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Preface

Now, in the latter stages of my career, I am writing a
book with a focus on universities. This comes somewhat
as a surprise. Earlier in my career, I would not have

envisaged this. However, now that I am spending substantial
amounts of time working in universities, it is easy to understand
the reasons for such a focus. Through my consultancy work run-
ning university-related experiential leadership development pro-
grammes, I have quickly re-affirmed my respect for universities as
unique institutions that act as highly ethical guardians of knowl-
edge, educators and researchers in a world that is wont to
exploit, distort or ignore best knowledge for self-interest. Yet, I
fear that universities are not seen for the full potential that they
have to offer to our conflicted world. Universities are not seen as
the leaders of the knowledge economy, innovation nor policy
debate. In my own country of Australia, universities have been
under funding pressure for some time and, to their credit, have
responded with some serious re-organisation in order to remain
viable. But they have failed to reimage themselves in the eyes of
the community and continue to conduct teaching and research in
much the same way they always have. I believe this is a shame as
having had the privilege to work with brilliant minds in universi-
ties, I am disappointed that potential is not being appreciated
and utilised by society. Universities must take responsibility for
this and recognise that preserving their fine traditions alone is not
what is needed of them in the world today. Coinciding with my
consultancy work in universities has been the growing promi-
nence of far right-wing groups that are managing to influence
government policy across the globe with ideologies that pay little
deference to best knowledge.

While it would be relatively easy to goad universities to be
more proactive in stepping up to lead global policy-making
debates, I believe that first there needs to be some cultural change
and skill development to prepare for such a role. The role
requires the up-skilling of academics and changes to some aspects
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of university cultures. With that in mind, this book is offered as a
practical first step in up-skilling universities to lead more effec-
tively in a world that is crying out for wise, intelligent yet innova-
tive leadership. Subsequently, this book is a practical guide for
those who work in universities and wish to apply their knowl-
edge in innovative ways to some of the world’s pressing issues.

The title of this book is constructed around two main themes
that have a symbiotic relationship � those of the Knowledge
Entrepreneur and High Diversity Groups. High Diversity Groups
is the concept I have developed to indicate groups that not only
have high degrees of diversity but also have well-developed and
specialised cultures that mine diversity for creativity and subse-
quent innovation. The skills needed to operate effectively in High
Diversity Groups are represented in the Knowledge Entrepreneur
Toolkit presented in this book, and when mastered, are enacted
through the role of the Knowledge Entrepreneur. At the heart of
the argument in this book is a proposition that those working in
universities, particularly academics, need to develop their intra-
and inter-personal skills to the same level as their discipline-based
knowledge skills, if they are to more effectively work with their
colleagues and impact the societies they serve. High Diversity
Group cultures will stand in contrast to discipline-based cultures,
requiring processes that will most likely challenge conventionally
held notions of best group practice. The focus throughout the
book is on practical (rather than theoretical) discussions around
both of these themes. Do not expect a traditional academic book
here. It is written as a practical guide, not a theoretical book.
I am sharing what I know is effective in developing the type of
skills and cultures to which I refer.

The ideas in this book come from many sources. Many are a
result of my training and work as a teacher; Department of
Education Consultant in two states of Australia; Station Leader
for the Australian National Antarctic Research Expeditions;
Operations Manager for Queensland Natural Resources and
Mines; Principal Project Officer, Leadership Development with
the Queensland Premiers Department; and, through delivering
countless experiential leadership programmes to more than 1000
participants over 17 years in private practice. Additionally,
I undertook my master’s degree by research mid-career obtaining
an M.Ed. with first class Honors and then a PhD by studying the
social processes of organisational change. As a student, I had the
opportunity to attend local, national and international confer-
ences. Moreover, I was exposed to university cultures as a
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mature-aged adult and as someone with a keen interest in organi-
sational cultures and change processes.

However, there are many other experiences and sources of
influence that have informed this book. I am fortunate that my
life partner, Dr Gayle Jennings, has been a career academic and
provided me the opportunity to vicariously experience an aca-
demic career. To Gayle, I will always be grateful, not only for
encouraging and guiding me through my research degrees but
also for the opportunities to understand many viewpoints about
universities and to accompany her to national and international
conferences and other university-related functions where I
became increasingly fascinated by the cultures of universities.
Gayle epitomises the professional and ethical academic and
remains a source of wisdom to this day.

