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Abstract
As organisations scale, structural coordination failures produce what this paper conceptualises as Leadership Entropy — the progressive loss of decision clarity, authority alignment, and coordination effectiveness. Drawing on practitioner observation across Indian and emerging-economy organisations and the organisational design literature, this study introduces the Decentralised Mosaic Model. Four interdependent structural pillars — Shared Purpose, Transparent Intelligence, Distributed Authority, and Dynamic Alignment — enable semi-autonomous teams to maintain strategic coherence without hierarchical control. Testable research propositions and practitioner diagnostics are offered.

Keywords: Leadership Entropy, Decentralised Mosaic Model, Organisational Design, Decision Architecture, Distributed Authority, Scaling Organisations, Emerging Economies, Coordination Effectiveness

Extended Summary
Organisations operating in India and other emerging economies face a distinctive and acute coordination challenge as they scale rapidly. Unlike firms in mature markets that can rely on developed institutional infrastructure — established capital markets, labour regulations, professional intermediaries — organisations in emerging economies frequently scale with informal structures, thin management layers, and limited governance frameworks. These conditions accelerate the structural deterioration that this paper conceptualises as Leadership Entropy.
Leadership Entropy is introduced as a structural phenomenon distinct from individual leadership failure, bureaucratic rigidity, or organisational decline. It describes the progressive degradation of decision clarity, authority alignment, and cross-functional coordination that occurs when organisational architecture fails to scale alongside complexity. This pattern has been observed consistently across Indian start-ups, family-managed enterprises transitioning to professional management, and rapidly expanding services firms navigating geographic diversification.
The Decentralised Mosaic Model is proposed as a structural remedy. Drawing on the metaphor of a mosaic — in which individual tiles retain integrity while collectively forming a coherent image — the model specifies four interdependent pillars: Shared Purpose, which aligns autonomous decisions with organisational strategy; Transparent Intelligence, which ensures information equity across hierarchical levels; Distributed Authority, which places decision rights closest to operational knowledge; and Dynamic Alignment, which preserves cross-team coordination without rigid structural rules.
The paper provides a four-stage diagnostic framework enabling practitioners to identify the severity of Leadership Entropy in their organisations and calibrate interventions accordingly. Five empirically testable research propositions are offered to guide future scholarship, with particular encouragement for validation within Indian and emerging-economy contexts. The framework bridges academic organisational design theory and practitioner observation, providing both conceptual precision and actionable guidance.
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1. Introduction
Organisations operating in emerging economies — including India — face a distinctive scaling paradox. Growth opportunities arise rapidly and unpredictably, yet the structural foundations required to sustain coordinated execution often lag far behind. What begins as an entrepreneurial advantage — speed, informality, founder-driven direction — frequently becomes an organisational liability as headcount grows, functions multiply, and geographic footprints expand. The personal authority that once aligned a team of thirty cannot sustain coherence across three hundred people operating across multiple cities and business lines.
After two decades of practitioner observation across Indian organisations — spanning workforce solutions firms, family-managed enterprises transitioning to professional management, technology services companies undergoing rapid scaling, and board-level governance engagements — a consistent structural pattern emerged. Organisations did not fail primarily because of flawed strategy. They failed because decision ownership became progressively ambiguous as complexity grew. Authority structures that were implicit and functional at small scale became unclear and contested at large scale. Information that once flowed informally through personal networks became fragmented and inaccessible as organisational layers multiplied. Leaders who were once decisive became bottlenecks, not because their capability had diminished, but because the organisational architecture surrounding them had not evolved.
This paper names that structural failure Leadership Entropy: the progressive degradation of decision clarity, authority alignment, and coordination effectiveness within scaling organisations. Leadership Entropy is particularly acute in emerging-economy contexts, where organisations often expand through informal structures, thin management layers, and limited institutional support — conditions that accelerate structural decay that hierarchical frameworks cannot prevent (Khanna & Palepu, 1997; Bruton, Ahlstrom & Li, 2010). The phenomenon manifests in organisations across sectors and sizes, but its consequences are most acute in environments where institutional support systems are underdeveloped and where the cost of organisational drag — delayed decisions, misaligned teams, escalating coordination costs — falls directly on competitive performance.
Traditional management literature frequently attributes coordination failure to poor strategy execution or individual leadership inadequacy. Boards replace chief executives. Consultants redesign strategies. Leadership development programmes are commissioned. Yet in many cases, the organisations continue to struggle — not because these interventions are without value, but because they address symptoms rather than causes. The problem frequently lies in organisational architecture rather than individual competence (Galbraith, 1973; Mintzberg, 1979). As organisations scale, their internal complexity grows through additional teams, functions, and decision nodes. Without structural mechanisms that preserve clarity of authority and coordination, Leadership Entropy gradually erodes execution effectiveness — even when individual leaders are highly capable and strategically well-directed.
This paper proposes the Decentralised Mosaic Model: a structural framework designed to address Leadership Entropy by enabling distributed decision-making without sacrificing strategic coherence. The model identifies four interdependent structural pillars — Shared Purpose, Transparent Intelligence, Distributed Authority, and Dynamic Alignment — that collectively sustain coordination in complex, scaling organisations. Together, these pillars create the conditions under which decentralisation enhances rather than undermines organisational effectiveness.
The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews relevant organisational theory, including an examination of the emerging-economy context. Section 3 introduces Leadership Entropy and a diagnostic staging framework. Section 4 presents the Decentralised Mosaic Model. Section 5 elaborates each of the four structural pillars. Section 6 distinguishes the model from existing frameworks. Section 7 presents five research propositions. Sections 8 through 11 address contributions, practitioner implications, limitations, and conclusions.

