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Sustainable Patterns Emerging from
Leadership and Organisational Modeling

Abstract

Contributing to advance the discourse of organisational
research, literature and sciences, the present study
critically maps out the contemporary organisational
models (2010-2015) on social sustainability for
organisational stakeholders. Under the systematic
literature review, research design is based on the
SALSA framework. The type of data and analysis of
this study are qualitative with high level of inductivity
followed by systematic approaches of literature
search, creation of literature base comprising of 70
articles thematically, and thus analysing the major 14
models argued by the researchers from critical realist
viewpoints revealing important sustainable patterns
of the models critically. Undergoing the analysis and
synthesis, these organisational models (following
model dissections) fit together as per revealed
modeling patterns and alignments, of which two major
alignments of “relational-group-transformational” and
“‘open-system-RBV-organic” respectively form the
leadership (behaviour, scope, focus) and organisation
(structure, resources, design) oriented modeling
scenario for organisational stakeholders on sustainable
management.

Keywords: Leadership, = Modeling,  Organisation,
Organisational ~ Literatures, Organisational Models,
Organisational ~ Stakeholders, Social  Sustainability,
Sustainable Management

Introduction

Sustainability and Social Sustainability for
Organisational Stakeholders

The concept of sustainability emerged in 1960s to
address the environmental degradation that was created

I. U. Karim*, M. M. Rahman**

due to poor resource management (McKenzie, 2004). As
the environment was becoming increasingly important
concern all over the world, sustainability was adopted as
a common political agenda. In line with this, Organisation
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
was created in 1960 to promote sustainable policies
for achieving economic growth and employment for
its member countries (Global Sustainability, 2001).
The 1987 Brundtland Commission report of the United
Nations defines the term sustainable development as, ...
development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs” (Werther & Chandler, 2011, p. 320).
Thereafter the concept of ‘triple bottom line (TBL)’
was developed by Elkington (1994) that encompasses
environmental, social and economic concerns being three
pillars of sustainability (McKenzie, 2004). It offered
performance beyond the traditional measures of profits
and shareholder value to include social dimensions of
the stakeholders (Slaper & Hall, 2011; Elkington, 1994).
Elkington (1994) also focused that it is not possible to
achieve an expected level of sustainability without the
equal combination of environmental, economic and social
aspects of the organisation simultaneously (McKenzie,
2004; Sutton, 2000).

Subsequently, social sustainability is defined as a life-
enhancing process within communities that can develop
the social conditions of human beings (Adams, 2006;
McKenzie, 2004). The features of this social condition
comprises with equity of access to key services (including
health, education, transport, housing and recreation),
equity between future and current generation, cultural
integration, peoples participation, creating awareness
on social sustainability among the stakeholders, a sense
of community responsibility, collective community
identity, political advocacy etc. (Magis, 2010; McKenzie,

* ULAB School of Business, University of Liberal Arts Bangladesh (ULAB), Dhaka, Bangladesh.

Email: iftekhar.karim@ulab.edu.bd

** School of Public Affairs, University of Science and Technology of China (USTC), Hefei, China.



52 I International Journal on Leadership

2004). Moreover, social sustainability encompasses
organisational issues, such as employee
motivation, stakeholders’ inter-relationships, stakeholder
participation, social equity, livability, health security, social
capital, human rights, social justice, cultural competence,
organisational resilience, and employee communication
to address the demands both of the organisation itself and
the concerning stakeholders (Magis, 2010; Light, 2008).
According to the Western Australia Council of Social
Services (WACOSS):

various

“Social sustainability occurs when the formal and informal
processes, systems, structures and relationships actively
support the capacity of current and future generations to
create healthy and livable communities...” (McKenzie,
2004, p.18).

Therefore, it can be said that social sustainability
incorporates the combination of various societal issues,
strong sense of social cohesion, and collaborative
participation of all stakeholders in the planning and
implementing process of the organisation (McKenzie,
2004). Without internal stability, employee satisfaction
and congenial environment inside the organisation, an
organisation does not get good reputation and acceptability
by the external stakeholders specially clients, investors,
and competitors (Choo, 2006). In this context, the social
issues and demands addressed in the organisational context
by the relationships among the managers, employees and
the shareholders (organisational stakeholders) can foster
social sustainability in the organisation accordingly.

Werther and Chandler (2011) divided stakeholders
into three separate groups: organisational stakeholders
(internal to the organisation), economic stakeholders,
and societal stakeholders (latter two are external to the
organisation). Among the three kinds of stakeholders,
organisational stakeholders are at the center within a
larger circle and are mainly concerned for societal issues
inside the organisation (Werther & Chandler, 2011).
Therefore, organisational stakeholders are the center of
multi-stakeholder perspective (Sarkis, Cordeiro, & Brust,
2010) where employees are found in an important position
those are also the occasional customers of the organisation
(Friedrichsen, Brandstitt, & Brunekreeft, 2014; Vlachos,
Panagopoulos, & Rapp, 2014). In this context, people
who are closest to an organisation and have the strongest
and direct access on organisational resources are called
organisational stakeholders: shareholders, manages, and
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employees (Freeman, 2010; Heracleous, 2003). Being an
organisational stakeholder, the shareholders contribute to
the organisation through their invested capital, whereas
managers as organisational stakeholder are responsible
for coordinating organisational resources and ensuring the
organisational performance. Alongside, the employeess
as another core organisational stakeholders have various
responsibilities and duties into the organisation through
different organisational strategies and roles (Jones &
Wicks, 1999). Besides, organisational stakeholders can
influence both the ethical standards of an organisation and
the extent to which they are performed (Beringer, Jonas,
& Gemiinden, 2012).

The Role of Organisational Modeling for
Sustainability

A model is regarded as simplification of reality or
description of real world, and by this means, modeling
is the way of depicting the model or putting it into
perspective (Faisal & Al-Esmael, 2014; Dussart, Aubert,
& Patry, 2004). Hence, good modeling implies a good
representation of reality (Dussart et al., 2004). Models
which address different organisational issues have been
useful to various stakeholders for various reasons, hence
organisational modeling holds a significant relevance
and usefulness for the decision makers, e.g. managers
and leaders (Faisal & Al-Esmael, 2014). In line with this,
depicting models to conceptualise critical organisational
aspects has also remained ever on the increase by
organisational researchers, theorists and academicians
over the passage of organisational research (Albani &
Dietz, 2009; Barnett & Carroll, 1995; Malone & Smith,
1988; Gerwin & Tuggle, 1978). Not only in the academic
domain, but this uprising of organisational modeling is
furthermore prominent in the management consultancy
field which caters to the need of the organisational
decision makers practically (Crucini & Kipping, 2001).
In doing so, the consultancy models are also needed to
be developed on research-based models for a greater
validation and acceptance (Donnelly, 2008). Therefore,
the need and role of research-based models as a tool in
organisational leadership and herein describing complex
organisational issues is paramount to organisational
decision makers, e.g. managers and leaders together with
organisational consultants.
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Organisational modeling shows the way for the managers
on how to organise or accommodate different aspects of
organisational demands, priorities, and different thoughts
within one framework. Many organisations implement
their activities through different strategies and models
those depend on organisational structures, governing
structures, cultural diversity, priorities of the organisation,
leadership patterns and of course nature of the organisation
(Cooperrider & Pasmore, 1991). There are various
organisational issues those are addressed by different
organisations differently due to lack of uniformity and also
lack of knowledge on the very types of models appropriate
for their organisations (Miller, 2003; Schein, 1980).
Moreover, the world is changing by facing diversified
challenges like climate change, globalisation, changing
economic trends or socio-cultural diversification, financial
crisis etc. those create pressures on the institution to adjust
with the changing situations (Baker, 2007; Das, 2004).
To cope with these uncertainties, organisations tend to
explore innovative methods of achieving competitiveness
since growing internal and external factors such as
varying demographics, globalisation and technology
influence organisational performance as well (Saeed &
Wang, 2014). Sustainable development through utilising
organisational models properly therefore is needed not
only for the organisational stakeholders like managers,
employees and shareholders but also for the external
stakeholders like customers, competitors, investors etc. in
order to sustain in the global era (Reiner, 2010).

Organisational Models on Social Sustainability
for Organisational Stakeholders

Organisational researchers have produced an array
of academic research proposing models addressing
sustainability issues for the organisational stakeholders
(Faisal & Al-Esmael, 2014; Mihaela & Bratianu,
2012; Albani & Dietz, 2009; Dussart et al., 2004).
Despite this worth, the fact of the matter remains that
these organisational models span across diversified
concepts, hold multifaceted perspectives, cover multi-
dimensional issues and are built on very different
essence of conceptualisations and constructions (Glass,
1999; Glass & Cahn, 1997; Deaner, 1994; Brown, 1967,
Andrew, 1965). Research-based organisational models
appeared between the timeframe ‘2010-2015° can be

regarded as contemporary as Gale (2013) has termed
contemporary being ‘the present, the here and now, the
experience of the current moment’. In the contemporary
organisational literature, researchers have also adopted
an array of perspectives covering the topics under social
sustainability of the organisational stakeholders, e.g.
participation and engagements, motivation and interests,
empowerment, teamwork, diversity, social bondage,
interaction, interpersonal relationships, communication
and decision making, employee satisfaction, collective
bargaining, harmony, trust, resilience, peace and conflict
management in organisations (Handbook of sustainability
management, 2012; Shaping the Future, 2011; Bertels,
2010; Wilk, 2010).

