organizational leader even know what really needs to be done? In fact, in the knowledge 
worker paradigm the organizational leader may be the last to know what needs to be done
and the knowledge worker the first. The point, therefore, is simply that management and 
leadership approaches are forced to evolve. Previous management controls, born out of 
classic organizational theory such as division of labor and scientific management 
techniques, overly focused on efficiency of workflow and held a micro view of output. 
These methods are inadequate for dealing with a sophisticated workforce equipped with 
information technology tools, sub-cultural process ownership, and a vast interpersonal 
organizational connectedness. The modern knowledge workforce has the capability to 
understand, control, and influence the workflow of both micro-technical processes within 
their silo and macro cross-functional workflows that reach across the organization.

What has Changed in the Nature of the Worker?

Managing the labor of this new class (knowledge worker) is far more difficult 
than managing unskilled labor in the Adam Smith model. The single fundamental 
difference that has empowered the laborer is having acquired control over a portion of the 
means of production. In the old model, organizations controlled all means of production, 
and thus they controlled workflows. In the new model, the means of production is shared 
between the organization and the knowledge worker, which empowers the worker to 
influence workflow dynamics. 

For example, a programmer writing code possesses the knowledge capital that 
belongs to him and him alone – regardless of non-compete or non-disclosure statements. 
The logical tools held in the brain of an employee are the possessions of that employee.
When that employee determines to leave, the organization is bereft of those tools. At that 
point, the organization has no choice but to replace those tools, which is almost 
impossible to do because no two people are exactly alike in their thoughts and personal 
processes. Hence, knowledge workers, because they control an element of the means of 
production by their brain, leave an indelible personal stamp on the work they perform for 
organizations. Where organizations brand that work for marketable or operational gain, 
the organization is at risk when the worker leaves. Knowledge workers, by acquiring a 
valuable component of the means of production, have relative independence. 

In a way, knowledge workers are beginning to build models that represent a 
virtual form of Polanyi’s (Carlson, 2006) householder vision. Karl Polanyi envisioned a 
model where self-sufficiency was the key to human liberty. He visualized an economy 
where the traditional family farm was the center of economic activity and the 
achievement of self-sufficiency was highly valued. The modern knowledge worker 
virtualizes this experience by controlling key elements of a business’s production 
processes. Hence, he or she becomes independent, in a sense, and capable of providing 
services at his leisure and discretion, and often from his or her home. As such, 
independence of this nature begets different motivations. Indeed, the modern knowledge 
worker may be considered the antithesis of the organization man (Kratz & Cherry, 2004)
who felt his or her status and career was intertwined with the corporate entity. The 
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modern worker is able to create an independent economy, which gives him or her a vast 
degree of choice and opportunity.

It also must be pointed out that knowledge workers are much more capable of 
sensing and responding to issues that arise within the workflow of their activities. Old 
organizational models required access to decision makers in order to address issues,
create new projects or processes, address problems, or engage opportunities in a
meaningful way. Modern researchers have uncovered this phenomenon. For example, 
Thomas Peters identified the importance of an organizational culture that embraces 
employee autonomy while supporting central direction from the organization. This 
principle is entitled: “Loose-Tight Properties” (Shafritz et al., 2005, p. 436). Where 
organizations embrace such principles, the ability to manage in the new organizational 
paradigm improves dramatically. Yet, there must be some caution. Peters’ view still 
overly relies upon centrality of the organizational brain. This ignores the reality that 
modern organizations have in many ways decentralized the corporate brain, and the 
ability to drive strategy or coordinated planning downward in an organization is one of 
the most difficult challenges faced by modern management (Bower & Gilbert, 2007). 

What Has Changed in the Nature of the Manager?