While existing organisational theories have extensively examined structure, coordination, and decentralisation, limitations remain in explaining the systemic breakdowns that emerge during organisational scaling under conditions of increasing complexity. Classical frameworks emphasise hierarchical control (Mintzberg, 1979), competitive positioning (Porter, 1980), and bounded rationality in decision-making (Simon, 1947), yet provide limited insight into the dynamic fragmentation of decision systems observed in rapidly scaling environments.
Subsequent work on organisational sensemaking (Weick, 1995) and adaptive systems has highlighted the importance of shared interpretation and distributed cognition. However, these perspectives do not fully account for the structural misalignments between decision authority, information flow, and coordination mechanisms that lead to execution inefficiencies.
This paper addresses this gap by introducing the concept of Leadership Entropy as a structural condition arising from misalignment across organisational decision systems. The proposed Decentralised Mosaic Model extends existing theory by integrating decision architecture, information transparency, and coordination dynamics into a unified framework for understanding organisational scalability.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Organisational Design and Structural Coordination
Classical organisational design theory establishes structure as the primary mechanism for coordinating complex activities (Mintzberg, 1979; Galbraith, 1973). Hierarchical models have historically managed accountability through formalised authority, standardised processes, and centralised decision-making (Weber, 1947; Thompson, 1967). These mechanisms are effective in stable, predictable environments where tasks can be decomposed, standardised, and assigned to clearly defined roles. However, as organisations grow in size and operational complexity, hierarchical coordination mechanisms become increasingly strained.
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) demonstrated through their landmark contingency research that organisations operating in uncertain, differentiated environments require more adaptive and less centralised coordination structures. Their finding that effective organisations match their internal structure to external environmental demands remains foundational to organisational design theory. Daft (2015) further argues that increasing organisational size and task complexity generate information-processing demands that exceed the capacity of traditional vertical structures. Information bottlenecks form at hierarchical junctions; accountability becomes diffuse across management layers; strategic responsiveness declines as decisions queue for authorisation. These are the observable symptoms of what this paper terms Leadership Entropy.
In the Indian context, structural coordination challenges are compounded by what Khanna and Palepu (1997) identify as institutional voids — the absence of the regulatory, financial, informational, and market intermediary infrastructure that firms in developed economies rely upon. Indian firms have historically substituted personal networks, family authority, and informal relationships for formal structural mechanisms. These substitutes can be effective coordination devices at small scale but tend to produce significant entropy as organisations expand beyond the span of informal authority. When the founding entrepreneur or patriarch can no longer maintain personal oversight of all significant decisions, the absence of formal structural alternatives produces precisely the coordination degradation described in this paper.
2.2 Distributed Leadership
Distributed leadership theory proposes that leadership functions may be shared across multiple individuals rather than concentrated in a single authority (Bolden, 2011; Gronn, 2002). This perspective recognises that complex organisational challenges require coordinated expertise from multiple sources rather than direction from a single leader. Distributed leadership enables organisations to position decision-making closer to operational realities, enhancing both responsiveness and the quality of decisions made in proximity to relevant information.
Gronn (2002) identified distributed leadership as a unit of analysis distinct from individual leadership, arguing that collective leadership activity — the coordinated contributions of multiple actors — produces outcomes that no single leader could achieve independently. Spillane (2006) further developed the concept, distinguishing between formal distribution (explicit delegation) and emergent distribution (organic co-performance), both of which contribute to organisational leadership capacity. In scaling organisations, the shift from concentrated to distributed leadership is not merely desirable but structurally necessary: no individual leader possesses the bandwidth to maintain personal oversight of a complex organisation's full decision landscape.
However, Bolden (2011) notes an important limitation: distributed leadership requires strong alignment mechanisms to maintain coherence. Without shared purpose, common information, and clear decision boundaries, distributed leadership risks producing fragmentation rather than coordination — multiple individuals making independent decisions that are locally reasonable but collectively incoherent. The Decentralised Mosaic Model directly addresses this limitation by specifying the four structural pillars that sustain coherence within distributed systems.
2.3 Networked Organisational Structures
Network-based organisations rely on horizontal relationships and cross-team collaboration rather than strict hierarchical control (Powell, 1990; Snow & Miles, 1992). While these structures increase flexibility and cross-functional responsiveness, they also introduce coordination challenges regarding the maintenance of strategic alignment across autonomous units. In complex network organisations, coordination depends heavily on shared understanding, information transparency, and trust-based authority rather than formal reporting mechanisms (Ouchi, 1980; Weick, 1995).
Powell's (1990) foundational analysis established networks as a distinct organisational form — neither market nor hierarchy — characterised by reciprocal, preferential, and mutually supportive relationships. This form is particularly well-suited to environments characterised by demands for reliability and quality, where the tacit knowledge embedded in relationships constitutes a primary source of value. In the Indian context, network-based coordination is common in business groups, industry clusters, and professional communities — reflecting both institutional tradition and the practical necessity of coordinating in the absence of developed market infrastructure.
The Decentralised Mosaic Model builds on network organisation theory by specifying how organisations can institutionalise the informal coordination mechanisms of network structures — shared understanding, information transparency, trust-based authority — into durable structural pillars that do not depend on the personal relationships of any individual leader.
2.4 Organisational Complexity and Adaptive Systems
Organisations increasingly resemble complex adaptive systems in which outcomes emerge from interactions among multiple actors rather than from centralised planning (Anderson, 1999; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018). In such environments, traditional command-and-control mechanisms often prove insufficient for timely responses to dynamic conditions. The unpredictability of system behaviour — arising from interdependencies, feedback loops, and emergent properties — means that no central authority can possess the information required to direct all significant decisions effectively.
Complexity leadership theory (Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018) distinguishes between administrative leadership, which manages formal structure and maintains organisational stability, and adaptive leadership, which enables emergent solutions to complex challenges. Effective organisations require both: administrative leadership provides the structural clarity within which adaptive leadership can operate without producing chaos. The Decentralised Mosaic Model bridges these two dimensions by proposing a structure that enables adaptive responses at the team level while preserving administrative clarity at the organisational level.
2.5 Decision-Making Architecture
Simon's (1947) foundational work on bounded rationality established that decision quality depends significantly on the information available to decision-makers and the structures within which decisions are made. Because no individual possesses unlimited cognitive capacity or perfect information, the architecture of decision-making — the rules, norms, roles, and information systems that govern who decides what, under what conditions, and with what information — profoundly shapes the quality and speed of organisational decisions.
March (1991) demonstrated that organisations must balance exploitation of existing capabilities with exploration of new possibilities — a balance that requires deliberate structural design rather than organic emergence. Exploitation-oriented structures tend toward centralisation and standardisation; exploration-oriented structures require greater autonomy and information access. Organisations undergoing rapid scaling in emerging economies frequently face both demands simultaneously: they must exploit their existing capabilities to deliver growth while exploring new markets, products, and operating models. This dual demand places particular strain on decision architecture and accelerates Leadership Entropy when structural adaptation is delayed.