Need of Mapping out the Organisational
Models on Social Sustainability

The contemporary social sustainability issues for
organisational stakeholders are emerging and uprising
than ever before with a growing research need to further
the immature stage of social sustainability. Although
social issues have been included with the triple bottom line
as mentioned above, it was rarely equal to the economic
and environmental concerns (McKenzie, 2004). In this
light, the Global Reporting Initiative (2000) has reported
that societal issues have been addressed infrequently and
inconsistently across the organisations compared to other
two issues of TBL (Global Reporting Initiative, 2000). The
same tendency is also found by the Western Australian
Council of Social Services (WACOSS) that there has
been considerable work done on the environmental and
economic aspects, while the social issues have been less
focused in sustainability agenda (Global Sustainability,
2001). Spanning across miscellaneous organisational set-
ups (Kilmann, 1983; Duncan, 1981) and with the passage of
growing sustainability-oriented research in organisational
domain (Silvius, Schipper, Planko, Van Den Brink, &
Kohler, 2012), researchers have furthermore pointed out
that social sustainability is mostly under-researched and
under-developed phenomenon in both the sustainability
and organisational research contexts (Duckworth, 2014;
Ni, Qian, & Crilly, 2014; Murphy 2012; Gao & Zhang,
2006). The image of social sustainability itself is not clear,
and the perception remains that whatever is not economic
or environmental, that could be brought under the domain
of social sustainability.
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Purpose of the Study

In line with the aforementioned problematised approaches,
the purpose of this study is to map out the organisational
models on social sustainability for organisational
stakeholders.

Research Questions (RQs)

In order to map out the organisational models on social
sustainability, three research questions are formulated
as follows to grasp the whole picture by stages, and to
realise the purpose of this study:

RQ1: What are the organisational models on social
sustainability?

RQ2: What are the characteristics / patterns of these
organisational models?

RQ3: How do these organisational models fit together
(through mapping out) critically?

Methodology and Methods

Theoretical and Literature Review-based
Research Context

The research design of this study is literature review in
the understanding of case-oriented research considering
each model as an independent case (6 & Bellamy, 2012).
Literature review is considered a handy methodology to
get in-depth understanding on a research subject; thereby
systematic assessment of published articles can help
the researchers in identifying the organisational models
on social sustainability for organisational stakeholders
effectively. Booth, Papaioannou, and Sutton (2012)
have mentioned that the role of literature review within
the research is immense in understanding the state-of-
the-art knowledge; therefore it needs to be systematic.
Systematic literature review is termed as comprehensive
accumulation, transparent analysis and reflective
interpretation of the studies seeking out themes across
literatures (Booth et al., 2012). This can entail a mapping
review / systematic map as well which attempts to map
out existing literature from which further reviews can
emerge, and as such this could be an evidence synthesis
to grasp a holistic picture in line with the proceedings of
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this study (Booth et al., 2012). In line with elaboration of
Booth et al. (2012), on systematic literature review, this
study thus adopts the systematic approaches to searching,
appraisal, synthesis, and analysis as per the SALSA
framework of literature review (Fig. 1).

] [ Appraisal ] [ Synthesis M Analysis

Search

Fig. 1: SALSA Framework of Literature Review
(Booth et al., 2012)

In this literature review research design, the systematic
approaches to ‘searching’ for this study involves
being thorough while searching for models on social
sustainability for organisational stakeholders covering
multiple fields (Booth et al., 2012). The systematic
approaches to ‘appraisal’ for this study involves carefully
assessing the relevance and thus including the matching
ones while excluding the ones which has got minimal
alignment with social sustainability for organisational
stakeholders contextually (Booth et al., 2012). The
systematic approaches to ‘synthesis’ for this study involves
recollecting the similar concepts together and grounding
it from similar capturing for social sustainability of
organisational stakeholders. The systematic approaches
to ‘analysis’ for this study involves applying the
meaningfulness to the results coherently by bridging the
differences that exist between different findings with
regard to mapping out the models critically. Overall,
managing the literature review of this research design as
a methodological setting, this entails all in all systematic
orientation of all the SALSA steps chronologically.

Creation of Literature Base

Data creation methods are used to create data as raw
materials of research that can be used to perform further
investigations (6 & Bellamy, 2012). In line with the
context of this study, data has been created from Malmo
University’s Summon database to extract the scientific
articles accordingly. This created data is the basis of the
study and can be termed as the literature base (Jesson,
2011; Machi, 2009). For creating data, nine relevant
themes have been extracted on social sustainability for
organisational stakeholders through content analysis of the
Leadership for Sustainability (SALSU) Master program’s
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curriculum (i.e. course guides) of Malmo University
underpinned by pre-understanding of organisational and
leadership theories. In this relation, Hsich and Shannon
(2005) have asserted that content analysis focuses on the
characteristics of texts with attention to the contextual
meaning which might be obtained from various articles,
books, or manuals (Prior, 2003; Kondracki & Wellman,
2002; McTavish & Pirro, 1990; Budd, Thorp, & Donohew,
1967).

This set-up of nine themes has reinforced the article search
process by producing initial sets of relevant keywords
thematically leading to the literature base of this study
(Refer to Table 1), as augmented by the chronological
steps in the following paragraph. Nonetheless, Silaghi
and Vargiya (2005) have opined that Keyword Spotting
(KWS) is the recognition of predefined keywords where
certain words are recognised more easily than other
words. In this current study, “initial sets of keywords”
are therefore conceptually spotted or pre-defined based
on the pre-understanding of the themes (Table 1). Since
this research is inductively approached, the literature
searching process is further augmented through changes
as and when needed depending on the “initial sets of
keywords” (McDonnell, 2010; Silaghi & Vargiya, 2005).

As to the article search process toward creation of this
literature base, the following ways and considerations
of data creation were established accordingly. Firstly,
articles have been retrieved from MAH Summon
database considering the convenience and accessibility of
the researchers. Secondly, advanced search options were

followed building on the initial sets of key words under
the relevant themes inductively, which kept on changing
as and when needed (Jesson, 2011; Machi, 2009). For
instance, basic initial set of keywords on organisational
systems denote a relevant group of keywords, e.g.
“organization” (American spelling), “organisation”
(British  spelling), “structure”, “process”, “system”
followed by several rounds of combinations with regard
to “sustainability”, “sustainable”, “stakeholder” etc. beset
with the Boolean query of using logical operators, e.g.
“and”/“or” to filter out the matching articles in the domain
of social sustainability for organisational stakeholders
(Machi, 2009). This process was relevantly downsized
to ‘article abstracts’ and/or ‘article titles’ to bring forth
the most relevant journal articles on the aforementioned
themes. Thirdly, only the full text online available and
peer reviewed (academic) journal articles in English were
extracted from seven relevant disciplines: anthropology,
business, political science, psychology, social science,
social welfare and social work, sociology, and social
history considering the social and organisational aspects.
In doing so, newspaper articles, book reviews, and
dissertations were eliminated during the data creation
process from MAH database. Fourthly, the scope of
literature search was scaled down to a time span from
01/01/2010 to 30/04/2015 in line with the contemporary
research publications. Finally, the articles containing
proposed models in this context of the research have been
retrieved and folderised accordingly. In this process, a
total number of 70 articles were retrieved for creation of
this literature base which emerged as the dataset for this
theoretical study (Bernard, 2010; Gibbs, 2007).

Table 1: Data Creation Process for Literature Base

SN Themes Initial sets of keywords No. of
Articles
01 Sociabilty and Fersonality of Leadership qualifies, affributes, affifudes, k]
Leaders characteristics andpersonality factors
[ Division of Labor /Distribution of | Teamwaork, team-effectiveness, tfeam 4
Tasks based on Specialization commitmenrt, cohesiveness, coordination
Leadership roles and capabilifies, leadership 4
knowledge, management skills and behaviors
03 Authority, Faricipation and StakeholderEmployee padicipafion, [i]
Empowerment of Employvees empowerment, involvement, engagement
Ensuring Integrity, Trustand Trustand social capital 1
04 Justice amongthe Staffs Organizationalethics, justice, infegrity 2
WMofivation, job safisfaction, rewards 2
05 Motivation and Satisfaction COroanizafionalchange, organizafional E:]
development, openness, innavation
Organizationalperformance and environment, 3
06 CrganizationalPerformance and | effectiveness, compettiveness
Effectiveness Crganizationaland group conflict management E|
Crganizationalsiakeholder management 3
Organizationalsystems, Organizationalsystemns, structure, and process [i]
o7 Structures and Processes Organizationalresilience, riskicrisis management 4
Organizationallearning andTearning organizations 3
08 Inter-personal andinter-organizational 4
Organizational Metworking cooperation, collaboration, network, cross-sector
collaboration, multi-stakeholder collaboration
09 Drganizational Culture, Organizationalcommunication, decision-making [
Communicationand Decision- Oroanizafionalsense-making, meta-narrafive 3
making Organizationalculture, values, cultural diversity, 1
cross-cultural dynamics, intercultural competence
Total Tn
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Collection of Models

Data collection methods are the procedures of collecting
important data from created data for answering the
research question or purpose following scanning the text
for particular themes, codes or content (6 & Bellamy,
2012). Based on the six data sampling criteria for
theoretical study of Miles and Huberman (1994) as later
on augmented by Curtis, Gesler, Smith, and Washburn
(2000), a total number of 14 major models as being core
data have been finally scaled down from 70 models of 70
different articles. These six selection criteria (Curtis et al.,
2000) of scaling down the models for data sampling are:
1) relevance to conceptual understanding, 2) potential to
generate rich information, 3) analytic generalisability, 4)
potential to generate believable explanations, 5) ethics,
and 6) feasibility as originally postulated by Miles and
Huberman (1994) and elaborated more in the following
paragraph. The models which fulfill all these six data
sampling criteria for theoretical study are deemed as
major models and are found to be 14 in this study, rests
are deemed as minor models not fully covering all the six
aforesaid criteria.