The classic management approach was directive and compulsory. A new 
management approach of facilitation is emerging (Tucker, Kao, & Verma, 2005). 
Organizational models have changed dramatically as a result. As such, the managerial 
approach also must change to adopt methods for managing virtual, global, increasingly 
flattening, and highly dynamic human structures (Friedman, 2005).  Managers have 
shifted from directing to enabling. The workforce in the common office space has moved 
in large measure from structured to unstructured in order to achieve the demands that are 
placed on it (Armstrong & Priola, 2001). Managers, therefore, are less involved in the 
actual work of the organization and more involved in sustaining the organization. Classic 
matrix methods of managing contribute to information overload, lead to unclear 
priorities, and slow resolution of complex issues (Hindle, 2006). Undeniably, the modern 
workforce has evolved towards developing self-managed teams which lead to improved 
performance (McLean, Baiyin, Min-Hsun Christine, Tolbert, & Larkin, 2005). In 
essence, the new management paradigm must: 

 Embrace the shifting empowerment of labor.
 Recognize that organizational workflow has changed.
 Facilitate the rapidly increasing volume of work that results.

A Self-healing Organization

Self-healing Paradigm
Self-healing models are a paradigmatic framework of management that can 

grapple with highly flattened human organizational structures, complex organizational 
missions, globalized spans of control, and employees that are extremely independent and 
not committed, per se, to the long term nature of any company not their own.
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To understand the self-healing paradigm a brief technological analogy can be 
drawn from the fundamental concepts of a self-healing network. Modern network 
technology allows systems to be self-healing. Figure 1 provides a graphic overview of the 
concept. The key to self-healing networks is each node in the network acts independently 
to send the information being passed to the next node in the most efficient route that is 
available at the time. The efficiency of that route may vary, as a self-healing network 
should be completely dynamic. Information may set out to travel from node 1 to node 5 
through a certain path (say 1-2-3-5). But, when node 2 receives the packet, it may 
discover that route 3-5 is inefficient or altogether unavailable and therefore sends the 
packet to the now more efficient route of 4-5.

Figure 1 - Self-healing Network

A self-healing network has three important characteristics:  It is decentralized, 
self-organizing, and auto-reconfiguring (Poor & Bowman, 2003).  

Decentralized Networks.
The network controls do not reside in one primary location. The brains, in 

essence, of the network are dispersed throughout the system. As a result, if one portion of 
the control mechanism is lost, the balance of the network can still function. 
Decentralization of decision making reduces risk against failure of the network.

Self-organizing Networks.
The self-healing network, as is the case with any self-healing technology, is self 

organizing. The network senses the best organizational model as a result of perpetual 
situational analysis. As the situation changes, the organizational structure is modified to 
optimize the flow and output of the scheme.

Auto-reconfiguring Networks.
In the event of degraded network activity or broken system components, the self-

healing network automatically reconfigures without human intervention.  This last point 
is very important to understand. The lack of human intervention is the key.  Using 
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artificial intelligence interpreting the feedback of constant probes regarding network 
health, the system is able to automatically restructure to perform the task of delivering 
information without manual intervention. Auto-reconfiguring requires the ability to 
process and react to constant feedback through a set of predetermined rules that are 
authorized, or accepted, by the system architecture.

Organizations can be self-healing if similar principles are followed. The collision
of the desktop paradigm with the knowledge worker shift creates a new paradigm for 
managers to construct organizational models to get their work done. I support my 
observations with my leadership experiences at companies such as CorVel, Nike, 
Sequent, and the United States Marine Corps, where teams were small, dynamic, and had
a high degree of autonomy to solve problems and prioritize their own work in relation to 
the organizational workflow that swirled around them.

Decentralized Organizations.
Teams are highly decentralized with flat command and control processes. This 

further empowers team autonomy and encourages responsibility to serve the customer 
(internal or external) based on the best knowledge of the team at the time. Teams become 
self-healing in the sense that they identify problems or issues in advance of a noticeable 
effect upon production and alter tools, technology, processes, or people as needed to heal 
dynamically the issue or problem they discover. They are able to achieve this without 
active management decision-making or control. The result is a higher velocity of work 
accomplishment, and ability for management to expand supervisory spans of control. A 
primary impact on management is the potential to have more direct reports than 
otherwise possible in classic models. Decentralized organizations operate like webs of 
teams that efficiently process information and adjust workflows to achieve localized 
results. The management approach should be to assure the webs of teams are aware of 
overarching organizational needs, reduce barriers of formal communication, and find 
ways to surface sub-culture processes into the mainstream of management thinking.

