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Abstract. Purpose — the purpose of the article is to reveal the role of the three dimensions — mutuality, empowerment
and fit — in organizational performance and productivity with the main emphasis on creative knowledge work. The
scientific problem could be expressed in the goal to identify the relationships between these elements and elicite research
gaps to be filled.

Research methodology — the methodology of the article used consists of scientific literature review, analyses and
synthezes, structural equation modelling.

Findings — in the part of the literature review the theoretical models are presented as the base and grounding for the
creation of an empirical model.

Research limitations — the main limitation of this research is the exclusion of risks and hazards in the workplaces as the
focus is on the main positive factors which influence the performance. Avoiding negative dimensions limits prevention
of emerging forces which usually require recourses. By investigating risk elements may give a more accurate view to
the whole picture in organizations.

Practical implications — the practical implication of the research results may identify the areas in SHRM policies which
could require new or improved practices.

Originality/Value — there are very limited number of researches which combine human resource and knowledge man-
agement, so the main novelty of this study is to answer one questions specific to one discipline by using findings of the
other field.
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Introduction

Management of post-modern organisations as elements of the ecosystem as well as management of knowledge work
require long lasting solutions to sustain and compete as short-term intentions may have a devastating impact on the
whole economic system. Organisations that perform in the knowledge economy sector are dependent on their workers
(Ciutien¢, 2006) and society cultural norms (Griffin, 2015) more than traditional industrial organisations. Employees
in this new sector are called knowledge workers and management of their work productivity and/or performance is the
main concerns for practitioners as well as for scholars who are looking for new ways of working that would lead to
desired outcomes. The topic of knowledge management definition and perception of this category workers are well
developed in knowledge management literature, interestingly underdeveloped in the literature of human resource man-
agement. There is emerging research interest in combining these two managerial fields which would follow the works
of e.g. Kianto, Shujahat, Hussain, Nawaz, F. and Ali (2018), Shujahat (2017), etc. Explaining this via different focus
lenses, approaches and backgrounds could be useful, but from the holistic point of view to narrow and uninformative.
The main intention of this paper is to investigate some concept and standpoints used in human resource management
and try to adapt to knowledge management context. In order to achieve the purpose, the following concepts were
selected: mutuality, empowerment and fit, and their importance in post-modern organisation performance management
will be explained with the focus on compatibility process between knowledge workers and workplaces.

© 2019 Authors. Published by VGTU Press. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in
any medium, provided the original author and source are credited.
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1. Literature review
1.1. Creative knowledge work performance

Performance measurement is the essence of the management process. Knowledge work could be measured in two
ways: as productivity of knowledge worker category and as the performance of the knowledge-intensive organisation.

Knowledge Worker Productivity. Many researchers (Heynes, 2008; Bosch-Sijtsema, Ruohomaiki, & Vartiainen,
2009; Palvalin, 2017; Palvalin, Van der Voordt, & Jylhd, 2017; Pashkevich, 2016 Dahooie, Arsalan, & Shojai, 2018;
lazzolino & Laise, 2018; Kianto et al., 2018) who investigates category of knowledge workers or issues related to their
work state that the biggest problem is their productivity measurement. It is not surprising by knowing the legacy and
influence of P. Drucker’s seminal works through which this idea was spread out. Ramirez and Nembhard (2004) fifteen
years ago have summarized the scientific attempts to capture the knowledge worker’s productivity. But the discussion
is still open. Some authors (Koopmans et al., 2011; Laihonen, Jadskeldinen, Lonnqvist, & Ruostela, 2012) argue that
there is another concept closely related to productivity — performance. In recent years the theoretical considerations
were updated by offering new insights of solving this problem (Dahooie et al., 2018; lazzolino & Laise, 2018). Based
on abovementioned works, there could be concluded that there are three main streams of understanding and measuring
knowledge work productivity:

—Perceived productivity;

—Technical productivity;

—Value-added productivity.

Some scholars (Kubik, 2015; Tazzolino & Laise, 2016) emphasize that the value creation should be the main
concern in order to survive for organisations so the attention should be focused on the measurement of knowledge
work performance via created value. This approach of productivity measurement includes market perspective as the
social impact becomes incorporated and customer perspective becomes the inspiration for innovation and individual-
ized application (K&hkonen & Lintukangas, 2018). Iazzolino and Laise (2018) dispute on the Drucker’s knowledge
worker productivity theory by suggesting that in order to adopt Public proposal for value added measurement approach,
traditional managerial mentality when human resources are interpreted as only costs. This logic is too narrow in the
long run. The value added perspective is wider as it takes into account not only the factors of productivity within the
organisation, but also includes the stakeholder perspective.