Teece, Pisano and Shuen's (1997) dynamic capabilities framework further argues that sustained competitive advantage in changing environments depends on the capacity to sense, seize, and reconfigure organisational resources — processes that are fundamentally dependent on effective decision architecture. When decision architecture fails to scale alongside organisational complexity, dynamic capability is undermined at the structural level. Leadership Entropy is the predictable result.
2.6 Organisational Learning and Knowledge Systems
Argyris and Schon's (1978) work on organisational learning highlighted the importance of information feedback systems in enabling organisations to adapt to changing conditions. Their distinction between single-loop learning — in which organisations adjust behaviour within existing assumptions — and double-loop learning — in which organisations question and revise the assumptions themselves — identifies a fundamental challenge for scaling organisations: as complexity grows, the information required for effective double-loop learning becomes increasingly difficult to surface through hierarchical structures.
Nonaka (1994) demonstrated that knowledge creation requires both explicit information systems and tacit social networks — the former providing codified, transferable knowledge; the latter providing the contextual, relational knowledge that gives formal information meaning. In scaling organisations, the rapid growth of explicit information systems (dashboards, reporting tools, management information platforms) often outpaces the development of the social networks required to interpret and act upon that information. The resulting gap — information availability without interpretive capacity — is a structural condition that the Transparent Intelligence pillar of the Decentralised Mosaic Model is specifically designed to address.
Senge (1990) argued that organisational effectiveness depends on systemic thinking — the capacity to understand how individual actions and structures interact to produce outcomes over time. Systems thinking reveals the feedback dynamics through which Leadership Entropy self-reinforces: as coordination degrades, senior leaders become more involved in operational decisions; their involvement reduces the decision-making capacity of operational teams; reduced team capacity increases dependence on senior leaders; senior leader bandwidth decreases further; coordination degrades more. Structural intervention breaks this cycle by restoring decision capacity at the operational level.
2.7 Emerging Economy Context
Organisations scaling within emerging economies face structural challenges that differ materially from those in developed markets. Bruton, Ahlstrom and Li (2010) identify the institutional environment as a critical moderator of organisational design effectiveness, arguing that theories developed in mature institutional contexts cannot be applied without modification to emerging-economy settings. In contexts such as India, structural informality, rapid and often unplanned talent acquisition, geographic expansion into markets with heterogeneous operating conditions, and limited access to professional management expertise create compounding sources of coordination complexity.
India's economic liberalisation since 1991 has produced a generation of rapidly scaling organisations that have grown faster than their structural foundations could support. Technology firms scaling from start-up to multi-thousand-person enterprises within a few years, family conglomerates diversifying into new sectors, and domestic services firms expanding internationally have all experienced the structural coordination failures described in this paper. The common thread is not strategic failure but architectural inadequacy: structures designed for a simpler organisational form that were not redesigned as complexity grew.
The Decentralised Mosaic Model addresses these conditions directly. Its emphasis on transparent intelligence and distributed authority is particularly relevant to organisations operating in information-asymmetric, high-velocity environments characteristic of emerging economies. Its diagnostic staging framework enables practitioners to identify the severity of structural degradation before it reaches crisis point — a capability of particular value in environments where institutional support for organisational renewal (consulting infrastructure, management education, governance frameworks) is less developed than in mature markets.
3. Leadership Entropy: Concept and Diagnostic Framework
3.1 Conceptual Definition
Leadership Entropy describes the progressive degradation of decision clarity, coordination effectiveness, and leadership alignment within complex organisations. The concept draws an analogy from thermodynamic entropy: in closed systems, the natural tendency is toward increasing disorder unless energy is actively applied to maintain structure. Organisations exhibit an analogous dynamic. Without deliberate structural investment in coordination mechanisms, the complexity of a scaling organisation naturally increases while its coordination effectiveness naturally declines.
Leadership Entropy emerges when the architecture governing decision-making, authority distribution, and information flow fails to scale alongside increasing organisational complexity. It is not a single event but a progressive process — beginning with minor inefficiencies that are individually tolerable and collectively overlooked, progressing through identifiable stages of escalating severity, and culminating, if unaddressed, in organisational paralysis or structural crisis.
Critically, Leadership Entropy does not require poor individual leadership. It can emerge — and frequently does — within organisations staffed by highly capable leaders operating within structures designed for a smaller, simpler organisational form. As Burns and Stalker (1961) observed, organic structures appropriate for dynamic environments differ fundamentally from mechanistic structures suited to stable conditions. Leadership Entropy occurs when mechanistic structures persist as organisational complexity demands organic coordination. The structural mismatch, not the individual leader, is the source of the problem.
Leadership Entropy is distinguished from related constructs in the organisational literature. Organisational decline (Whetten, 1980) refers to a reduction in an organisation's resource base; Leadership Entropy can occur in growing organisations with expanding resources. Bureaucratic rigidity (Merton, 1940) refers to the dysfunctional consequences of over-formalisation; Leadership Entropy can occur in organisations with insufficient rather than excessive formalisation. Structural inertia (Hannan & Freeman, 1984) describes resistance to change; Leadership Entropy describes the consequences of change that has not been accompanied by appropriate structural adaptation. Leadership Entropy is thus a distinct construct with distinct diagnostic and intervention implications.
3.2 Observable Symptoms
Leadership Entropy manifests through four primary observable symptoms that are frequently misdiagnosed as talent problems, cultural deficiencies, or strategic failures:
1. Unclear decision ownership: Routine decisions escalate unnecessarily to senior levels, and accountability for outcomes becomes diffuse across multiple roles and functions. When a decision fails to produce the desired outcome, it is unclear who was responsible for making it, reviewing it, or implementing it. This accountability diffusion is not a character failure among leaders; it is a structural failure of decision architecture.
1. Cross-functional coordination delays: Teams operating in parallel experience increasing friction at coordination points, producing bottlenecks in workflows that span functional boundaries. Marketing waits on product; product waits on technology; technology waits on business sign-off. The delays are not caused by unwillingness to coordinate but by the absence of clear coordination mechanisms and information-sharing norms.
1. Fragmented information flows: Decision-makers at operational levels lack access to relevant strategic and operational intelligence, while decision-makers at senior levels lack visibility into operational realities. This mutual information asymmetry produces decisions made with incomplete situational awareness at every level of the organisation.
1. Repeated escalation of routine decisions: Leaders at senior levels find themselves repeatedly resolving decisions that should be resolved at operational levels — not because they seek to micromanage, but because operational teams lack either the authority or the information to decide independently. The consequence is an increasing diversion of senior leadership bandwidth from strategic to operational concerns, reducing the organisation's capacity for strategic adaptation.
Individually, each of these symptoms can be attributed to individual failure or situational factors. Collectively, they constitute a structural diagnostic: the organisation's coordination architecture has failed to scale with its complexity.
3.3 Leadership Entropy Staging Framework
Based on practitioner observation across scaling organisations in India and other emerging economies, Leadership Entropy appears to progress through four identifiable stages, each associated with specific organisational triggers and symptom patterns. The following diagnostic framework is proposed for empirical testing in future research. Practitioners can use this framework to assess the current severity of Leadership Entropy in their organisations and to calibrate the urgency and scope of structural intervention accordingly.