Self-organizing & Auto-reconfiguring Organizations. 
Teams become self-organizing as they prioritize themselves into task-based short 

lived virtual structures sufficient to accomplish the task at hand. They then redeploy to 
solve the next problem or puzzle presented to them. The role of management, out of 
necessity, has therefore become one that keeps the organization functioning. 

Management, rather than fully understanding the technical details of every topic, 
is better served by trusting individuals or groups. Empowerment and trust facilitates the 
freedom to self-organize based on tasks, and to reconfigure when a new or additional task 
is manifested. The manager does not, and should not be the individual making each and 
every assignment. For example, as the Vice President of Technology Operations, I used 
my role and influence to keep my teams functioning by allowing them to self-determine 
the priorities, projects, and processes that are most important. When individuals are 
linked tightly with the business purposes of their position, they are far more likely to 
accurately detect the needs of the organization.
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A simple example of this can be extracted from the illustration of Bower and 
Gilbert (2007). A controller tripped upon an invoice for a chimney. Such an odd purchase 
piqued his interest and he visited the local plant that purchased the chimney to find out 
why. Upon visiting the site, he discovered the chimney was the last piece of a building 
the local GM had built without corporate approval. The building was constructed one 
purchase order at a time by keeping purchased items below local spending limits, which 
kept the project below corporate radar. The Controller was incensed because all strategic 
initiatives, such as building a facility, should have been approved at the corporate 
strategy session. However, what he found was the local GM had a better understanding of 
the capacity needs and demands of the customer than the strategic planners. The outcome 
was a new facility, which had been denied by the corporate strategy committee, but
ultimately was needed to service the business growth – which the GM had understood so 
well. The outcome was two-fold. The business was able to embrace the growing demand 
and need for increased capacity. However, the most important discovery was the need for 
integrating lower-level workflow knowledge into strategic and organizational 
management processes. 

What Does This Theory Mean for Management?

The movement from controllable organizations to self-healing models implies a 
re-tooling of management fundamentals. Based on the emerging characteristics of self-
healing models, four fundamental changes in management behavior should be 
considered. First, there should be an improved educational background which focuses on 
the liberal arts as a core competency in lieu of specialization in a business function. 
Second, since modern knowledge workers own an important resource to organizational 
success (knowledge equity/means of production) a far better understanding of 
motivational drivers of these individuals is imperative. Third, and closely tied to 
motivation theory, is an understanding of incentive theory relative to the satisfactions 
modern workers need in light of the inducement capacities of the organization. Fourth, an 
understanding that control of organizational behavior and worker activity is an 
impossible task and the methods to counter the lack of control felt by modern managers 
should be continuously explored.

Management As a Liberal Art.

The complexities introduced by information technology revolutions require 
organizational leadership that can think and reason. Modern education for young 
managerial talent has drifted into specialization. Universities have responded to 
specialization demand by segmenting education into marketable offerings of narrowly 
focused managerial skill-sets. For example, a future manager may graduate with an 
undergraduate degree with basic skills in accounting, finance, hotel and restaurant 
management, information systems, or marketing, etc. However, what is called for in the 
management ranks of dynamic organizations is general business knowledge and 
leadership. Should there be an undergraduate curriculum that focuses solely on leadership 
within a business context? Certainly a program of that nature would include the 
fundamental business skill-sets, but would go much further in its academic demands by 
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insisting on elements of a formal liberal arts education with strong emphasis in the 
humanities, the sciences, and communications. 