What is more, knowledge work performance is stated to be an umbrella term which captures productivity term
(Okkonen, 2004). Abedi, Shamizanjani, Moghadam, and Bazrafshan (2018) argue that employee performance ap-
praisal is probably the best way to capture knowledge workers productivity. Table 1 illustrates that productivity or
performance measurement is understood as aggregated indicators. This manifestation leads to another stream of re-
search.

Knowledge work performance. In the literature of performance measurement, there are several seminal works with
the intention in a normative manner to capture the elements of performance management, i.e. Kaplan and Norton
(2006), Neely, Adams and Crowe (2001). In the knowledge economy, the main factor for growth is indicated as inno-
vation. Innovation in the workplace context is any new intervention which creates value not only for the employee and
the organisation but for other stakeholders. In the context of relations between knowledge workers and workplaces, it
could be captured as new ways of working, innovative work performance or entrepreneurial behaviour. This kind of
behaviour is impossible without creativity which is always incorporated in knowledge work (Loo, 2017). In construct-
ing and understanding relations among selected elements, it is important to emphasize this insight, as innovative be-
haviour is seen as a positive and beneficial outcome in knowledge-based organizations.

Table 1. Typology of Knowledge Worker Productivity
(source: compiled by authors based on Heynes, 2008; lazzolino & Laise, 2018)

Types of productivity Indicators for measurement
Technical Productivity Quantity of the Product of Knowledge (output)
Quantity of Knowledge (input)
Economical Productivity Value Added from Investment in Human Capital

Investment in Human Capital

Perceived Productivity Quality of Job and Well-being at the Workplace

1.2. Organizational fit

Many researches have been done in the field of fit and it already counts more than 100 years. Concept of fit is widely
integrated in any form of human resource management. Due to this it has very strong theoretical and practical reasoning
in any construct it appears. Based on the previous scientific works, scholars of organizational behaviour come with the
conclusion that there are five dimensions of fit: person-person, person-job, person-group, person- organization and
person-vocation. From the perspective of the organization, not all of them are equally important as the distance of
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control in terms of time and power differ. Boselie (2014) argue that the ones that attention should be paid on are person-
job and person-organization fit. However, these two forms of fit could be extracted into forms of the match in consid-
ering mutuality as the reciprocal exchange.

Boxall (2013) gives the insight that analyses of human resources as separate functions (selection, training, ap-
praisal and remuneration) has lost the main principle which must be kept in order to meet the organisational expecta-
tions laid on its employees. Mutuality is the main indicator which should be incorporated in the three-step evaluation
procedure (matching of capability, commitment and contribution) by taking into account interests of both sides in
forming sustainable employment relations. In the knowledge-based organizations the reciprocity should be highlighted
more than ever as moral aspect is gaining more and more importance in employee relations in terms of transparency
and equality. The empirical research conducted by Ling-hsing Chang and Lin (2015) reveals that organizational culture
with an orientation to results and job-fit leads to better knowledge work performance that the culture oriented to strong
control.

Capability Match

By identifying both-side (employee-employer) features combination which would differ due to organization sector and
size the expectancy of organizational performance increases. Education system should provide the basic combination of
capabilities which could be activated in a working environment. The job models and design which determine the quality of
the work and resources accessible to perform the job (Bick-Wiklund, van der Lippe, den Dulk, & Doorne-Huiskes, 2011)
are important factors in measuring capabilities fit.

Engagement Match

Engagement is seen as the main indicator for well performed work and just recently from the general workforce
category, the investigation turned on knowledge workers (Li, Castafio, & Y. Li, 2018, Jha, Pandey, & Varkkey, 2018).
Baron (2012) state that engagement taxonomy is binary — emotional and transactional. Engagement of knowledge
workers is a strong premise as the motivation theory (also binary taxonomy — extrinsic and intrinsic) state that intrinsic
motivation plays a significant impact on knowledge work performance. Employees’ work engagement has been
demonstrated to positively predict their work performance and innovation.

Contribution Match

According to Boxall (2013) contribution match is two folded. On one hand it shows the value added to the or-
ganization by the knowledge workers performance by using potential in the forms of know-how, applying problem
solving skills and leadership abilities to solidify. On the other hand, the knowledge worker is verifying how does the
company maintain the well-being and quality of life, as well as what is the possibilities of work-life balance. Research-
ers demonstrate relationship between person organization fit and innovative work behaviour (Afsar, 2016a, 2016b;
Afsar & Badir, 2017).