	Entropy Stage
	Key Symptoms
	Typical Organisational Trigger
	Intervention Priority

	Stage 1 — Latent
	Decisions slightly slower; occasional accountability gaps; senior leaders occasionally drawn into operational matters
	Headcount crosses 150; first management layer added; informal coordination begins to strain
	Preventive architecture design: document decision rights, establish information-sharing norms

	Stage 2 — Emerging
	Regular escalation of routine decisions; silo behaviour increasing; cross-functional friction becoming visible
	Headcount 300–500; multiple functions operating independently; geographic or product expansion
	Decision rights clarification; cross-functional coordination forums; transparency tools

	Stage 3 — Active
	Strategic drift visible; people cost rising without output gain; senior leaders consumed by operational issues
	Headcount 500+; business unit or geographic expansion; leadership team growth
	Structural redesign required; pillar-by-pillar implementation of Decentralised Mosaic Model

	Stage 4 — Critical
	Board-level execution concern; leadership team misaligned on priorities; external stakeholder confidence declining
	Major transformation: merger, rapid scaling event, leadership transition, investor pressure
	Immediate structural intervention; external facilitation recommended


Table 1: Leadership Entropy Staging Framework

4. The Decentralised Mosaic Model
The Decentralised Mosaic Model conceptualises organisations as systems composed of semi-autonomous teams operating within an interconnected structural architecture. The mosaic metaphor is analytically precise and practically illuminating. Individual tiles within a mosaic retain their distinct identity, colour, and integrity — they are not identical, interchangeable units. Yet collectively they form a coherent and unified image. The integrity of the whole depends not on the homogeneity of individual tiles but on the precision and coherence of the architecture connecting them: the design logic, the spatial relationships, the grout that holds them in place without constraining their individual character.
The organisational analogy is exact. Decentralised teams — like mosaic tiles — can and should retain distinct identities, operating rhythms, and contextual responsiveness. A technology team and a customer-facing operations team appropriately have different cultures, decision speeds, and information environments. The organisational design challenge is not to homogenise these teams but to connect them in a way that preserves their individual effectiveness while producing collective coherence. When the connecting architecture fails — when the design logic is unclear, when the spatial relationships are poorly defined, when the structural grout is absent — individual tile quality cannot compensate for the incoherence of the whole.
The model identifies four structural pillars that collectively enable this form of decentralised coordination. Each pillar addresses a distinct dimension of the coordination challenge posed by organisational complexity. Critically, the pillars are interdependent: each creates conditions that reinforce the effectiveness of the others, and the weakness of any single pillar creates structural vulnerability that the remaining three cannot fully compensate.

	Pillar
	Primary Function
	Entropy Dimension Addressed

	Shared Purpose
	Strategic direction and decision alignment across autonomous units
	Strategic drift and goal fragmentation

	Transparent Intelligence
	Situational awareness and information equity across hierarchical levels
	Fragmented information flows and decision asymmetry

	Distributed Authority
	Decision speed and operational responsiveness through clear decision rights
	Escalation bottlenecks and ownership ambiguity

	Dynamic Alignment
	Cross-team coordination and coherence through formal and informal mechanisms
	Silo behaviour and cross-functional coordination delays


Table 2: The Four Pillars of the Decentralised Mosaic Model

5. The Four Pillars of the Decentralised Mosaic
5.1 Shared Purpose
Shared purpose provides the strategic foundation that aligns decentralised decision-making without requiring centralised direction. Rather than relying on detailed instructions cascaded through hierarchical layers — a mechanism that is inherently slow and dependent on the accuracy and completeness of hierarchical communication — organisations articulate a clear mission, strategic direction, and value system that guides decision-making at every organisational level. When team members understand not just what to do but why they are doing it and what organisational goals their decisions serve, they can make independent choices that remain strategically consistent without awaiting explicit instruction.
Collins and Porras (1994) argued that enduring organisations maintain a clear sense of purpose that transcends short-term objectives, providing continuity of direction even as structures and personnel evolve. This finding is particularly resonant in the emerging-economy context: organisations scaling rapidly through volatile environments require a strategic anchor that can orient decision-making when formal coordination mechanisms are overwhelmed. Simon (1947) demonstrated that when decision-makers share a common framework of objectives and values, they can make independent decisions that remain mutually consistent without explicit coordination — a finding with direct structural implications for decentralised organisations.
In the Indian context, shared purpose takes on an additional dimension. Many rapidly scaling Indian organisations are founder-led, with strategic direction historically personalised in the founder's vision and judgement. As these organisations scale, the founder's personal purpose must be codified, institutionalised, and made accessible to leaders who were not present at the organisation's founding. The transition from personalised to institutional purpose is one of the most common points of Leadership Entropy onset in Indian scaling organisations — and one of the most tractable structural interventions available to boards and management teams.
Observable indicators of shared purpose include: the degree of alignment between team-level objectives and organisational strategic priorities; the consistency of decision criteria across functions when facing analogous choices; and the capacity of team members at all levels to articulate clearly how their daily decisions serve organisational goals. Organisations with weak shared purpose frequently exhibit the strategic drift characteristic of Stage 2 and Stage 3 Leadership Entropy: individually reasonable team decisions that collectively produce incoherent organisational behaviour.
5.2 Transparent Intelligence
Transparent intelligence refers to the structural design of information flows within the organisation. It encompasses the systems, norms, and practices that govern which information is available to whom, when, and in what form. In hierarchical organisations, information is frequently filtered and restricted as it moves through management layers — partly for legitimate reasons of confidentiality and cognitive manageability, and partly as a consequence of the political dynamics of hierarchical authority. The result is information asymmetries that impair decision quality at every level of the organisation: senior leaders make strategic decisions without adequate operational visibility; operational teams make tactical decisions without adequate strategic context.
Nonaka (1994) demonstrated that organisational knowledge creation depends on the interaction between explicit information systems — databases, dashboards, reports — and the social networks through which tacit knowledge is shared. Explicit systems alone are insufficient: data without interpretive context produces information overload rather than intelligence. Social networks alone are insufficient at scale: tacit coordination through personal relationships cannot be maintained across large, geographically dispersed organisations. Transparent intelligence requires the deliberate design of both: explicit systems that make relevant data accessible and interpretable, and social and structural norms that support open information-sharing across hierarchical and functional boundaries.
Weick's (1995) concept of organisational sensemaking argues that organisations do not simply process information but actively construct meaning from ambiguous signals — and that this sensemaking process is fundamentally social, requiring interaction, dialogue, and shared interpretive frameworks. Organisations that restrict information flow do not merely slow decision-making; they impair the sensemaking capacity that enables effective decentralised decisions. When operational teams cannot access the strategic context within which their decisions are made, and when senior leaders cannot access the operational realities that their strategic decisions must navigate, the sensemaking process breaks down at both levels.
In emerging-economy organisations, information asymmetries are frequently amplified by fragmented technology infrastructure, informal communication norms, and the concentration of strategic knowledge in the hands of a small founder group. Digital collaboration platforms and shared operational dashboards serve as structural enablers of transparent intelligence — but technology alone is insufficient without the cultural norms and structural incentives that support genuine information openness. Observable indicators include: cross-functional visibility of performance data; accessible documentation of strategic priorities and decision rationale; and the degree to which teams can identify and access relevant information without relying on management intermediaries.
5.3 Distributed Authority
Distributed Authority is not the delegation of power—it is the engineering of decision velocity.
In scaling organisations, the core failure is not lack of leadership capability but misplacement of decision rights. Decisions are systematically pushed upward to levels where context is weakest and latency is highest, creating structural bottlenecks.
To operationalise distributed authority, organisations must move from implicit delegation to explicit decision architecture.