A liberal education produces “a habit of thought, a frame of mind” that provides 
the ability to reason, think, and draw from past experiences to facilitate situational 
decision-making (Lears, 2003, p. 2). For example, imagine a military officer who is well 
groomed in the art of war, and knows exactly what should be done, according to military 
doctrine, in a certain situation. Does that officer have an advantage over an individual 
with little formal training in the discipline of warfare, but possessing a powerful liberal 
arts education? I maintain the answer to be no, and cite the battle of Gettysburg as an 
example. Joshua Lawrence Chamberlain’s counterpart, John Bell Hood from the South, 
was extremely well educated in the discipline of military arts. In his attack of Little 
Roundtop he stuck to the plan of what military discipline would require – attack as 
ordered – even though there were other and better alternatives. Chamberlain, on the other 
hand, a professor of rhetoric, drew upon his vast understanding in humanities, science, 
and communications to out maneuver the more experienced battlefield commander, and 
salvage Gettysburg for the Union (Trulock, 1992).

Figure 2 - http://www.jennie-wade-house.com/joshua-chamberlain-art-prints.htm

While business is not warfare, the analogy holds. Some organizations insist upon 
experience within an industry vertical. Vertical experience is a small part of a leadership 
success. The ability to think, reason, and adjust to situational demands becomes a far 
more critical skill. The change in the nature of the worker entering the workforce has 
given rise to a demand for skilled organizational leadership. A presentation published in 
The American Scholar identified ten indicators of a liberally educated individual, which I 
propose are the correct indicators of an effective organizational leader in the self-healing
environment (Cronon, 1998): 

 They know how to listen and to hear.
 They read and they understand.
 They can talk with anyone.
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 They can write clearly and persuasively and movingly.
 They can solve a wide variety of puzzles and problems.
 They respect rigor, not so much for its own sake, but as a way of seeking 

truth.
 They practice respect and humility, tolerance, and self-criticism.
 They understand how to get things done in the world.
 They nurture and empower the people around them.
 They know how to connect through insight, generosity, and wisdom.

While a liberal education and skills development is important, respected business 
scholars, such as Mintzberg (2004) and Drucker (2001), add clarification. Formal training 
is not what prepares a manager for effectiveness in the workplace. Rather, the focus 
should be on experiential development. I propose that the future leader should therefore 
focus the initial education on a liberal framework without an overarching concern for 
business specialization. Advanced education in specificity should be sought once there is 
an experiential basis from which to draw for contribution to a specific knowledge 
segment.

Bottom line – Organizational leaders should seek a continuous liberal arts 
education, and seek to hire those who have a liberal arts background.

Motivation of the Modern Knowledge Worker.

Classic understanding of motivation in human beings remains relevant to 
discussions on today’s workforce. Abraham Maslow developed a model of understanding 
motivation levels by evaluating the hierarchy of human needs. He described the 
categories of need in the following ascending order: Physiological, safety, love, esteem, 
and self-actualization (Shafritz et al., 2005).

Managers need to understand how to work with the motivations of their 
knowledge employees. This is in subtle contrast to worrying about how to motivate their 
knowledge employees. The typical employee that fits into the self-healing paradigm is 
either self-motivated, or is auto-configured into insignificance by peers and an inability to 
make an impact. Therefore, the concern of how to motivate is not relevant. In fact, 
Chester Barnard proposed in his “Theory of Authority,” that subordinates give authority 
to the boss, and the boss should therefore treat subordinates with a high degree of respect 
(Scott & Mitchell, 1989). Assuming a person is motivated to perform is an important part 
of that respect. Finding out what that motivation is, becomes an essential part of being a 
good manager. 