Based on the literature review we can conclude that organizational fit could be analysed by using three indicators
and the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: Organizational fit leads to better creative knowledge work performance.

1.3. Mutuality versus reciprocity

At the basic level, the Concise Oxford Dictionary (1996) offers that mutualism is: “The doctrine that mutual depend-
ence is necessary to social well-being”. This explanation indicates that this relation between parties is obligatory and
creates subordination which could be expressed in the form of mutual gain. Another source of academic literature a
concept of mutuality explains as “mutuality is an “institutionalised value-based model of reciprocity” which may be
used to describe mutual models of ownership or decision-making, mutual methods of doing business of simply a mutual
ethos” (Lea & Mayo, 2002). This position is the one which explains the desired balance of power between workers
and employee. The way the balance is being achieved depends on the general culture (Ali, Noordin, & Achour, 2018)
which forms attitudes, and current state of balance position (Olsen, 2016) which is expressed in the terms of the
knowledge worker and work environment.

It is seen that the concept of power is closely related to mutuality and mutual gain. Huo, Tian, Tian, and Zhang
(2019) give binary taxonomy of power — structural and behavioural. According to authors, social exchange theory has
been widely used to understand structural power, which is understood as relational construct residing in the interde-
pendence of exchange parties or described as a mutually rewarding process (Emerson, 1962). Resource dependence
theory has been used to explain behavioural power within exchange relationships as organizations need to interact with
other entities to obtain resources. This reciprocal exchange creates a reciprocal dependence between the exchange
parties and a power relationship develops between them (Emerson, 1962). Their explanations indicate the necessity to
investigate possible differences between mutuality and reciprocity which is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Comparison of mutuality and reciprocity concepts (source: compiled by authors based on Hou et al., 2019; Dabos &
Rousseau, 2004; Markova, Graumann, & Foppa, 1995; Emerson, 1962)

Criteria Mutuality Reciprocity Author (year)
Theoretical Grounding Social Exchange Theory Resource Dependence Theory Hou et al. (2019)
Degree To which the two parties agree on | To which agreement about the reciprocal ex-| Dabos & Rousseau
their interpretations of promises change, given that commitments or contribu-| (2004)
and commitments each party has tions made by one party obligate the other to
made and accepted provide an appropriate return
Agreement Regarding one party’s specific ob- | Regarding the reciprocal exchange Dabos & Rousseau
ligation (2004)
Information Assymetric Symetric Markova et al.
(1995)
Obligation Technical Moral Markova et al.
(1995)

To exemplify the argument the healthcare system could be taken as a paragon. Howieson (2016) could be quoted
who makes perhaps a more powerful case by arguing that: “Mutuality <...> necessitates that all people with a signifi-
cant interest in that provision seek awareness and accommodation of the interests of the public, and thereby seek to
enable the people who make up those publics to enhance their well-being.”. Based on this notion, it seems that public
interest is if not the most essential then one of the predominant factors which determine influence and manifestation
of mutuality. ICT with social media appear to be nexus which captures and involves society in the governance of
organizations. Then it logically leads to the idea that mutuality has degrees of strength and the greater it is the more
balanced performance could be expected. Beswick (2012) also considers two relevant and competing definitions: “a
mutual relationship is one in which the relationship between service provider and user is transcended, through the users
collectively delivering the service themselves, effectively doing away with the concept of service provider” and “mu-
tualism could be described as a condition of interaction between two groupings where both derive decisive benefits;
for example, increased sustainability”.

There are some different opinion about mutuality as Suff and Williams (2004) based on their case study in man-
ufacturing premise arrived at the conclusion that under conditions of liberal market and imbalance of power, mutuality
is hardly achievable ambition in reality. The authors used four variables (employee voice, job security, quality of
working life and job satisfaction, and trust) of employee perception to investigate partnership strategy and conceptu-
alize the employment relations. But based on the realities of knowledge economy development and identifying other
forms and dimensions of mutuality between creative knowledge workforce, the role of mutuality should be reconside-
red.

Learning

Mutuality in organizations is realized by employee development programmes also known as the concept of Em-
ployee Led Development (ELD). By applying ELD the assumption that the benefits of learning apply equally to the
organization and an individual employee is developed. Thursfield and Hamblett (2001) argue that learning is viewed
as a social contract that binds organizations and individuals together in a common endeavour. It requires a sense of
mutuality that is based on a voluntary agreement between parties and which gives benefits as mutual gains (Table 3).