In understanding of the six data sampling criteria for
theoretical study (Curtis et al., 2000), the selected models
are likely to affect the scope for developing theo
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inductively from the given data in line with the purpose,
research questions and conceptual pre-understanding
of this study (based on criterion 1), selected models
are likely to generate rich information on analysis of
models and further mapping out (based on criterion 2),
selected models are likely to enhance the generalisability
or comprehensiveness of the findings toward social
sustainability (based on criterion 3), selected models are
likely to produce concrete descriptions in the context
of organisational stakeholders (based on criterion 4),
simultaneously selected models do not represent any
personal benefits of the researchers confirming ethics
(based on criterion 5), and all these selected models are
extracted from the 70 articles which are all available,
accessible and affordable to the researchers confirming
feasibility (based on criterion 6). Therefore, the
contents of these selected 14 major models represent
greater connectivity, proximity and relevancy to the
social sustainability aspects of the organisational
stakeholders mitigating any overlapping and ensuring
greater comprehensiveness (Curtis ef al., 2000; Miles &
Huberman, 1994).

In this way, the inclusion and exclusion process of models
for the final analysis of this study is developed which
constitute the collection of the 14 models as shown in
Table 2.

Table 2: List of Collected 14 Models

Table Z: List of collected1d models
5. N Models Fropounder({s}) Model No.
T Modelon Complexity Leadership Clarke, 2073 R2
Z WModel on EmployeeRetenfion Sengupta andDev, Z07T3 RG
3 Kodelon Stakeholder Engagement O'Hiordan andFairbrass, 2074 RTZ
g Modelon Knowledge Sharing AmirandFarvar, 2074 L]
51 WModelon Leader Sense-making Thieletal , Z0TZ W22
G Kodelon Duality of Tnnovation and Ethic Schumacher andWasieleski, 2013 K20
T Modelon Compelence Development Fandifio and Marcos, 2073 W34
-3 WMaodel on Organizational Resilience Kaniurandlser-Say, 2072 R3G90
g Kodel on Effective Self~organization Solansky etal 2074 [ F K]
0 Modelon InferculfuralCompeience Fliopaité andRadzevicieng, 2071 L]
T WModelon SocialLearning WMitchell 2073 W53
12 Kodelon StakeholderInfluence Bourne, 2077 RED
13 Model on Collaboration System Winkelen, Z070 ME3
14 Wodel on Sustainability Interesis Harisch efal 2074 GG

Coding the Contents of Models

Data coding methods are the procedures for determining
the particular set of data under different categories related
to the research questions (6 & Bellamy, 2012). In this
theoretical study, content analysis is used as a research
method for interpretation of the models through the
systematic categorisation process of coding (Hsieh &
Shannon, 2005; Downe-Wamboldt, 1992; Weber, 1990).

Organising of Models

Data organisation methods are the procedures for
arranging all sets of data that have been created, collected,
and coded by the researcher for addressing the purpose
(6 & Bellamy, 2012). This has been augmented toward
the arrangement of social sustainability aspects for
organisational stakeholders.
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Analysing the Models

Data analysis methods are the procedures for handling
data to answer the research questions by showing or
discussing important patterns (6 & Bellamy, 2012). After
reviewing the proposed 14 models, contents of the models
infer the essence of two major patterns concerning
social sustainability under ‘organising’ and ‘leading’. In
this inference as appeared from the review of models,
the natures that have emerged on the basis of similar
characteristics and patterns of the models are shown in
Fig. 2.

* Behavioral - Task / Relation
* Focus = Transactional /
Transformational

Leading

* Scope = Individual / Group

*Structure = Closed-system / Open-
system

«Design and Dimension = Mechanistic
{high formalization, centralization) /

Organic (decentralization,
informalization)

/sResource - Knowledge-based view

(KBV)/ Resource-based view (RBV)

Organizing
Y

Fig. 2: Patterns Emerging from Models

Mapping out Organisational Models on
Social Sustainability

Relation Open- Partly Partiy Task
systern

sustaina SLSE T Individual

= ble ble KBV
Transacti
onal Mechani

Group

Transfor
 matienal

| ©rganic

Fig. 3: Critically Mapping Out Organisation (O) and
Leadership (L) Oriented Models

Looking into the arrangement of the organisational
modeling critically (Fig. 3), the socially sustainable
leadership and organisation oriented models capture the
alignment of relational-group-transformational (1, 3) and
open-system-RBV-organic (10, 11, 12, 13) respectively.

Therefore, the models on complexity leadership and
stakeholder engagement represent the socially sustainable
leadership oriented models for organisational stakeholders.
Likewise, the models on intercultural competence, social
learning, stakeholder influence and collaboration system
represent the socially sustainable organisation oriented
models for organisational stakeholders. On the contrary,
the less socially sustainable leadership and organisation
oriented models offer the alignments of task-individual-
transactional (2, 7) and closed-system-KBV-mechanistic
(4, 9) respectively. Moreover, the remaining models
(5, 6, 8, and 14) which are outside the fold of the
aforementioned four alignments technically typify as the
moderately socially sustainable models for organisational
stakeholders.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Gist of Core Findings

In line with the purpose of this study which is to map
out the organisational models on social sustainability for
organisational stakeholders, 14 organisational models on
social sustainability have been dissected which revealed
leadership (behaviour, scope, focus) and organisation
(structure, resources, design) oriented modeling patterns.
Undergoing the analysis and synthesis of this research,
these organisational models fit together as per revealed
patterns and alignments, of which two major alignments
of relational-group-transformational and open-system-
RBV-organic respectively form the socially sustainable
leadership and organisation oriented models for
organisational stakeholders.

Contribution to the Theory and Field of
Organisational Social Sustainability

As with the passage of growing sustainability-oriented
research social sustainability is mostly under-researched
and under-developed phenomenon (Murphy, 2012),
newly developed models on social sustainability are also
incoherently presented that provides lack of understanding
for organisational researchers to capture the contemporary
organisational social sustainability modeling trends
(Murphy, 2012; Magis, 2010). This research contributes
to outshine the theoretical discrepancy and ambiguity
in organisational modeling on social sustainability by
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sorting out the contemporary organisational models and
mapping out the unorganised models for organisational
stakeholders in this under-researched field of social
sustainability revealing the contemporary patterns and
trends of organisational modeling.

Implication for Further Research

This study puts forth new research directions for
organisational researchers and academicians as the
state of the field on social sustainability is understood
depending on the revealed patterns of the organisational
models, over-representation (over-valued) and under-
representation (under-valued) of organisational concepts.
In this connection, in the contemporary organisational
literatures there seems an over-representation of
employees as being the core organisational stakeholders,
whereas the other two organisational stakeholders,
e.g. shareholders and managers are vividly under-
represented in the contemporary organisational literatures
and modeling. Furthermore, there seem to be new
organisational models but following the age-old classical
theories which gives rise to the need for development of
contemporary organisational theories keeping pace with
the practical needs of the stakeholders.

Recommendations

For the organisational practitioners, the core
recommendation remains to embark on the socially
sustainable organisational modeling alignments in order
to ensure the organisational social sustainability. This
being said, as the contemporary modeling trends suggest,
when the organisational stakeholders are cherishing their
social relationships with peers, managers and networks,
when they are utilising their capacities and creativities in
collaborative group-works as joint resources for change,
innovation and development; and also when they are well
motivated, empowered, networked, directed and nurtured
as to their roles, then the organisation can ensure the
social sustainability of their organisational stakeholders.

References

6, P., & Bellamy, C. (2012). Principles of methodology:
Research design in social science. Thousand Oaks:
Sage Publication.

Volume 5 Issue 2 October 2017

Adams, W. M. (2006). Report of the IUCN renowned
thinkers’ meeting on the future of sustainability: Re-
thinking environment and development in the twen-
ty-first century. The World Conservation Union.

AL-Abadi, S. A. (2015). Market environment and cen-
tralized decision-making and their impact on the ef-
fectiveness of organizations. International Business
Research, 8(2), 129. doi:10.5539/ibr.v8n2p129

Albani, A., & Dietz, J. L. G. (2009). Current trends in
modeling inter-organizational cooperation. Journal
of Enterprise Information Management, 22(3), 275-
297. doi:10.1108/17410390910949724

Albrecht, K. (1983). New systems view of the organiza-
tion: Organization development. Englewood Cliffs,
NIJ: Prentice-Hall.

Aldrich, H. E., & Marsden, P. V. (1988). Environments
and organizations in Handbook of Sociology, ed.
Neil J Smelser. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE.

Aldrich, H. E. (1979). Organizations and environments.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Aldrich, H. E., & Pfeffer, J. (1976). Environments of or-
ganizations. Annual Review of Sociology, 2(1), 79-
105. doi:10.1146/annurev.s0.02.080176.000455

Amir, R., & Parvar, J. (2014). Harnessing knowledge
management to improve organisational perfor-
mance. International Journal of Trade, Economics
and Finance, 5(1), 31-38. doi:10.7763/1JTEF.2014.
V5.336

Andrew, G. (1965). An analytic system model for organi-
zation theory. The Academy of Management Journal,
8(3), 190-198.

Antonakis, J. (2001). The validity of the transforma-
tional, transactional and laissez-faire leadership
model as measured by the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQS5X). Dissertation Abstracts
International, 62(1), 233.

Argyris, C. (2005). Great minds in management: The
process of theory development. Oxford University
Press, Oxford.

Atkinson, R. (1999). Project management: Cost, time
and quality, two best guesses and a phenomenon, its
time to accept other success criteria. International
Journal of Project Management, 17(6), 337-342.

Avolio, B. J., & Gardner, W. L. (2005). Authentic lead-
ership development: Getting to the root of posi-
tive forms of leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 16,
315-338.

Avolio, B. J., & Locke, E. E. (2002). Contrasting different
philosophies of leader motivation: Altruism versus
egoism. Leadership Quarterly, 13, 169-191.



Sustainable Patterns Emerging from Leadership Organisational Modeling I 59

Baker, D. (2007). Strategic change management in public
sector organizations. Oxford: Chandos.