Up until 2010, the majority of my consulting work had been
in government departments, not for profit organisations and pri-
vate companies. And in this work, I was privileged to work with
my business partner, Tony Wheeler. Tony is a highly experienced
and talented group facilitator from whom I learnt much over the
years. Tony introduced me to a number of the models and pro-
cesses that are described within. Together, we refined the pro-
cesses through co-facilitating many experiential leadership
programmes over a period of 10 or more years. To you, Tony,
I will always be grateful for your generosity in sharing your
knowledge.

In 2010, I was invited to do work at the University of
Western Australia (UWA) by an internal organisation consultant
who had experienced my work elsewhere. This person was Ree
Jordan, who has since left UWA and is undertaking research for
her PhD at the University of Queensland. Ree now works with
me as a part-time consultant and has an in-depth understanding
of university cultures and the processes necessary for experien-
tially based developmental programmes. I am always grateful to
Ree for her insight, her ability to ‘read the room’ and her unique
talent in preparing groups to participate in programmes.

UWA has undoubtedly been a primary source of the inspira-
tion for this book and it is there that I refined many of the models
and processes offered throughout this book. It would therefore
be remiss of me to not only acknowledge UWA generally for the
valuable experiences and insights that inform this book but also
acknowledge some of the key people who have trusted me to run
development programmes that might be considered somewhat
‘risky’ or ‘edgy’ by those who are more risk-averse. In particular,
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I wish to acknowledge (in the order they engaged me for specific
projects) Professor Shelda Debowski, Director of Organisational
and Staff Development; Professor John Dell, the Dean of
Engineering, Computing and Mathematics; Ms Paula Langley,
Engineering Faculty Manager; Professor Tony O’Donnell, Dean
of Science; Ms Christine Richardson, Science Faculty Manager;
Professor Alex Cameron, Deputy Vice Chancellor Education;
and, Professor Matthew Tonts, Dean of the Faculty of Arts,
Business, Law and Education. I am especially appreciative of the
time generously given to me by Professor John Dell and Christine
Richardson in the early stages of this book. A sincere thanks to
you all for showing faith in me and the processes employed and
for the leadership you all displayed by modelling the learning
behaviours so necessary to make the processes suggested in this
book a success. Of course, a huge thanks to the many UWA peo-
ple who participated in these initiatives, from whom I have learnt
so much and hold in very high esteem. I think there are several
hundred of you now across UWA and I collectively recognise you
rather than individually name you.

Finally, as mentioned earlier, this book is practically focused
and aims to provide a framework for universities to enhance the
already great teaching, research and other activities that they
undertake in our societies. Although I stated that it was not suf-
fice to goad universities to take more proactive leadership roles at
a time where there is clearly a void of best knowledge informing
politics, I must state that I don’t recoil from such provocation
totally. It is just that to play such a role would, in my opinion, be
a step too far at this point without taking the necessary time to
build the skills and cultures to be successful.

The Knowledge Entrepreneur role and the potential for High
Diversity Groups to develop truly innovative solutions to the
challenges facing universities and to the major issues facing our
world provides a powerful strategy for universities to evolve in
innovative ways and lead beyond their current boundaries of
influence.

Ross Rynehart
Mount Beauty, Victoria, Australia
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CHAPTER

1 Introduction

The world is facing a knowledge crisis; a crisis born of
unsustainable exploitation of our natural systems, our
insatiable appetites for consumption and inequalities

between peoples. It is simultaneously an ecological, technological,
financial, social, cultural and political crisis that begs for new
knowledge, policies and advocacies to swiftly and responsively
generate solutions.