In a study on effectiveness of supervisory styles, it was determined that 
individuals that have high personal motivation respond best to leadership behavior that is 
balanced between performance emphasis, and maintenance processes (Misumi & Seki, 
1971). Performance emphasis focuses on outward facing outcomes, such as achieving 
release schedules, producing new products, and other deliverables that are visible and 
make a traceable and connected contribution to business drivers. Maintenance processes 
focus on inward activities, such as improving efficiency, developing professional 
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interpersonal connections with workers, and designing new processes. The studies show 
managers should balance their leadership foci between a focus on outcome and a focus on 
process – too much emphasis one way or the other interferes with the momentum of high 
performing and highly motivated individuals or teams.

Bottom line – Discard the notion that management must motivate workers, and seek 
to understand what it is that actually motivates those on the team. Balance outcomes 
emphasis across both performance and maintenance tasks.

Inducing the Modern Knowledge Worker to Provide Services.

Barnard felt people had to be induced to contribute their labor to an organizational 
effort (Shafritz et al., 2005). He identified two forms of inducement, objective and 
subjective. He indicated that an overall blend of inducement strategies was needed 
dependent upon the type of worker and the type of work. He indicated that material 
inducements, such as money, are relatively weak forms of incentives once a person has 
moved beyond a level of “bare physiological necessities” (p. 95). An important point 
should be made here. An individual’s physiological necessities are determined by the 
individual and not the manager. Leaders of the modern organization need to be careful 
not to assume too much about the basic needs of people without getting to know them. 
For example, at CorVel I had a situation where an individual needed to work from home 
2-3 days per week. He was well compensated, by most standards, and as a new manager I 
was confused by the situation. I wanted him to be a team lead, but also felt at the time the 
nature of his work required him to be in the office all five days of the week. By having a 
personal interview with him, where I simply learned about his life by asking questions 
and engaging at a level that was not “business,” I gained an understanding that he was a 
single parent with two young children. His incentive package, while healthy, was not 
adequate to enable him to place his children into a daycare system. He wanted to work 
more frequently at the office, and he wanted to grow as a manager, but current economics 
prohibited the change. Once I understood the motivation, I was able to address the 
situation in a way that provided a win-win outcome. I increased his compensation to 
account for his additional responsibilities, and also provided a net gain after additional 
day care expenses were understood. This move allowed him to provide committed focus 
to the organization without spending inefficient energy reconciling how to solve his 
economic problem. It was a win-win because I needed a manager, and he wanted to be a 
manager. Recognizing the issue could be solved by making both an organizational 
adjustment, which provided a non-monetary incentive, and by including his material 
needs in a raise, we were able to achieve a scenario that satisfied his goals and the 
corporation’s needs.

Barnard stated the strongest form of inducement is personal nonmaterial 
opportunities for distinction, prestige, recognition, or power. In other words, people have 
a strong desire to be associated with organizations that have both opportunity and 
represent social importance (Shafritz et al., 2005). Managers can draw amazing services 
from their workers if this principle is understood. I have observed knowledge workers 
giving up weekends, holidays, working late, etc., to become an important part of 
organizational success. I have observed knowledge workers sacrifice compensation for 
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long-term connection to a broader organization or cause that brings affiliation and 
recognition.

There are two important concepts raised by Barnard and Maslow that should be 
integrated into human resource thinking (Shafritz et al., 2005). First, incentive methods 
are rarely valid for more than a few years. Individuals change, and their needs change, 
therefore inducement strategies should be continuously re-evaluated. The frequency of 
inducement strategy evaluation increases when market conditions are highly dynamic. 
Second, motivation to perform labor is significantly impacted by the ability of an 
individual to see his/her labor as part of his/her path towards self-actualization. Maslow
(Shafritz et al., 2005) said: “A healthy man is primarily motivated by his needs to 
develop and actualize his fullest potentialities and capacities”(p. 176).

Bottom line – All labor offers services to the organization in exchange for a 
combination of incentives that appease the satisfactions of the laborer. Knowledge 
workers, based on their personal economy, control production means and have 
mobility. Overall, they have a low tolerance for incentive blends that fail to achieve 
both monetary and non-monetary goals.

Impossibility of Control.