Bandura, A. (1971). Psychological modeling: Conflicting
theories. Chicago: Aldine Atherton.

Bandura, A., & McDonald, F. J. (1963). Influence of so-
cial reinforcement and the behavior of models in
shaping children’s moral judgment. The Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 67(3), 274-281.
doi:10.1037/h0044714

Barbuto, J. E. (1997). Taking the charisma out of transfor-
mational leadership. Journal of Social Behavior and
Personality, 12, 689-697.

Barnard, C. 1. (1968). The functions of the executive.
Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Univ. Press.

Barnett, W. P., & Carroll, G. R. (1995). Modeling in-
ternal organizational change. Annual Review of
Sociology, 21(1), 217-236. doi:10.1146/annurev.
$0.21.080195.001245

Bartel-Radic, A. (2013). Estrangeirismo and flex-
ibility: Intercultural learning in brazilian MNCs.
Management  International,  17(4), 239-253.
doi:10.7202/1020680ar

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond
expectations. New York: Free Press.

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1990). The implications
of transactional and transformational leadership
for individual, team, and organizational develop-
ment. Research in Organizational Change and

Development, 4, 231-272.

Bass, B. M., & Steidlmeier, P. (1999). Ethics, character,
and authentic transformational leadership behavior.
Leadership Quarterly, 10(2), 181-217.

Bass, B. M. (1990). Bass and Stogdill s handbook of lead-
ership: A survey of theory and research. New York:
Free Press.

Beauchamp, T. L., & Bowie, N. E. (1988). Ethical the-
ory and business (3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall.

Beauchamp, T. L., & Childress, J. F. (1994). Principles
of biomedical ethics (4th ed.). New York: Oxford
University Press.

Beerel, A. (2009). Leadership and change management
(1st ed.). SAGE publications Inc. Thousand oaks.
Calofornia 91320.

Beringer, C., Jonas, D., & Gemiinden, H. G. (2012).
Establishing project portfolio management: An ex-
ploratory analysis of the influence of internal stake-

holders’ interactions. Project Management Journal,
43(6), 16-32. doi:10.1002/pm;.21307

Bernard, H. R. (2010). Analyzing qualitative data:
Systematic approaches. Thousand Oaks, Calif:
SAGE.

Bertels, S. (2010). Embedding sustainability in organiza-
tional culture: A how-to guide for executives. Simon
Fraser University and NBS.

Bertram, R. M., Blase, K. A.,, & Fixsen, D. L.
(2014). Improving programs and outcomes:
Implementation ~ frameworks and  organiza-

tion change. Research on Social Work Practice.
doi:10.1177/1049731514537687

Bhatnagar, J., & Biswas, S. (2010). Predictors & out-
comes of employee engagement: Implications for
the resource-based view perspective. Indian Journal
of Industrial Relations, 46(2), 273-286.

Bhuvanaiah, T., & Raya, R. P. (2014). Employee engage-
ment: Key to organizational success. SCMS Journal
of Indian Management, 11(4), 61.

Blackburn, S. (2008). Oxford dictionary of philosophy
(2™ ed.). Revised. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
ISBN 978-0-19-954143-0

Blake, R.R., & Mouton, J.S. (1964). The managerial grid.
Houston, TX: Gulf Publishing Company.

Blanchard, K., Zigarmi, D., & Nelson, R. (1993).
Situational leadership after 25 years: A retrospective.
Journal of Leadership Studies, 1(1), 22-36.

Blanchard, K., Zigarmi, P, & Zigarmi, D. (1985).
Leadership and the one minute manager: Increasing

effectiveness through situational leadership. New
York: William Morrow.

Blumer, H. (1969). Symbolic interactionism: Perspective
and method. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall

Blumer, H. (1973). A note on symbolic interactionism.
American Sociological Review, 38(6), 797-798.

Boateng, R. (2011). Do organizations learn when em-
ployees learn: The link between individual and or-
ganizational learning. Development and Learning in
Organizations: An International Journal, 25(6), 6-9.
doi:10.1108/14777281111173324

Booth, A., Papaioannou, D., & Sutton, A. (2012).
Systematic Approaches to a Successful Literature
Review. London: SAGE Publications.

Bourne, L. (2011). Advising upwards: Managing the per-
ceptions and expectations of senior management
stakeholders. Management Decision, 49(6), 1001-
1023. doi:10.1108/00251741111143658

Bowie, N. E. (1991). Challenging the egoistic paradigm.
Business Ethics Quarterly, 1(1), 1-21.



60 I International Journal on Leadership

Bresnahan, C. G., & Mitroff, L. I. (2007). Leadership and
attachment theory. American Psychologist, 62(6),
607-608. doi:10.1037/0003-066X62.6.607

Brown, W. B. (1967). Model-building and organiza-
tions. The Academy of Management Journal, 10(2),
169-178.

Bruce, K., & Nylan, C. (2011). Elton Mayo and the dei-
fication of human relations. Organization Studies,
32(3).

Bryman, A. (1992). Charisma and leadership in organiza-
tions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage publications, ISBN
0-8039-8317-2 (paper). LC 91-051216. (2000). The
Journal of Academic Librarianship, 26(5), 366-367.
doi:10.1016/S0099-1333(00)00147-6.

Bryman, A., Collinson, D., Grint, K., Jackson, G., Uhl-
Bien, M. (Eds.). (2011). The SAGE handbook of
leadership. London, UK: Sage.

Budd, R. W., Thorp, R. K., & Donohew, L. (1967). Content
analysis of communications. New York: Macmillan.

Burnard, K., & Bhamra, R. (2011). Organisational resil-
ience: Develoment of a conceptual framework for
organisational reponses. International Journal of
Production Research, 49(18), 5581-5599.

Burnes, B. (2004). Kurt lewin and the planned ap-
proach to change: A re-appraisal. Journal
of Management Studies, 41(6), 977-1002.
doi:10.1111/.1467-6486.2004.00463.x

Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper &
Row.

Burns, T., & Stalker, G. M. (1961). The management of
innovation. London: Tavistock.

Butler, W., & Goldstein, B. (2010). Expanding the scope
and impact of collaborative planning: Combining
multi-stakeholder collaboration and communi-
ties of practice in a learning network. Journal of
the American Planning Association, 76(2), 238.
doi:10.1080/01944361003646463

Cassidy, J., & Shaver, P. R. (Eds.). (1999). Handbook of
attachment: Theory, research, and clinical applica-
tions. New York: Guilford Press.

Charon, J. M. (2009). Symbolic interactionism: An in-
troduction, an interpretation, an integration. Upper
Saddle River, N.J: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Chatman, J. A. (1989). Improving interactional organi-
zational research: A model of person-organization
fit. The Academy of Management Review, 14(3),
333-349.

Chatterjee, D. (2014). Leadership in innovators and de-
fenders: The role of cognitive personality styles.

Volume 5 Issue 2 October 2017

Industry and Innovation, 21(5), 430-453. doi:10.10
80/13662716.2014.959314

Choi, M., & Ruona, W. E. A. (2011). Individual readi-
ness for organizational change and its implications
for human resource and organization development.

Human Resource Development Review, 10(1), 46-
73. doi:10.1177/1534484310384957

Choo, C. W. (2006). The knowing organization: How or-
ganizations use information to construct meaning,
create knowledge, and make decisions. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Clarke, N. (2013). Model of complexity leadership
development. Human Resource Development
International, 16(2), 135-150.

Clifton, D., & Amran, A. (2011). The stakeholder ap-
proach: A sustainability perspective. Journal of
Business  Ethics, 98(1), 121-136. doi:10.1007/
s10551-010-0538-6

Cobb, A. T. (2012). Leading project teams (2nd ed.). Los
Angeles: Sage Publications

Cohen, M. D., March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1972).
A garbage can model of organizational choice.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 17(1), 1-25.

Colville, K., & Millner, D. (2011). Embedding perfor-
mance management: Understanding the enablers
for change. Strategic HR Review, 10(1), 35-40.
doi:10.1108/14754391111091797

Cooper, C., Scandura, T. A., & Schriesheim, C. A. (2005).
Looking forward but learning from our past: Potential
challenges to developing authentic leadership theory
and authentic leaders. Leadership Quarterly, 116,
474-495.

Cooperrider, D. L., & Pasmore, W. A. (1991). The organi-
zation dimension of global change. Human Relations,
44(8), 763-787. doi:10.1177/001872679104400802

Cosby, D. M. (2014). Sustainability program leadership
for human resource development professionals:
A Competency Model. Journal of Organizational
Culture, Communication and Conflict, 18(2), 79.

Curtis, S., Gesler, W., Smith, G., & Washburn, S. (2000).
Approaches to sampling and case selection in quali-
tative research: Examples in the geography of health.
Social Science and Medicine, 50(7-8), 1001-1014.
doi:10.1016/50277-9536(99)00350-0

Crucini, C., & Kipping, M. (2001). Management con-
sultancies as global change agents? Journal of
Organizational Change Management, 14(6), 570-
589. doi:10.1108/EUMO0000000006143



Sustainable Patterns Emerging from Leadership Organisational Modeling I 61

Dansereau, F., Graen, G. B., & Haga, W. (1975). A ver-
tical dyad linkage approach to leadership in formal
organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 13, 46-78.

Das, D. K. (2004). The economic dimensions of glo-
balization. New York; Houndmills, Basingstoke,
Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.

Deaner, C. M. D. (1994). A model of organization de-
velopment ethics. Public Administration Quarterly,
17(4), 435-446.

Deleuze, G. (2002). How do we recognise structural-
ism? In Desert Islands and Other Texts 1953-1974.
Trans. David Lapoujade. Ed. Michael Taormina.
Semiotext(e) Foreign Agents ser. Los Angeles and
New York: Semiotext (e), 2004. 170-192. ISBN
1-58435-018-0 pp. 171-173.