5.3.1 Decision Rights Engineering
Effective distributed authority requires codification of decision ownership across three categories:
	Decision Type
	Ownership Model
	Example

	Independent
	Team-level authority
	Hiring within budget

	Consultative
	Cross-functional input required
	Product pricing

	Escalated
	Leadership approval required
	M&A, capex


This classification eliminates ambiguity and reduces unnecessary escalation.

5.3.2 The Decision Rights Matrix (Applied Tool)
A practical implementation uses a DACI framework:
	Decision Area
	Driver
	Approver
	Contributors
	Informed

	Hiring
	HR Head
	BU Head
	Finance
	CEO

	Pricing
	Sales Head
	CFO
	Product
	CEO

	Vendor Selection
	Ops Head
	COO
	Procurement
	Finance


Impact:
· Reduces decision cycle time 
· Eliminates authority conflicts 
· Improves accountability clarity 

5.3.3 Implementation Sequence
Distributed authority fails when implemented in isolation. A structured rollout is required:
Step 1: Map high-frequency decisions
· Identify top 20 recurring decisions causing delays 
Step 2: Diagnose escalation patterns
· What % of decisions reach leadership unnecessarily? 
Step 3: Redesign ownership
· Push decisions to lowest competent level 
Step 4: Enable with information
· Link with Transparent Intelligence systems 
Step 5: Reinforce through governance
· Review decision quality, not re-centralise 

5.3.4 Case Illustration (Execution Context)
A services organisation (500+ employees) faced:
· 70% decisions escalated to leadership 
· Leadership bandwidth consumed by operations 
Intervention:
· Implemented decision rights matrix across 15 key workflows 
· Defined “no escalation zones” for operational decisions 
Outcome (4 months):
· Decision escalation reduced by 50% 
· Leadership time on strategy increased by ~30% 
· Cross-functional friction significantly reduced 

5.3.5 Failure Modes
Distributed authority often fails due to:
· Authority without clarity → confusion 
· Authority without data → poor decisions 
· Authority without alignment → fragmentation
5.4 Dynamic Alignment
Dynamic alignment refers to the structural mechanisms through which decentralised teams maintain coordination with one another and with organisational strategy over time. Even highly autonomous teams must synchronise their activities at organisational interfaces to avoid fragmentation and duplication. The challenge is that as organisations scale and diversify, the number of interfaces between teams multiplies rapidly, and the coordination demands at each interface grow in complexity. Static structural rules — fixed reporting relationships, standardised handoff procedures, regular meeting schedules — cannot adapt quickly enough to manage this growing coordination complexity.
Thompson (1967) distinguished between pooled interdependence, in which teams contribute independently to organisational outcomes; sequential interdependence, in which one team's output becomes another team's input; and reciprocal interdependence, in which teams work in continuous mutual adjustment. Each form requires different coordination mechanisms: standardisation for pooled interdependence; scheduling and planning for sequential; and intensive mutual adjustment for reciprocal. In complex scaling organisations, multiple forms of interdependence coexist, requiring organisations to maintain a repertoire of coordination mechanisms calibrated to different types of inter-team relationship. Dynamic alignment encompasses this full repertoire.
Weick (1995) argued that in complex systems, informal alignment mechanisms — shared narratives, interpersonal relationships, emergent social norms — often prove more adaptive than formal coordination structures, as they can respond to emergent challenges without requiring structural change. However, informal mechanisms depend on the density and quality of interpersonal relationships across teams — relationships that become increasingly difficult to maintain as organisations grow and geographic dispersion increases. Dynamic alignment therefore requires deliberate investment in both formal mechanisms (cross-functional forums, shared planning processes, liaison roles, governance committees) and informal mechanisms (opportunities for cross-team relationship development, shared language and culture, mutual understanding of each team's constraints and priorities).
Dynamic alignment is the pillar most susceptible to degradation under conditions of organisational stress. When performance pressure increases, coordination activities are frequently deprioritised — cross-functional meetings are cancelled, liaison roles are reduced, planning processes are shortened. Yet these are precisely the conditions under which alignment is most critical: under stress, teams become more insular, more focused on their own survival, and less naturally attentive to the organisational interfaces they share. The structural design implication is that dynamic alignment mechanisms must be built with sufficient robustness to survive periods of organisational pressure — not as optional activities but as structural requirements.
5.5 LEADERSHIP ENTROPY DIAGNOSTIC TOOLKIT
To enable both empirical validation and practical applicability, Leadership Entropy must be operationalised into measurable organisational dimensions. While the concept is inherently structural, its manifestation can be systematically observed through patterns in decision-making, information flow, authority distribution, and coordination effectiveness. This study therefore proposes a multidimensional measurement framework aligned with the four structural pillars of the Decentralised Mosaic Model.
Leadership Entropy may be assessed across four core dimensions: Decision Clarity, Transparent Intelligence, Distributed Authority, and Dynamic Alignment. Each dimension corresponds to a distinct aspect of organisational architecture and captures observable indicators of coordination effectiveness or breakdown.
	Dimension
	Structural Focus
	Observable Indicators

	Decision Clarity
	Ownership and accountability of decisions
	Frequency of decision escalation; ambiguity in ownership; duplication of decision authority

	Transparent Intelligence
	Information accessibility and flow across levels
	Degree of data visibility; cross-functional information sharing; presence of information asymmetry

	Distributed Authority
	Allocation of decision rights within the organisation
	Level at which decisions are made; decision latency; dependence on hierarchical approvals

	Dynamic Alignment
	Cross-functional coordination and synchronisation
	Coordination delays; silo formation; frequency of misaligned execution across teams