What are the new ingredients for effective organizational management? Perhaps it 
is flexibility and leadership. In an article entitled “12 principles of organizational 
transformation,” a growing need is cited for conventional management roles to adapt to
changing workforce conditions through an increase in leadership capabilities. (Trahant & 
Burke, 1997). Organizational managers are no longer the experts of their business. 
Knowledge workers using information technology are effective at handling the intense 
and varied workflow which is generated in the modern organization. This capability 
eliminates any one person (i.e., any one manager) from being a complete authoritative 
expert. This in reality is Adam Smith’s allegory of pin manufacturing, only with extreme 
complications that Smith could not have foreseen (Shafritz et al., 2005). 

In Smith’s theory it was conceivable that a manager could understand every 
element of pin manufacturing. In modern operations, with technological complexities, it 
is inconceivable for a manager with modest span of control to understand the intricacies 
of what members of his team really do. Also, it is impossible for a manager of current 
workers to comprehend and navigate all of the possible relationships that exist in the sub-
culture of the knowledge worker. Finally, it is impossible for the manager to maintain 
adequate knowledge of technological fundamentals in each fragmented section of the 
business where technological solutions or tools are involved. Therefore, managerial 
success depends on an ability to orchestrate the efforts of others. This is in contrast with 
managerial efforts to orchestrate success vis-à-vis intricate knowledge of operations, such 
as being able to build a pin oneself. Managers in knowledge fields, no longer need to 
become experts at the systems or operations performed by subordinates. The ideal is to 
decentralize the business processes, such as breaking up pin manufacturing into virtual 
centers of excellence, allowing specialization and economies of scale on an as-needed 
basis. At the same time, this distribution of workflow in the modern era has the effect of 
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specialization on production, but causes a set of control problems for managers that feel 
they must understand every step of the procedures. This latter point is one that would 
have been foreign to Adam Smith because pin manufacturing required far less technology 
and almost no knowledge workers. 

The distributed effect of the modern knowledge worker demonstrates the 
importance of organizational economics, a theory that views the organization not as a 
boundary for people to be classified into working groups, but rather as a flow of 
transactions that occur between environments (Shafritz et al., 2005). These environments 
can be complex or simple, but where routine transactions occur, either formal or informal 
organizational elements may be in place. The manager of the self-healing organization 
must understand transaction-based organization models. Workgroups form and disband 
virtually and rapidly. Organizational transactions drive those workgroup formations. 
Managers who attempt to control the activity at a transaction level will find they have a 
highly improbable task. Managers that are capable of understanding their role within the 
flow of the organizational activity will find a high degree of success. Managers need to 
recognize the virtual, flexible, and mobile nature of workflow caused by process 
decentralization and specialization in the modern economy.

Bottom line – Forget about gaining control. Rather, focus on understanding the 
organizational economics, and in providing leadership that facilitates change, 
flexibility, as well as transactional velocity.
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Conclusion

As the workforce continues to evolve into a knowledge-based society, the 
revolution from command and control management structures to virtual task-based 
structures will continue. Similar to scientific revolutions, a managerial revolution of this 
nature may also be generational. Old ways of thinking will be replaced by new concepts 
of virtualization and logical decentralization.

The collision of two paradigmatic shifts, one being the industrial shift to 
knowledge based economy, and the other being the information systems (or desktop)
paradigm, has created the framework for discovery of a new management paradigm. This 
new paradigm accounts for decentralized and distributed control structures, and 
organizational models that auto-reconfigure dynamically. I call the emerging
management paradigm a self-healing construct.

Leaders in the new management paradigm must be good thinkers, able to reason, 
and benefactors of a liberal education (formal or informal). Leaders also must seek to 
understand the motivations of the workforce, and therefore understand the combination of 
incentives that have the best impact. Finally, leaders must understand that control over
organizational activity is impossible to achieve and maintain. Rather, leaders should seek 
to release control allowing the natural capabilities of self-healing structures to operate.
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