Dierendonck, D. V. (2011). Servant leadership: A re-
view and synthesis. Journal of Management, 37(4),
1228-1261.

Donnelly, R. (2008). The management of consultancy
knowledge: An internationally comparative analysis.
Journal of Knowledge Management, 12(3), 71-83.
doi:10.1108/13673270810875877

Downe-Wamboldt, B. (1992). Content analysis: Method,
applications, and issues. Health Care for Women
International, 13, 313-321.

Drazin, R. (1985). Alternative forms of fit in contingen-
cy theory. Administrative Science Quarterly, 30(4),
514-539.

Drouin, N., & Bourgault, M. (2013). How organizations
support distributed project teams: Key dimensions
and their impact on decision making and teamwork
effectiveness. Journal of Management Development,
32(8), 865-885. doi:10.1108/IMD-07-2012-0091

Duckworth, H. (2014). The employee stakeholder. (stew-
ardship & sustainability). The Journal for Quality
and Participation, 37(1), 19.

Duncan, W. J. (1981). Quasiexperimental research
in organizations: A critique and proposed ty-
pology. Human Relations, 34(11), 989-1000.
doi:10.1177/001872678103401106

Dussart, A., Aubert, B. A., & Patry, M. (2004). An evalu-
ation of inter-organizational workflow modeling for-
malisms. Journal of Database Management, 15(2),
74-104.

Eagly, A. H., & Carli, L. L. (2007). Through the laby-

rinth: The truth about how women become leaders.
Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Elkington, J. (1994). Towards the sustainable corpora-
tion: Win-win-win business strategies for sustain-
able development. California Management Review,
36(2), 90-100.

Eskerod, P., & Huemann, M. (2013). Sustainable de-
velopment and project stakeholder manage-
ment: What standards say. International Journal
of Managing Projects in Business, 6(1), 36-50.
doi:10.1108/17538371311291017

Ettlie, J. E., Bridges, W. P., & O’keefe, R. D. (1984).
Organization strategy and structural differences for

radical versus incremental innovation. Management
Science (Pre-1986), 30(6), 682.

Evan, W. M. (1965). Toward a theory of inter-organi-
zational relations. Management Science, 11(10),
B-217-B-230. doi:10.1287/mnsc.11.10.B217

Faisal, M. N., & Al-Esmael, B. A. (2014). Modeling the
enablers of organizational commitment. Business
Process Management Journal, 20(1), 25-46.
doi:10.1108/BPMJ-08-2012-0086

Fandifio, A. M., & De Souza, M. A. (2013). Questions
about trust for the development of social capital and

competence. International Journal of Business and
Social Science, 4(11)

Farjoun, M. (2010). Beyond dualism: Stability and change
as a duality. Academy of Management Review, 35(2),
202-225.

Fayol, H. (1949). General and industrial management.
London: Pitman and Sons, Ltd.

Fiedler, F. E. (1967). A theory of leadership effectiveness.
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Fiedler, F. E. (1993). The leadership situation and the black
box in contingency theories. In M. M. Chemers &
R. Ayman (Eds.), Leadership, theory, and research:
Perspectives and directions (pp. 1-28). New York:
Academic Press.

Fleming, R. S. (2012). Ensuring organizational resilience
in times of crisis. Journal of Global Business, 6(1),
31-34

Freeman, E. (2010). Strategic management: A stakeholder
approach, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., & Wicks, A. C. (2007).
Managing for stakeholders: Survival, reputation,
and success. Yale University Press, Yale.

Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A. C., Parmar,
B. L., & De Colle, S. (2010). Stakeholder theory:
The state of the art. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.



62 I International Journal on Leadership

Friedman, A. L. (2006). Stakeholders: Theory and prac-
tice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Friedrichsen, N., Brandstitt, C., & Brunekreeft, G. (2014).
The need for more flexibility in the regulation of
smart grids: Stakeholder involvement. International
Economics and Economic Policy, 11(1/2), 261-275.
doi:10.1007/s10368-013-0243-x

Gale, M. (2013). Contemporary. Contemporary theatre
review, 23(1), 16-18. doi:10.1080/10486801.2013.7
65103

Gao, S. S., & Zhang, J. J. (2006). Stakeholder engage-
ment, social auditing and corporate sustainability.
Business Process Management Journal, 12(6), 722-
740. doi:10.1108/14637150610710891

Gardner, J. W. (1989). On leadership. New York: Free
Press.

Gardner, W. L., Avolio, B. J., & Walumbwa, F. O. (2005).
Authentic leadership development: Emergent trends
and future directions. In W. L. Gardner, B. J. Avolio,
& F. O. Walumbwa (Eds.), Authentic leadership the-
ory and practice: Origins, effects, and development
(pp. 387-406). Oxford: Elsevier Science.

George, C., NargangChernega, J., Stawiski, S.,
Figert, A., & Valdivia Bendixen, A. (2008).
Connecting fractured lives to a fragmented sys-
tem: Chicago housing for health partnership.
Equal Opportunities International, 27(2), 161-180.
doi:10.1108/02610150810853488

Lenzer, G. (ed.) (1975). Auguste comte and positiv-
ism: The essential writings (pp. 71-86). New York:
Harper.

Gerwin, D., & Tuggle, F. D. (1978). Modeling organiza-
tional decisions using the human problem solving
paradigm. Academy of Management.the Academy of
Management Review, 3(4), 762.

Ghazali, M. F. I. M., Kassim, N. A., Khalib, M. L. H.,
Jaafar, M. J., & Idris, M. A. (2015). Conceptualizing
learning organization towards sustaining learning or-
ganization’s performance. [nternational Journal of
Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences,
5(1), 147-154

Gibbs, G. R. (2007). Analyzing qualitative data. Thousand
Oaks, Calif: Sage Publications.

Gibson, K. (2012). Stakeholders and sustainability: An
evolving theory. Journal of Business Ethics, 109(1),
15-25. Doi: 10.1007/s10551-012-1376-5

Gifford, R., & Gallagher, T. M. B. (1985). Sociability:
Personality, Social Context, and Physical Setting.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48(4).

Volume 5 Issue 2 October 2017

Gifford, R. (1981). Sociability: Traits, settings, and
interactions. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 41(2), 340-347.

Gilstrap, D. L. (2013). Leadership and decisionmaking in
team-based organizations: A model of bounded cha-
otic cycling in emerging system states. Emergence:
Complexity and Organization, 15(3), 24-54.

Gingrich, P. (1999). Functionalism & parsons.
Unpublished manuscript, Department of Sociology
and Social Studies, University of Regina, Regina,
Canada. Retrieved from http://uregina.ca/~gingrich/
n2f99.htm

Glass, J. M. (1999). Two models of political organization.
The American Behavioral Scientist, 43(2), 278.

Glass, V., & Cahn, E. S. (1997). A queuing model of or-
ganization structure. The Journal of Business and
Economic Studies, 3(3), 13.

Global Reporting Initiative, Sustainability reporting
guidelines, Global Reporting Initiative, Amsterdam,
June 2000, p 33.

Global Sustainability. (2001). Global sustainability: the
history/time line of an idea’, RMIT, Melbourne, p
4, at RMIT’s Global Sustainability. Retrieved from
http://www.global.rmit.edu.au/resources/historyo-
fanidea 25.07.01.pdf (retrieved on 20 April, 2015)

Gond, J., & Piani, V. (2013). Enabling institutional inves-
tors’ collective action: Therole of the principles forre-
sponsible investment initiative. Business and Society,
52(1), 64-104. doi:10.1177/0007650312460012

Gonzalez, J. A. (2010). Diversity change in organizations:
A systemic, multilevel, and nonlinear process. The
Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 46(2), 197-
219. doi:10.1177/0021886310367943

Graeff, C. L. (1997). Evolution of situational leadership
theory: A critical review. Leadership Quarterly, 8(2),
153-170.

Graen, G. B., & Scandura, T. A. (1987). Toward a psy-
chology of dyadic organizing. In B. Staw& L. L.
Cumming (Eds.), Research in organizational behav-
ior (Vol. 9, pp. 175-208). Greenwich, CT: JAL

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based
approach to leadership: Development of leader—
member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over
25 years: Applying a multi-level, multi-domain per-
spective. Leadership Quarterly, 6(2), 219-247.

Grant, R. M. (1996). Toward a knowledge-based theory of
the firm. Strategic Management Journal 17 (Winter
Special Issue), 109-122.



Sustainable Patterns Emerging from Leadership Organisational Modeling I 63

Greenleaf, R. K. (1970). The servant as leader. Westfield,
IN: The Greenleaf Center for Servant Leadership.

Hale, J. R., & Fields, D. L. (2007). Exploring servant
leadership across cultures: A study of followers in
Ghana and the USA. Leadership, 3, 397-417.

Harris, K. J., Wheeler, A. R., & Kacmar, K. M. (2009).
Leader-member exchange and empowerment: Direct
and interactive effects on job satisfaction, turnover
intentions, and performance. Leadership Quarterly,
20, 371-382.

Helkkula, A., Kelleher, C., & Pihlstrom, M.
(2012). Characterizing value as an experience:
Implications for service researchers and manag-
ers. Journal of Service Research, 15(1), 59-75.
doi:10.1177/1094670511426897

Hemphill, J. K., & Coons, A. E. (1957). Development
of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire.
In R. M. Stogdill& A. E. Coons (Eds.), Leader be-
havior: Its description and measurement (Research
Monograph No. 88). Columbus: Ohio State
University, Bureau of Business Research.

Heracleous, L. (2003). Strategy and organization:
Realizing  strategic management. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Hersey, P. (2000). Management of organizational behav-
ior: Leading human resources. Upper Saddle River,
N.J: Prentice Hall.

Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. H. (1977). Management of
organizational behavior: Utilizing human resources
(3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hickman, G. R. (Ed.). (2009). Leading organizations:
Perspectives for a new era (2nd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hicks, G. H., & Gullet, C. R. (1975). Organizations:
Theory and Behaviour. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Hoch, J. (2013). Shared leadership and innovation: The
role of vertical leadership and employee integrity.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 28(2), 159-174.
doi:10.1007/s10869-012-9273-6

Hofstede, G., & Bond, M. H. (1984). Hofstede’s culture di-
mensions: An independent validation using rokeach’s
value survey. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
15(4),417-433. doi:10.1177/0022002184015004003

Hofstede, G., & McRae, R. (2004). Personality and cul-
ture revisited: Linking traits and dimensions of
culture. Cross-Cultural Research, 38(1), 52-88.
doi:10.1177/1069397103259443

Horng, J., Hu, 1., & Teng, C. (2015). Hotel environmen-
tal management decisions: The stakeholder perspec-

tive. International Journal of Hospitality & Tourism
Administration, 16(1), 78-98. doi:10.1080/1525648
0.2015.991991

Horsford, M. (2013). Active employee participation in
the public service decision making process: A public
servant perspective. JOAAG, 7(2).

Hsieh, H., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches
to qualitative content analysis. Qualitative Health
Research, 11/2005, 15(9).

Horisch, J., Freeman, R. E., & Schaltegger, S. (2014).
Applying stakeholder theory in sustainabil-
ity management: Links, similarities, dissimilari-
ties, and a conceptual framework. Organization &
Environment, 27(4), 328-346.

Hull, F., & Hage, J. (1982). Organizing for innovation:
beyond burns and stalker’s organic type. Sociology,
16(4),564-577.doi:10.1177/0038038582016004006

Iyer, S., & Israel, D. (2012). Structural equation model-
ing for testing the impact of organization communi-
cation satisfaction on employee engagement. South
Asian Journal of Management, 19(1), 51.

Jafari, M., Rezaeenour, J., Mazdeh, M. M., & Hooshmandi,
A. (2011). Development and evaluation of a knowl-
edge risk management model for project-based orga-

nizations: Amulti-stage study. Management Decision,
49(3), 309-329. doi:10.1108/00251741111120725

Jago, A. G. (1982). Leadership: Perspectives in theory
and research. Management Science, 28(3), 315-336.

Jalil, M. A., Azam, F., & Rahman, M. K. (2010).
Implementation mechanism of ethics in business or-

ganizations. International Business Research, 3(4),
145. doi:10.5539/ibr.v3ndp145

Jarle Gressgard, L. (2011). Virtual team collaboration
and innovation in organizations. Team Performance
Management: An International Journal, 17(1/2),
102-119. doi:10.1108/13527591111114738

Jeon, H., & Choi, B. (2012). The relationship between
employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction.
Journal of Services Marketing, 26(5), 332-341.
doi:10.1108/08876041211245236

Jesson, J. (2011). Doing your literature review:
Traditional and systematic techniques. Los Angeles,
Calif.; London: SAGE.

John, E. R., Chesler, P., Bartlett, F., & Victor, 1. (1968).
Observational learning in eats. Science, 159,
1489-1491.

Jolink, M., & Dankbaar, B. (2010). Creating a climate
for inter-organizational networking through people
management. The International Journal of Human



64 I International Journal on Leadership

Resource Management, 21(7/9), 1436-1453. doi:10
.1080/09585192.2010.488445

Jones, T. M., & Wicks, A. C. (1999). Convergent stake-
holder theory. The Academy of Management Review,
24(2), 206-221.

Julian, S. D., Ofori-Dankwa, J. C., & Justis, R. T. (2008).
Understanding strategic responses to interest group
pressures. Strategic Management Journal, 29,
963-84.

Kannan-Narasimhan, R., & Lawrence, B. S. (2012).
Behavioral integrity: How leader referents and
trust matter to workplace outcomes. Journal of
Business Ethics, 111(2), 165-178. Doi: 10.1007/
s10551-011-1199-9

Kantur, D., & 1seri—Say, A. (2012). Organizational resil-
ience: A conceptual integrative framework. Journal
of Management & Organization, 18(6), 762-773.
doi:10.5172/jmo0.2012.18.6.762

Kaplan, N. L. (2014). Management ethics and Talmudic
dialectics: Navigating corporate dilemmas with the
indivisible hand. Dordrecht: Springer.

Katz, D. (1978). The social psychology of organizations.
New York: Wiley.

Katz, R. L. (1955). Skills of an effective administrator.
Harvard Business Review, 33(1), 33-42.

Keeley, M. (1978). A social-justice approach to organiza-
tional evaluation. Administrative Science Quarterly,
23(2), 272-292.

Kilmann, R. H. (1983). A typology of organization ty-
pologies: Toward parsimony and integration in the
organizational sciences. Human Relations, 36(6),
523-548. doi:10.1177/001872678303600603

Kitchener, K. S. (1984). Intuition, critical evaluation,
and ethical principles: The foundation for ethical
decisions in counseling psychology. Counseling
Psychologist, 12(3), 43-55.

Klenke, K. (2011). Women in leadership: Contextual dy-
namics and boundaries. Bradford: Emerald Group
Publishing Limited.

Kondracki, N. L., & Wellman, N. S. (2002). Content anal-
ysis: Review of methods and their applications in-
nutrition education. Journal of Nutrition Education
and Behavior, 34, 224-230.

Kuhnert, K. W., & Lewis, P. (1987). Transactional and
transformational leadership: A constructive/develop-
mental analysis. Academy of Management Review,
12(4), 648-657.

Sullivan, R. L., Rothwell, W. J., & Balasi, M. J. B.
(2013). Organization development (OD) and change

Volume 5 Issue 2 October 2017

management (CM): Whole system transformation.
Development and Learning in Organizations, 27(6),
18-23. doi:10.1108/DLO-08-2013-0060

Lewin, K. (1947). Frontiers in group dynamics: II.
Channels of group life; social planning and action
research. Human Relations, 1(2), 143-153. Doi:
10.1177/001872674700100201

Light, P. C. (2008). The search for social entrepreneur-
ship. Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution.

Likert, R. (1967). The human organization: Its manage-
ment and value. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Long, C. S., Alifiah, M. N., Kowang, T. O., & Ching, C.
W. (2015). The relationship between self-leadership,
personality and job satisfaction: A review. Journal
of Sustainable Development, 8(1), 16. doi:10.5539/
jsd.v8nlpl6

Lounsbury, M., & Beckman, C. M. (2015). Celebrating
organization theory. Journal of Management Studies,
52(2), 288-308. doi:10.1111/joms.12091

Luchins, A. S., & Luchins, E. H. (1966). Learning a com-
plex ritualized social role. Psychological Record, 16,
177-187.

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

Machi, L. A. (2009). The literature review: Six steps to
success. Thousand Oaks, Calif: Corwin Press.

Macionis, J. J., & Gerber, L. M.(2010). Sociology, 7th
Canadian Ed. (Pearson Canada Inc., 2010), pg. 14

Mackenzie, J. (2011). Positivism and constructivism, truth
and Truth. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 43(5),
534-546. doi:10.1111/j.1469-5812.2010.00676.x

Maden, C. (2012). Transforming public organizations into
learning organizations: A conceptual model. Public
Organization Review, 12(1), 71-84. doi:10.1007/
s11115-011-0160-9

Magis, K. (2010). Community resilience: An indicator of
social sustainability. Society & Natural Resources,
23(5),401-416. doi:10.1080/08941920903305674

Mainardes, E. W., Alves, H., & Raposo, M. (2012). A
model for stakeholder classification and stakeholder
relationships. Management Decision, 50(10), 1861-
1879. doi:10.1108/00251741211279648

Mair, J., Battilana, J., & Cardenas, J. (2012). Organizing
for society: A typology of social entrepreneuring
models. Journal of Business Ethics, 111(3),353-373.
doi:10.1007/s10551-012-1414-3



Sustainable Patterns Emerging from Leadership Organisational Modeling I 65

Maley, J. (2014). Sustainability: The missing element in

performance management. Asia-Pacific Journal of

Business Administration, 6(3), 190-205.

Malone, T. W., & Smith, S. A. (1988). Modeling the per-
formance of organizational structures. Operations
Research, 36(3),421-436.d0i:10.1287/opre.36.3.421

Man, A., & Luvision, D. (2014). Sense-making’s role in
creating alliance supportive organizational cultures.
Management Decision, 52(2),259-277. doi:10.1108/
MD-02-2013-0054

Manral, L. (2011). Managerial cognition as bases ofinnova-
tion in organization. Management Research Review,
34(5), 576. doi:10.1108/01409171111128733

Matthews, J. R. (2011). Assessing organizational effec-
tiveness: The role of performance measures. The
Library Quarterly: Information, Community, Policy,
81(1), 83-110. doi:10.1086/657447

Mayfield, J., & Mayfield, M. (2009). The role of lead-
er motivating language in employee absenteeism.
Journal of Business Communication, 46(4),455-479.

Mayfield, J., & Mayfield, M. (2013). Developing
your organization with models and simulations.
Development and Learning in Organizations: An
International Journal, 27(5), 11-14. doi:10.1108/
DLO-04-2013-0010

Mayfield, M., & Mayfield, J. (2011; 2012). Effective per-
formance feedback for learning in organizations and
organizational learning. Development and Learning

in Organizations: An International Journal, 26(1),
15-18. doi:10.1108/14777281211189128

McDonnell, K. (2010). The key to keywords. The
Journal for Specialists in Group Work, 35(1), 3-6.
doi:10.1080/01933920903463361

McGurk, J., & Baron, A. (2012). Knowledge man-
agement - time to focus on purpose and moti-
vation. Strategic HR Review, 11(6), 316-321.
doi:10.1108/14754391211264776

McKenzie, S. (2004). Social Sustainability: Towards
some definitions. Hawke Research Institute Working
Paper Series. Hawke Research Institute University
of South Australia Magill, South Australia. No 27.