Table 3. Mutual benefits of learning (source: Thursfield and Hamblett (2001))

Organizational benefits Knowledge workers benefits

Creates an organizational learning culture as individual become Opportunity to acquire a marketable qualification
more involved in knowledge acquisition

Increase in commitment to the organisation on the part of employees | Improvement of self-esteem

Increase the flexibility as employees become more willing and able Counteract and compensate for past negative learning
to take in extra responsibility and perform a wider variety of tasks experiences
Improves in the skill level on the workforce Improve the quality of life generally

Shifts from the conflict between management and workers

Based on scientific interest and practical need for creation and development of workplace learning environments
(e.g. Lancaster & Di Milia, 2015; Hendriks, Sung, & Poell, 2018) becomes a grounding to presuppose that learning is
the strong factor to increase knowledge work performance at both levels — individual and organizational.
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Well-being

Well-being refers to health and quality of working life. In terms of mutuality of well-being forms healthy relations
between employees and organization. Most definitions of healthy organization imply that these kind of organizations
are those that meet both employee and workplace needs rather than pursuing one set of needs at the expense of others.
Lewis with colleagues (2011) suggests that this approach addresses a dual agenda of employee quality of life and
workplace effectiveness. Martela (2014) argues that well-being depends on processes within the work community
which could be also understood as social support (George, 2015). Well-being is a largely important aspect for
knowledge work performance (Palvalin, 2019) as it forms reciprocity and mutual trust.

Trust

Mutuality has a long history in social life as the form of organizing people for survival, so it would be not wise
to omit it from the modern strategy of post-industrial management. In the dissertation of Matulevic¢iené (2018) the trust
is defined as a construct which expresses the relationship between interacting and co-creating parties. This kind of
relationship is indicated to be as the factor which facilitates organizational sustainability. There is also given the insight
that trust is understood as interpersonal or interorganizaitonal construst, but there is the third kind of trust which appears
between person and organization.

Mutual trust in scientific literature illustrates how the employee‘s trust organization and vice versa. Trust has an
influence on knowledge sharing (Rutten, Blaas-Franken & Martin, 2016) which also impact knowledge-centered cul-
ture (Peralta & Saldanha, 2014). There are many other criteria to evaluate employee trust on organization: work safety,
job quality, training (Matuleviciené, 2018).

Abovementioned analysis of mutuality incline to verify the following hypotheses:

H2: Mutuality leads to better creative knowledge of work performance.

H2a: Organizational fit mediates between mutuality and better creative knowledge work performance.

1.4. Workplace empowerment

The term of empowerment is related to the work of J. Rappaport (1984) who expressed the definition in the following
manner: “Empowerment is viewed as a process: the mechanism by which people, organizations, and communities gain
mastery over their lives®. Although, George and Zakkariya (2018) indicate that Bandura’s social cognitive theory
(1977) with self-efficacy notion could be seen as the initial source of empowerment idea. Balancing powers and coming
to the optimal operation is the aspiration of any system. Seminal work of Thomas and Velthouse (1990) explains power
as having three different possible meanings: power as authority, power as capacity and power as energy.

In the scientific literature, there are three forms of empowerment are studied. Structural (also known as managerial
or relational), psychological (individual) and community empowerment — all forms are captured in the empowerment
theory (Zimmerman, 2000; Laschinger, Nosko, Wilk, & Finegan, 2014; Garcia-Juan, Escrig-Tena, & Roca-Puig, 2018;
Christens, 2019). All of them are important and influential in their own way but focusing on the investigation of or-
ganizational performance the structural empowerment captures the attention of the researchers the most.

Empirical evidence shows an interesting relationship between empowerment types. Garcia-Juan, Escrig-Tena,
and Roca-Puig (2018, 2019) has presented two studies of relations between structural, psychological empowerment
and organizational performance. Their first research revealed that there is no confirmation on the direct link between
structural and psychological empowerment (Garcia-Juan et al., 2018) and the second study also based on empirical
evidence shows that structural empowerment is positively associated with perceived organizational performance (Gar-
cia-Juan et al., 2019). What is more, the results uncover the role of psychological empowerment by stating that it does
not mediate the abovementioned relationship, although it is a strong premise of organizational performance. Although,
there are some studies that show, e.g. the moderating effect of team psychological empowerment on the relationship
between abusive supervision and engagement (Kirrane, Kilroy, & O’Connor, 2019). What is very specific to
knowledge workers category, the empowerment is a technical action realized via digital solutions (Schneckenberg,
2009; Leyer, Richter, & Steinhiiser, 2019). Peluso, Innocenti and Pilati (2017) empirical study revealed that the work
environment has a very strong motivating effect on knowledge workers as an element of total reward system.