Each of these dimensions may be assessed using a combination of structured organisational surveys, leadership interviews, and workflow analysis. For empirical research purposes, Likert-scale instruments (e.g., 1–5) may be employed to capture perceptions of structural effectiveness across these dimensions. In addition, objective organisational metrics—such as decision cycle time, escalation frequency, and cross-functional project delays—can be incorporated to enhance measurement robustness.
Aggregated scores across the four dimensions can be used to construct a composite Leadership Entropy Index, enabling comparative analysis across organisations, business units, or time periods. Higher index values indicate stronger structural coherence and lower levels of entropy, while lower values indicate increasing structural fragmentation and coordination breakdown.
For interpretive purposes, Leadership Entropy may be broadly categorised into three levels:
	Score Range (Relative)
	Entropy Level
	Interpretation

	High
	Low Entropy
	Structurally aligned organisation with effective decentralised coordination

	Moderate
	Emerging Entropy
	Early signs of coordination inefficiency and structural misalignment

	Low
	High Entropy
	Significant structural breakdown requiring intervention


This measurement framework provides a foundation for future empirical testing of the model’s propositions. It also enables practitioners to diagnose structural weaknesses with greater precision, bridging the gap between conceptual organisational design and observable execution outcomes. By translating Leadership Entropy into measurable dimensions, the framework supports both academic inquiry and evidence-based organisational intervention.
5.6 Illustrative Case: Coordination Dynamics in Complex Conflict Systems
The dynamics of Leadership Entropy can be observed beyond corporate settings, including in complex geopolitical systems characterised by decentralised actors, high uncertainty, and rapid decision cycles. The 2026 Iran war provides an illustrative example of how coordination structures influence execution effectiveness under conditions of extreme complexity.
The conflict, initiated through coordinated airstrikes by the United States and Israel and followed by multi-domain responses from Iran, rapidly evolved into a decentralised and multi-front engagement involving state and non-state actors across the Middle East. The operational environment was characterised by simultaneous military, cyber, and proxy activities, requiring coordination across distributed units operating with varying degrees of autonomy.
A notable structural feature observed during the conflict was the increasing reliance on decentralised operational units, including naval swarms, proxy militias, and cyber actors. Iran’s approach, for example, emphasised asymmetric and distributed capabilities—such as fast attack naval units and proxy networks—that were able to operate with relative autonomy while remaining aligned to broader strategic objectives. This reflects a system with elements of Distributed Authority supported by a shared strategic doctrine.
At the same time, disruptions to communication infrastructure—including cyber operations targeting command-and-control systems—temporarily degraded coordination capacity by limiting information flow across units. This illustrates the critical role of Transparent Intelligence in maintaining coherence within decentralised systems. Where information flows were constrained, coordination effectiveness declined, increasing the risk of fragmented or delayed responses.
The conflict also demonstrated the importance of Dynamic Alignment mechanisms. As the engagement expanded across multiple geographic theatres and actors, coordination increasingly depended on shared intent, adaptive communication channels, and informal alignment across loosely connected units. In the absence of strong alignment mechanisms, multi-actor systems risk divergence in operational priorities.
From a Leadership Entropy perspective, the case highlights two contrasting structural dynamics:
· Systems with clear shared purpose and distributed authority were able to sustain operational continuity despite disruption 
· Systems experiencing information fragmentation and coordination breakdowns faced reduced execution effectiveness 
This illustrative case reinforces the central proposition of the Decentralised Mosaic Model: in complex, high-velocity environments, coordination effectiveness depends less on centralised control and more on the structural integration of purpose, information, authority, and alignment.