McTavish, D.-G., & Pirro, E.B. (1990). Contextual con-
tent analysis. Quality and Quantity, 24, 245-265.

Meltzer B. N., Petras J. W., & Reynolds L.T. (1975).
Symbolic interactionism: Genesis, varieties, and
criticism. Boston: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Meyer, J. (1987). Centralization, fragmentation, and
school district complexity. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 32(2), 186-201.

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized orga-
nizations: Formal structure as myth and ceremony.
American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340-363.
doi:10.1086/226550

Mihaela, V., & Bratianu, C. (2012). Organizational cul-
ture modeling. Management & Marketing, 7(2), 257.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative
data analysis: An expanded sourcebook. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Miller, K. (2003). Organizational communication:
Approaches and processes. Belmont, CA: Thomson/
Wadsworth.

Mirlenda, N. (2013). Integrity: An intrapersonal perspec-
tive. Human Resource Development Review, 12(4),
474-499.

Mitchell, M. (2013). From organisational learning to
social learning: A tale of two organisations in the
murray-darling basin. Rural Society, 22(3), 230-241.
doi:10.5172/rsj.2013.22.3.230

Mittal, R. (2015). Charismatic and transformational
leadership styles: A cross-cultural perspective.

International Journal of Business and Management,
10(3), 26. doi:10.5539/ijbm.v10n3p26

Mohr, L. A., Webb, D. J., & Harris, K. E. (2001). Do con-
sumers expect companies to be socially responsible?
The impact of corporate social responsibility on buy-
ing behavior. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 35(1),
45-72. doi:10.1111/5.1745-6606.2001.tb00102.x

Morgeson, F. P., DeRue, D. S., & Karam, E. P. (2010).
Leadership in teams: A functional approach to
understanding leadership structures and pro-
cesses. Journal of Management, 36(1), 5-39.
doi:10.1177/0149206309347376

Mumford, M. D. (2006). Pathways to outstanding lead-
ership: A comparative analysis of charismatic,
ideological, and pragmatic leaders. Mahwah, N.J:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Mumford, M. D., Zaccaro, S. J., Harding, F. D., Jacobs, T.
0., & Fleishman, E. A. (2000). Leadership skills for
a changing world: Solving complex social problems.
Leadership Quarterly, 11(1), 11-35.

Murphy, K. (2012). The social pillar of sustainable de-
velopment: a literature review and framework for
policy analysis. Sustainability: Science, Practice, &
Policy, 82), 15-29

Nagshbandi, M. M., & Kaur, S. (2011). A study of organi-
zational citizenship behaviours, organizational struc-

tures and open innovation. International Journal of
Business and Social Science, 2(6), 182.



66 I International Journal on Leadership

Ni, N., Qian, C., & Crilly, D. (2014). The stakeholder en-
terprise: Caring for the community by attending to
employees. Strategic Organization, 12(1), 38-61.

Northouse, P. (2013). Leadership - Theory and practice
(6th ed). Thousand Oaks: Sage publications.

Novicevic, M. M., Williams, L. A., Abraham, D. R.,
Gibson, M. C., Smothers, J., & Crawford, A. L.
(2011). Principles of outstanding leadership: Dale
carnegie’s folk epistemology. Journal of Applied
Management and Entrepreneurship, 16(3), 4.

Okoye, P. V. C., Egbunike, F. C., & Meduoye, O. M.
(2013). Sustainability reporting: A paradigm for
stakeholder conflict management. [International
Business Research, 6(5), 157. doi:10.5539/ibr.
vonSpl57

ORiordan, L., & Fairbrass, J. (2014). Managing CScurtisR
stakeholder engagement: A new conceptual frame-
work. Journal of Business Ethics, 125(1), 121-145.
doi:10.1007/s10551-013-1913-x

Orlitzky, M., & Swanson, D. L. (2012). Assessing stake-
holder satisfaction: Toward a supplemental mea-
sure of corporate social performance as reputation.
Corporate Reputation Review, 15(2), 119-137.
doi:10.1057/crr.2012.3

Packard, T., Coloma, J., & Gibson, C. (2012). Participant
outcomes of a leadership development initiative in
eight human service organizations. Administration
in Social Work, 36(1), 4-22. doi:10.1080/03643107
.2011.614540

Pasmore, W.A. (1988). Designing effective organizations.
New York, NY: John Wiley.

Patil, S. K., & Kant, R. (2012). Organizational cul-
ture a HR strategy for successful knowledge man-
agement. Strategic HR Review, 11(6), 322-328.
doi:10.1108/14754391211264785

Patnaik, S., & Shambu Prasad, C. (2013). Innovation in
development organizations: An indian perspective.
Development and Learning in Organizations: An
International Journal, 27(5), 15-17. doi:10.1108/
DLO-04-2013-0013

Peters, L. H., Hartke, D. D., & Pohlman, J. T. (1985).
Fiedler’s contingency theory of leadership: An ap-
plication of the meta-analysis procedures of Schmidt
and Hunter. Psychological Bulletin, 97, 274-285.

Pfeffer, J. (1993). Barriers to the advance of organiza-
tional science: Paradigm development as a depen-
dent variable. Academy of Management Review, 18,
599-620.

Phillip, D., John, M., & Paul, J. (2007). Making the case
for critical realism: Examining the implementation

Volume 5 Issue 2 October 2017

of automated performance management systems.
Information Resources Management Journal (IRMJ),
20(2), 138-152. doi:10.4018/irmj.2007040109

Pius Vincent Chukwubuikem Okoye, Egbunike, F. C.,
& Meduoye, O. M. (2013). Sustainability report-
ing: A paradigm for stakeholder conflict manage-

ment. International Business Research, 6(5), 157.
doi:10.5539/ibr.vonSp157

Pliopaité, 1., & Radzeviciené, A. (2011). Intercultural
competence development in EU banking sec-
tor. Science - Future of Lithuania, 2(2), 75-82.
doi:10.3846/mla.2010.038

Pojman, L. P. (1995). Ethical theory: Classical and
contemporary readings (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth.

Powell, G. N., & Graves, L. M. (2003). Women and men
in management (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Prezelj, 1. (2014). Inter-organizational cooperation and
coordination in the fight against terrorism: From
undisputable necessity to paradoxical challenges.
Comparative Strategy, 33(4), 321-341. doi:10.1080
/01495933.2014.941721

Prior, L. (2003). Using documents in social research.
London: Sage.

Pugh, D. S. (1968). Dimensions of organizational struc-
ture. Administrative Science Quarterly, 13(1), 65.

Rachele, J. S. (2012). The diversity quality cycle:
Driving culture change through innovative gover-
nance. A & SOCIETY, 27(3), 399-416. doi:10.1007/
s00146-012-0381-7

Reiner, G. (2010). Rapid modeling and quick response:
Intersection of theory and practice. London:
Springer-Verlag London Limited.

Reynolds, L. T., & Herman-Kinney, N. J. (2003).
Handbook of symbolic interactionism. Walnut
Creek, CA: Alta Mira Press.

Rom, H. (2009). Saving Critical Realism. Journal for the
Theory of Social Behaviour, 39(2), 129-134. doi:
10.1111/5.1468-5914.2009.00403.x

Rosenberg Hansen, J., & Ferlie, E. (2014). Applying stra-
tegic management theories in public sector organi-
zations: Developing a typology. Public Management
Review, 1-19. doi:10.1080/14719037.2014.957339

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

Saeed, B. B., & Wang, W. (2014) Sustainability Embedded
Organizational — Diagnostic =~ Model.  Modern
Economy, 5, 424-431. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.
org/10.4236/me.2014.54041



Sustainable Patterns Emerging from Leadership Organisational Modeling I 67

Salas, E., Rosen, M. A., & DiazGranados, D. (2010).
Expertise-based intuition and decision making in

organizations. Journal of Management, 36(4), 941-
973. doi:10.1177/0149206309350084

Sanchez, P. (2007). Cultural authenticity and transnation-
al latina youth: Constructing a meta-narrative across
borders. Linguistics and Education, 18(3-4), 258-
282. doi:10.1016/j.linged.2007.07.007

Sardar, S., Rehman, A., Yousaf, U., & Aijaz, A. (2011).
Impact of HR practices on employee engagement in
banking sector of pakistan. Interdisciplinary Journal
of Contemporary Research in Business, 2(9), 378.

Sarkis, J., Cordeiro, J. J.,, & Brust, D. V. (2010).
Facilitating sustainable innovation through collabo-

ration: A multi-stakeholder perspective (pp. 1-272)
doi:10.1007/978-90-481-3159-4

Sarriot, E., Kouletio, M., Jahan, S., Rasul, I., & Musha, A.
(2014). Advancing the application of systems think-
ing in health: Sustainability evaluation as learning
and sense-making in a complex urban health system
in northern Bangladesh. Health Research Policy and
Systems, 12(1), 45. doi:10.1186/1478-4505-12-45

Scandura, T. A. (1999). Rethinking leader-member ex-
change: An organizational justice perspective.
Leadership Quarterly, 10(1), 25-40.

Schein, E. H. (1980). Organizational psychology.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice-Hall.

Schein, E. H. (2010). Organizational culture and leader-
ship. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schilbrack, K. (2014). Embodied critical realism. Journal
of Religious Ethics, 42(1), 167-179. doi:10.1111/
jore.12050

Schumacher, E. G., & Wasieleski, D. M. (2013).
Institutionalizing ethical innovation in organiza-
tions: An integrated causal model of moral innova-

tion decision processes. Journal of Business Ethics,
113(1), 15-37. doi:10.1007/s10551-012-1277-7

Schumann, P. L. (2001). A moral principles framework
for human resource management ethics. Human
Resource Management Review, 11, 93-111.