Meanwhile, Singh and Sarkar (2018) followed Kanter’s (1977) theory of structural empowerment where four
aspects forms work environment, i.e.:

— Access to information refers to knowledge of organizational values, goals and policies, and refers to pos-

session of knowledge and expertise required to work effectively.

— Access to support refers to the availability of feedback and guidance from supervisors, peers and subordi-

nates (e.g., helpful advice from colleagues).

— Access to resources refers to access to funds, supplies, and physical time required to accomplish organi-

zational goals.

— Access to opportunity refers to the availability of challenges, and rewards, and professional development

opportunities within the workplace to increase knowledge and skills, development and recognition.
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It is assumed that work environments that provide access to these organizational conditions empower employees
to accomplish their work in meaningful ways. Based on this theory the together with the Drucker’s (1999) knowledge
worker productivity theory and job design theory for knowledge workers (Moussa, Bright &Varua, 2017), the follow-
ing dimensions were created to explain the main points which should be highlighted in empowering knowledge work-
ers.

Autonomy

Sustaining autonomy is the main feature of any system which indicates that already has enough power to work
separately. An identity which is formed by skills, intelligence and experience point the moment when the employee
could be called knowledge worker and be assigned to work role of different autonomy level (Tammelin, Koivunen,
& Saari, 2017). Gorji and Ranjbar (2013) conceptualized that psychological empowerment has an effect on employee
creativity which is inseparable part of creative knowledge work performance. Creativity also tend to demand for strong
work autonomy.

Information Sharing

Information sharing is one the most researched topic in knowledge management studies and at the same is the
most important to knowledge worker’s performance (Rutten, Blaas-Franken, & Martin, 2016). Information sharing
also important in creating and maintaining a supportive workplace environment as the norms, policies and organiza-
tional goals are the indicators of how innovative behaviour is understood and encouraged.

Leadership

Empowerment is also understood as people energizing capacity through leadership styles. As in the scientific
literature, there are two main leadership styles — transactional and transformational — the latest one is showing and
related to better innovative employee behaviour. Afsar, Yuosre F, Badir, and Hafeez (2016) argues that psychological
empowerment differs from traditional empowerment which comprised a set of managerial practices solely focusing on
delegation principles and that transformational leadership style is preferred over transactional as empirical evidence
shows organizational performance. Leadership style has a strong impact on knowledge worker engagement (Li,
Castafio, & Li, 2018). By providing a strong role model, they activate a social learning process (Zohar, 2016) whereby
employees observe their leaders to define value priorities and sense making in work environments and practices.

Based on the literature review we can conclude that workplace empowerment could be analysed by using three
indicators and the following hypothesis is proposed:

H 3: Workplace empowerment leads to better creative knowledge work performance.

H 3a: Organizational fit mediates between workplace engagement and creative knowledge work performance.

Learning
Well-being
Trust Canabilities
Organizational Creative Knowledge
Engagement Fit Work Performance
Autonomy Contribution
Information
Sharing Workplace
Empowerment
Leadership

Figure 1. MEF model (source: authors)
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2. Structural creative knowledge work performance model

Figure 1 presents path analyses of three main elements that are assumed to have an influence on creative work perfor-
mance. The following MEF (mutuality-empowerment-fit) model is the theoretically grounded model for further em-
pirical research which would allow to validate the theoretical assumptions given here in the form of a hypothesis. The
hypotheses are formed in the positivistic approach.

Conclusions

In knowledge-based organizations, knowledge work is seen as the main activity in value creation. According to
Drucker, the individual level becomes the most relevant as well as the most challenging. The principles that were
applied in the manufacturing environment are not the same as they should be applied in managing knowledge work-
force. Knowledge workers do not obey traditional control mechanisms as well as their work performance is not so
easily tracked by traditional productivity measurement. The latest proposal in the scientific discussion which would
capture the social aspect of creative knowledge work performance was to investigate created value which is basically
giving the organization competitive advantage.

After reviewing management literature in the fields of knowledge and human resource management as well as
work economics and politics, the three elements were extracted which could predict creative knowledge work perfor-
mance at the level of individual and organization. Empirical evidence is being collected by using questionnaire and the
statistical analyses of collected data will append this theoretical research and constructed model.

Disclosure statement

Authors are declaring that they have no competing financial, professional, or personal interests from other parties in
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