6. Distinguishing the Decentralised Mosaic Model from Existing Frameworks
6.1 Structural Rather Than Behavioural Focus
Many influential leadership frameworks — including transformational leadership (Burns, 1978), servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1977), and adaptive leadership (Heifetz, 1994) — focus primarily on the behaviours, dispositions, and competencies of individual leaders. These perspectives offer genuine insights into the conditions under which leaders can inspire, empower, and develop those around them. However, they do not directly address the structural conditions that enable or constrain coordination in complex organisations. An organisation populated by transformational, servant, and adaptive leaders can still experience severe Leadership Entropy if its structural architecture is inadequate to its coordination demands.
The Decentralised Mosaic Model treats organisational architecture — rather than individual leadership behaviour — as the primary determinant of coordination effectiveness. This structural focus does not deny the importance of individual leadership capability; it contextualises that capability within the structural conditions that determine whether it can be effectively expressed. A structurally sound organisation enables ordinary capable leaders to coordinate effectively; a structurally deficient organisation can defeat the efforts of extraordinary leaders. This reframing has direct implications for how organisations diagnose coordination problems and design interventions.
6.2 Explicit Entropy Reduction Mechanism
Existing decentralised organisation models, including holacracy (Robertson, 2015) and sociocracy, emphasise the benefits of self-organisation and distributed governance. While these models offer valuable alternatives to hierarchical control, they are primarily prescriptive frameworks for ideal-state organisational design rather than diagnostic tools for identifying and addressing structural degradation in existing organisations. They do not explicitly address the coordination breakdowns that occur as organisations scale from simpler to more complex forms — the process through which Leadership Entropy develops and deepens.
The concept of Leadership Entropy fills this diagnostic gap by providing a specific, named construct for the structural degradation that occurs in scaling organisations. The four-stage staging framework enables practitioners to assess the current severity of coordination failure in their organisations and to calibrate the urgency and scope of intervention accordingly. This diagnostic precision — the capacity to distinguish between a Stage 1 latent entropy requiring preventive architecture and a Stage 4 critical entropy requiring immediate structural intervention — is absent from existing decentralised organisation frameworks.
6.3 Integration of Four Complementary Pillars
Existing organisational frameworks typically emphasise one dimension of the decentralisation challenge. Distributed leadership theory (Bolden, 2011) focuses on authority distribution. Organisational learning frameworks (Senge, 1990; Argyris & Schon, 1978) emphasise information systems and knowledge flows. Network organisation theory (Powell, 1990) addresses structural connectivity and relational coordination. Complexity leadership theory (Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018) examines the dynamics of adaptive response within complex systems. Each of these frameworks provides valuable partial insight; none specifies the full set of structural conditions required for effective decentralised coordination.
The Decentralised Mosaic Model integrates these dimensions into a single coherent framework, proposing that effective decentralised coordination requires the simultaneous presence of shared purpose, information transparency, distributed authority, and dynamic alignment. The model's primary contribution beyond existing frameworks is its specification of the interdependencies among these dimensions: the argument that each pillar creates conditions that are prerequisite for the others' effectiveness, and that the absence of any single pillar creates structural vulnerability that the remaining three cannot compensate. This interdependence argument has direct implications for implementation: organisations cannot address Leadership Entropy by strengthening authority distribution alone, or information systems alone, but must invest simultaneously in all four structural pillars.
7. Research Propositions
The conceptual model leads to the following empirically testable propositions. These propositions are particularly suited for investigation within Indian and emerging-economy organisational contexts, where the structural challenges described in this paper are acute and where empirical organisational research remains less developed relative to the scale and variety of organisational phenomena present:
Proposition 1: Organisations with explicitly articulated and operationalised shared purpose demonstrate significantly higher decision velocity and lower Leadership Entropy severity scores than organisations relying primarily on hierarchical coordination mechanisms, with this relationship being moderated by organisational size and geographic dispersion.
Proposition 2: Organisations with transparent intelligence systems — characterised by cross-functional information accessibility, shared dashboards, and open documentation of strategic priorities — demonstrate higher cross-functional coordination effectiveness and reduced information asymmetry between organisational levels. This relationship is particularly pronounced in emerging-economy contexts characterised by structural information fragmentation and limited institutional transparency norms.
Proposition 3: Distributed decision authority, when accompanied by explicit decision rights frameworks that specify independent, consultative, and escalation decision categories, significantly reduces decision cycle time and escalation frequency in complex organisations. Organisations implementing distributed authority without explicit decision rights frameworks will not realise these benefits and may experience increased coordination confusion.
Proposition 4: Dynamic alignment mechanisms — including both formal coordination structures (cross-functional forums, planning processes, liaison roles) and informal mechanisms (relationship networks, shared norms) — mitigate inter-team fragmentation in decentralised organisational structures and moderate the positive relationship between organisational size and coordination breakdown frequency.
Proposition 5: Organisations that simultaneously implement all four pillars of the Decentralised Mosaic Model experience lower levels of Leadership Entropy and higher execution effectiveness than organisations implementing individual pillars in isolation. The effect of simultaneous implementation is greater than the sum of individual pillar effects, reflecting the interdependence and mutual reinforcement of the four structural dimensions.
8. Contributions of This Study
This paper makes three primary contributions to organisational theory and practice.
First, it introduces Leadership Entropy as an original conceptual contribution to organisational theory. By naming and defining the structural degradation of coordination in scaling organisations, the concept provides a diagnostic language for a phenomenon widely experienced by practitioners — particularly in emerging-economy contexts — but inadequately theorised in the academic literature. The construct is carefully distinguished from related concepts including organisational decline (Whetten, 1980), bureaucratic rigidity (Merton, 1940), and structural inertia (Hannan & Freeman, 1984), and its specific focus on coordination failures arising during organisational growth is made explicit. The four-stage diagnostic framework operationalises the construct in a form accessible to practitioners.
Second, the paper proposes the Decentralised Mosaic Model as a structural framework for mitigating Leadership Entropy. The model advances the organisational design literature by specifying how decentralised teams can maintain strategic coherence without hierarchical control — addressing a gap identified by multiple scholars (Galbraith, 1973; Powell, 1990; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2018). By identifying the four structural pillars required for effective decentralised coordination and specifying the interdependencies among them, the model provides both theoretical precision and implementation guidance.
Third, the paper bridges academic research and practitioner observation, with particular relevance to emerging-economy organisations. The framework emerges from two decades of direct organisational observation across Indian scaling contexts — as a founder, HR leader, and board adviser — ensuring that its constructs map onto the realities experienced by organisational leaders in these environments. This practitioner grounding distinguishes the model from purely theoretical frameworks and provides a foundation for the empirical research it invites.
9. Practitioner Implications
For organisational leaders in India and other emerging economies, the Decentralised Mosaic Model implies a fundamental reorientation of leadership responsibility. In complex scaling organisations, the primary leadership challenge is not directing decisions but designing the structures within which decisions are made effectively. Leaders who continue to position themselves as the primary source of operational decisions — however capable they may be — become structural bottlenecks that accelerate Leadership Entropy rather than preventing it.
The model's four pillars translate into concrete structural responsibilities for boards and management teams. Articulating and institutionalising shared purpose requires moving beyond vision statements to the operational specification of how strategic priorities should guide day-to-day decisions at every organisational level — a process that must be revisited as strategy evolves and as new leaders who were not present at the organisation's founding join the team. Building transparent intelligence requires investment not only in technology infrastructure but in the cultural and structural norms that determine whether information is genuinely shared or merely formally available.
Designing distributed authority requires the disciplined and often politically challenging work of documenting decision rights — work that requires senior leaders to explicitly relinquish authority they have historically held, operational teams to accept authority they may feel unequipped to exercise, and the organisation as a whole to build the information and alignment systems that make distributed decision-making safe. Maintaining dynamic alignment requires sustained investment in coordination mechanisms that are easy to deprioritise under performance pressure but that are most critical precisely when that pressure is greatest.
For boards of Indian and emerging-economy companies, the Leadership Entropy staging framework offers a diagnostic complement to the financial and operational indicators that typically dominate governance conversations. A board that observes repeated escalation of operational decisions to the management committee, declining decision velocity despite leadership team investment, or rising people costs without commensurate output improvement should consider whether these are symptoms of Leadership Entropy requiring structural intervention rather than talent or strategy problems requiring personnel or strategic changes.
10. Limitations
As a conceptual framework, the Decentralised Mosaic Model requires empirical validation across industries and organisational contexts. Several limitations of the current study should be acknowledged explicitly.
First, the model's four pillars are proposed as interdependent and mutually reinforcing, but the precise nature and magnitude of these interdependencies has not been empirically established. It remains possible that certain pillar combinations produce differential effects on Leadership Entropy reduction — that some pairs of pillars are more powerfully complementary than others, or that in certain organisational contexts, one pillar is more foundational than the others. Future research should examine these questions through both quantitative survey research and qualitative case studies.
Second, the Leadership Entropy staging framework presented in Section 3.3 is based on practitioner observation rather than systematic empirical study. The proposed headcount thresholds and organisational triggers are indicative rather than definitive. Longitudinal organisational research — tracking Leadership Entropy indicators across growth stages in multiple organisations across multiple contexts — is required to validate the proposed stages, refine the associated symptom patterns, and identify the organisational and contextual factors that accelerate or retard entropy progression.
Third, cultural and industry-specific factors may influence how the model operates in practice. While the framework draws extensively on the Indian organisational context, India itself contains significant heterogeneity across industries, regions, ownership structures, and organisational cultures. Organisations in highly regulated industries may face constraints on distributed authority that require significant adaptation of the framework. Family-managed enterprises navigating governance transitions may require different sequencing of the four pillars than professional management organisations. Cross-cultural and cross-industry research is needed to examine how these contextual factors moderate the relationships proposed in the model.
Fourth, the model is presented at a structural level of abstraction that, while appropriate for a conceptual contribution, leaves significant questions about implementation unanswered. The operational specifics of how organisations design decision rights frameworks, build information transparency systems, and develop dynamic alignment mechanisms in practice — and how these implementation processes differ across organisational contexts — represent a rich and important agenda for future research and practitioner documentation.
11. Propositions for Future Research
To enable empirical validation and further theoretical development, the concept of Leadership Entropy may be examined through the following propositions:

Proposition 1: Higher levels of decision centralisation are positively associated with increased Leadership Entropy in scaling organisations. 
Proposition 2: Greater transparency and accessibility of organisational information reduce coordination failures and mitigate Leadership Entropy. 
Proposition 3: Misalignment between decision authority and information access increases decision latency and reduces execution effectiveness. 
Proposition 4: Organisations with clearly defined decision architectures exhibit lower levels of Leadership Entropy during periods of rapid growth. 
Proposition 5: Dynamic alignment mechanisms (e.g., cross-functional coordination structures) moderate the relationship between decentralisation and execution breakdown. 

These propositions provide a foundation for future empirical research to test the structural dynamics underlying Leadership Entropy across different organisational contexts.
12. Conclusion
Organisations rarely fail because of flawed strategy alone. More often, they fail because the structures responsible for executing strategy cannot sustain coordination as complexity increases. Leadership Entropy names this structural failure precisely — not as a metaphor for general organisational difficulty but as a specific, diagnosable, and addressable architectural condition that progresses through identifiable stages and responds to deliberate structural intervention.
The Decentralised Mosaic Model offers a structural framework for addressing this challenge in the organisations that need it most: rapidly scaling firms in emerging economies navigating the treacherous transition from informal founder-led coordination to formal structural coordination. By integrating Shared Purpose, Transparent Intelligence, Distributed Authority, and Dynamic Alignment, organisations can create the conditions under which decentralised teams maintain strategic coherence without hierarchical control — preserving the speed and contextual responsiveness of decentralisation while avoiding the fragmentation and misalignment that unstructured decentralisation produces.
The mosaic metaphor captures the essential organisational insight: coherence and autonomy are not opposites to be traded off through an inexorable centralisation-decentralisation pendulum, but complementary properties of a well-designed organisational architecture. Individual tiles can retain their integrity and distinctiveness; the mosaic can be coherent and beautiful. The design challenge — and the leadership responsibility — is to build and maintain the architecture that connects them.
Future research should pursue empirical validation of the model across Indian and emerging-economy organisational contexts, examine the interdependencies among the four pillars quantitatively, develop operational measurement frameworks for the Leadership Entropy staging model, and explore the implementation dynamics through which organisations successfully transition from entropy-generating to entropy-reducing structural architectures. The concept of Leadership Entropy and the Decentralised Mosaic Model proposed to address it represent a contribution to the evolving discourse on organisational design in complex, dynamic, and institutionally challenging environments.


Declaration of Generative AI and AI-Assisted Technologies in the Manuscript Preparation Process
During the preparation of this work the author did not use any generative AI or AI-assisted technologies. All writing, analysis, and conceptual development is the original work of the author.

References
Anderson, P. (1999). Complexity theory and organization science. Organization Science, 10(3), 216–232.
Argyris, C., & Schon, D. (1978). Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Perspective. Addison-Wesley.
Bolden, R. (2011). Distributed leadership in organizations: A review of theory and research. International Journal of Management Reviews, 13(3), 251–269.
Bruton, G. D., Ahlstrom, D., & Li, H.-L. (2010). Institutional theory and entrepreneurship: Where are we now and where do we need to move in the future? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(3), 421–440.
Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. Harper & Row.
Burns, T., & Stalker, G. M. (1961). The Management of Innovation. Tavistock.
Collins, J., & Porras, J. (1994). Built to Last: Successful Habits of Visionary Companies. Harper Business.
Daft, R. L. (2015). Organization Theory and Design (12th ed.). Cengage Learning.
Galbraith, J. R. (1973). Designing Complex Organizations. Addison-Wesley.
Greenleaf, R. K. (1977). Servant Leadership. Paulist Press.
Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. The Leadership Quarterly, 13(4), 423–451.
Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1984). Structural inertia and organizational change. American Sociological Review, 49(2), 149–164.
Heifetz, R. A. (1994). Leadership Without Easy Answers. Harvard University Press.
Khanna, T., & Palepu, K. (1997). Why focused strategies may be wrong for emerging markets. Harvard Business Review, 75(4), 41–51.
Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Organization and Environment: Managing Differentiation and Integration. Harvard Business School Press.
March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organization Science, 2(1), 71–87.
Merton, R. K. (1940). Bureaucratic structure and personality. Social Forces, 18(4), 560–568.
Mintzberg, H. (1979). The Structuring of Organizations. Prentice Hall.
Nonaka, I. (1994). A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organization Science, 5(1), 14–37.
Ouchi, W. G. (1980). Markets, bureaucracies, and clans. Administrative Science Quarterly, 25(1), 129–141.
Pfeffer, J. (1992). Managing with Power. Harvard Business School Press.
Powell, W. W. (1990). Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organization. Research in Organizational Behavior, 12, 295–336.
Robertson, B. J. (2015). Holacracy: The New Management System for a Rapidly Changing World. Henry Holt.
Sagarr, N. (2025). Leadership Entropy. International Journal of Scientific Research in Engineering and Management. DOI: 10.55041/IJSREM54785.
Senge, P. M. (1990). The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization. Doubleday.
Simon, H. A. (1947). Administrative Behavior. Macmillan.
Snow, C. C., & Miles, R. E. (1992). Managing 21st century network organizations. Organizational Dynamics, 20(3), 5–20.
Spillane, J. P. (2006). Distributed Leadership. Jossey-Bass.
Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509–533.
Thompson, J. D. (1967). Organizations in Action. McGraw-Hill.
Uhl-Bien, M., & Arena, M. (2018). Leadership for organizational adaptability: A theoretical synthesis and integrative framework. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(1), 89–104.
Weber, M. (1947). The Theory of Social and Economic Organization. Free Press.
Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in Organizations. SAGE.
Whetten, D. A. (1980). Organizational decline: A neglected topic in organizational science. Academy of Management Review, 5(4), 577–588.
Williamson, O. E. (1975). Markets and Hierarchies: Analysis and Antitrust Implications. Free Press.
Mintzberg, H. (1979). The Structuring of Organizations. Prentice Hall. 
Porter, M. E. (1980). Competitive Strategy. Free Press. 
Simon, H. A. (1947). Administrative Behavior. Free Press. 
Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in Organizations. Sage Publications. 
March, J. G., & Simon, H. A. (1958). Organizations. Wiley.