Scott, W. R. (1987). The adolescence of institutional
theory. Administrative Science Quarterly, 32(4),
493-511.

Scott, W. R. (2003). Organizations: Rational, natural,
and open systems. Upper Saddle River, N.J: Prentice
Hall.

Seashore, S. E., & Yuchtman, E. (1967). Factorial analy-
sis of organizational performance. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 12(3), 377-395.

Secchi, D., & Bardone, E. (2009). Super-docility in or-
ganizations: An evolutionary model. International
Journal of Organization Theory and Behavior, 12(3),
339.

Sengupta, S., & Dev, S. (2013). What makes employ-
ees stay?: Exploring the dimensions in context of
urban-centric business process outsourcing indus-
try in india. Strategic Outsourcing, 6(3), 258-276.
doi:10.1108/S0O-05-2013-0007

Shankar, T., & Bhatnagar, J. (2010). Work life balance,
employee engagement, emotional Consonance/
Dissonance & turnover intention. /ndian Journal of
Industrial Relations, 46(1), 74-87.

Sharma, R. R. (2010). Preventing corruption through
spiritual leadership in organisations. Organization
and Management, 1(139), 135-151. doi:10.2478/
v10166-010-00010-y

Shetty, Y. K., & Carlisle, H. M. (1972). A contin-
gency model of organization design. California
Management Review, 15(1), 38-45.

Shuffler, M. L., DiazGranados, D., & Salas, E. (2011).
There’s a science for that: Team development in-
terventions in organizations. Current Directions
in  Psychological  Science, 20(6), 365-372.
doi:10.1177/0963721411422054

Siano, A., Vollero, A., Confetto, M. G., & Siglioccolo, M.
(2013; 2011). Corporate communication manage-
ment: A framework based on decision-making with
reference to communication resources. Journal of
Marketing Communications, 19(3), 151-167. doi:10.
1080/13527266.2011.581301

Silaghi, M. C., & Vargiya, R. (2005). A new evaluation
criteria for keyword spotting techniques and a new
algorithm. Paper presented at the 9th European
Conference on Speech Communication and
Technology.

Silverman, D. (2011). Qualitative research (3rd ed.).
Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications.

Silvius. G., Schipper, R., Planko, J., Van Den Brink, J., &
Kohler, A. (2012). Sustainability in project manage-
ment. Surrey: Ashgate Publishing Limited

Simon, H. A. (1979). Rational decision making in busi-
ness organizations. The American Economic Review,
69(4), 493-513.

Simon, H.A. (1957). Administrative behavior. New York:
Free Press.

Slaper, T. F., & Hall, T. J. (2011). The triple bottom line:
What is it and how does it work? Indiana Business
Review, 86(1), 4.



68 I International Journal on Leadership

Smith, K. (2011). The affective risk management organi-
zation. EDPACS, 43(6), 1-11. doi:10.1080/0736698
1.2011.584838

Solansky, S. T., Beck, T. E., & Travis, D. (2014). A
complexity perspective of a meta-organization
team: The role of destabilizing and stabilizing
tensions. Human Relations, 67(8), 1007-1033.
doi:10.1177/0018726713516373

Stantchev, S. K. (2014). Spiritual rationality: Papal
embargo as cultural practice. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Stogdill, R. M. (1948). Personal factors associated with
leadership: A survey of the literature. The Journal of
Psychology, 25-35.

Sultana, M. A., Rashid, M. M., Mohiuddin, M., &
Mazumder, M. N. H. (2013). Cross-cultural man-
agement and organizational performance: A con-
tent analysis perspective. International Journal of
Business and Management, 8(8), 133. doi:10.5539/
ijbm.v8n8p133

Sunder, V. (2013). Six sigma: A strategy for increasing
employee engagement. The Journal for Quality and
Participation, 36(2), 34.

Sutton, P. (2000). Sustainability: What does it mean?
Green Innovations. Retrieved from http:/www.
green-innovations.asn.au/sustblty.htm (retrieved on
20 April, 2015)

Swanson, L. A., & Zhang, D. D. (2012). Perspectives
on corporate responsibility and sustainable de-
velopment.  Management  of  Environmental
Quality: An International Journal, 23(6), 630-639.
doi:10.1108/14777831211262918

Taylor, F. W. (1947). Principles of scientific management.
New York, NY: Harper Brothers.

Henrique, A., & Richardson, J. (2004). The triple bottom
line: Does it all add up?: Assessing the sustainabil-
ity of business and CSR. London: Earthscan.

Thiel, C. E., Bagdasarov, Z., Harkrider, L., Johnson, J.
F., & Mumford, M. D. (2012). Leader ethical deci-
sion-making in organizations: Strategies for sense-
making. Journal of Business Ethics, 107(1), 49-64.
doi:10.1007/s10551-012-1299-1

Thompson, J. D., & McEwen, W. J. (1958). Organizational
goals and environment: Goal-setting as an interac-
tion process. American Sociological Review, 23(1),
23-31.

Tiplic, D. (2011). Managing postsocialist transitions:
Politicized sense making as a facilitator of organi-
zational change. Furopean Education, 43(2), 5-31.
doi:10.2753/EUE1056-4934430201

Volume 5 Issue 2 October 2017

Tolbert, P. S., & Hall, R. H. (2009). Organizations:
Structures, processes and outcomes. Upper Saddle
River, N.J: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Townsend, K., Wilkinson, A., & Burgess, J. (2014). Routes
to partial success: Collaborative employment rela-
tions and employee engagement. The International

Journal of Human Resource Management, 25(0),
915-930. doi:10.1080/09585192.2012.743478

Turki, M., Kassel, G., Saad, 1., & Gargouri, F. (2014;
2013). COOP: A core ontology of organization’s
processes for group decision making. Journal of
Decision Systems, 23(1), 55-68. doi:10.1080/12460
125.2014.858937

Urry, J. (2000). Metaphors. Sociology beyond societies:
Mobilities for the twenty-first century. Routledge. p.
23. ISBN 978-0-415-19089-3.

Vallance, S., Perkins, H. C., & Dixon, J. E. (2011). What
is social sustainability? A clarification of concepts.
Geoforum, 42(2011), 342-348.

Vangen, S., & Winchester, N. (2014). Managing cultural
diversity in collaborations: A focus on management
tensions. Public Management Review, 16(5), 686-
707. doi:10.1080/14719037.2012.743579

Vlachos, P. A., Panagopoulos, N. G., & Rapp, A. A.
(2014). Employee judgments of and behaviors to-
ward corporate social responsibility: A multilIstudy
investigation of direct, cascading, and moderating
effects. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(7),
990-1017. doi:10.1002/job.1946

Voegtlin, C., & Pless, N. M. (2014). Global governance:
CSR and the role of the UN global compact. Journal
of Business Ethics, 122(2), 179-191. doi:10.1007/
s10551-014-2214-8

Walinga, J., & Rowe, W. (2013). Transforming stress in
complex work environments. International Journal
of Workplace Health Management, 6(1), 66-88.
doi:10.1108/17538351311312420

Walker, K., & Laplume, A. (2014). Sustainability fellow-
ships: The potential for collective stakeholder influ-
ence. European Business Review, 26(2), 149-168.
doi:10.1108/EBR-09-2013-0119

Walton, D. C. (2004). Modeling organizational sys-
tems: Banathy’s three lenses revisited. Systemic
Practice and Action Research, 17(4), 265-284.
doi:10.1023/B:SPAA.0000040647.65393.79

Walumbwa, F. O., Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Wernsing,
T. S., & Peterson, S. J. (2008). Authentic leadership:

Development and validation of a theory-based mea-
sure. Journal of Management, 34(1), 89-126.



Sustainable Patterns Emerging from Leadership Organisational Modeling I 69

Weber, J., & Marley, K. A. (2012). In search of stakehold-
er salience: Exploring corporate social and sustain-
ability reports. Business and Society, 51(4), 626-649.
doi:10.1177/0007650309353061

Weber, M. (1946). From max weber: Essays in sociology.
London: Routledge.

Weber, R. P. (1990). Basic content analysis. Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage.

Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource-based view of the firm.
Strategic Management Journal, 5, 171-180.

Werther, W. B. Jr., & Chandler, D. (2011). Strategic
corporate social responsibility: Stakeholders in a
Global Environment (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks:
Sage publications.

Wilk, R. (2010). Consumption embedded in culture and
language: Implications for finding sustainability.
Sustainability: Science, Practice, & Policy, 6(2),
38-48.

Williamson, O. E. (1981). The economics of organization:
The transaction cost approach. American Journal of
Sociology, 87(3), 548-577. doi:10.1086/227496

Winkelen, C. V. (2010). Deriving value from in-
ter-organizational learning collaborations.

The  Learning  Organization, 8-23.

doi:10.1108/09696471011008215

Winkler, 1. (2010). Contemporary  Leadership
Theories: Contributions to Management Science.
Springer-Verlag.  Berlin,  Heilderberg.  DOI
10.1007/978-3-7908-2158-1_4.

Yammarino, F. J. (2000). Leadership skills: Introduction
and overview. Leadership Quarterly, 11(1), 5-9.

Yang, X., & Rivers, C. (2009). Antecedents of CSR prac-
tices in MNCs’ subsidiaries: A stakeholder and in-
stitutional perspective. Journal of Business Ethics,
86(2), 155-169. doi:10.1007/s10551-009-0191-0

Yukl, G. (1999). An evaluation of conceptual weak-
nesses in transformational and charismatic lead-
ership theories. Leadership Quarterly, 10, 285-
305. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
S1048-9843(99)00013-2

Zaccaro, S. J., Rittman, A. L., & Marks, M. A. (2001).
Team leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 12, 451-483.

Zucker, L. G. (1987). Institutional theories of organiza-
tion. Annual Review of Sociology, 13(1), 443-464.
doi:10.1146/annurev.so.13.080187.002303

17(1),