While the last century of science and technology gifted us with
expectations of lifestyles that were unimaginable before the begin-
ning of the 1900s, these lifestyles were predicated on unsustain-
able systems and structures. The rapid adoption of such lifestyles
was initially a first-world phenomenon. Now, huge populations
from developing countries are not unreasonably rushing to avail
themselves of those lifestyles and technologies. This unprece-
dented demand consumes huge amounts of resources and now the
world is struggling to adapt to the combined effects of unsustain-
able resource consumption, rapid technological development,
increasing consumer expectations, constant population growth,
health as well as education issues and the disparity between those
who have and those who have not.

New styles of leadership are needed if we are to create inno-
vative solutions for sustainable futures. Yet, it is unlikely that the
same thinking that created both world and knowledge crises will
yield the sustainable solutions we need � at least not at the rate
we need to create them. We urgently need different leadership
that is unleashed from the constraints of self-interest, political or
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discipline boundaries and that can rapidly yield new knowledge
that will seed sustainability for future generations. In search of
sustainable futures, we need to engage in social processes that
create new knowledge by turning our minds to think differently
and collaboratively before we create irreversible damage to our
environment and the world’s social fabric � a challenge surely
worthy of universities whose general remit is to share, apply and
create new knowledge towards sustainability. The question is:
Are universities sufficiently prepared and equipped with the right
skills and group cultures to meet this challenge?

It is my contention that mostly they are not, hence the genesis
of this book. Its sub-title, The Knowledge Entrepreneur and High
Diversity Groups in Universities, places a spotlight on the
Knowledge Entrepreneur (KE) role and the formation of High
Diversity Groups (HDGs). There is an important symbiotic rela-
tionship between these two concepts. HDGs require actors who
are skilled in the KE role if they are to realise their potential and
KEs need the unique culture of HDGs to optimise the impact of
their role. At this time in history, there is a critical need for both
KEs and HDGs within universities. As important institutions in
society, universities not only are well placed but are expected to
be major players in addressing the contemporary issues facing
the world. Yet, most universities are struggling to change their
long guarded cultures and subsequently deal themselves into for-
ums of influence. We live in a world where emerging phenomena
such as alternative facts and fake news are having a greater impact
on shaping important decisions than is reputable knowledge that
is the key business of universities. Compounding this situation,
universities are often seen as being sluggish institutions that con-
duct their business within silos and hold themselves aloof from
mainstream society.

If universities aspire to have greater impact on the major
issues facing the world today, they will need to critically examine
first, the long-held assumptions underpinning their current cul-
tures and practices; and second, the images of universities held by
broader society. As a starting point, this book proposes boosting
university performance through two key strategies. The first
relates to developing competence in playing the KE role. The
second is the establishment of HDGs. If the current situation for
universities is to change, then the KE role has the potential to
play a key role in empowering academics, in fact all actors within
universities, to contribute beyond their traditional disciplinary
boundaries and beyond the boundaries imposed by their current

2 BOOSTING IMPACT AND INNOVATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION



skill levels and prevailing group cultures. And importantly, HDGs
provide the structure and culture for KEs to perform, affording
potential for creativity and innovation if universities are suffi-
ciently courageous to develop them and if HDG actors are willing
to commit to developing mastery of the KE role.

I argue universities need skilled KEs, who can work with
others to unleash knowledge from bounded thinking and apply
it in innovative ways to two major challenges, one internally
focused and the other externally focused. These challenges are:

1. To evolve university cultures to more effectively deliver their
products and services to the societies they serve

2. To impact more effectively on the important and intransient
problems facing our world

In the remainder of this chapter, I will introduce the concepts
of the KE and HDGs and discuss a number of issues that
are pertinent to the development of the KE and HDGs in univer-
sities. Both these key concepts will be discussed in more depth in
Parts 1 and 2, respectively.

The Knowledge Entrepreneur
The word ‘entrepreneur’ is most commonly used to describe a
person who takes a risk in starting a business with the view to
making a profit. It is also common to see the title of ‘social entre-
preneur’ used to describe a person who establishes an enterprise
with the aim of solving social problems or effecting social change.
In this book, I use the title of ‘knowledge entrepreneur’ to
describe a person who seeks to solve problems and effect change
by creating new knowledge from diverse knowledge. I define the
knowledge entrepreneur as follows:

Knowledge Entrepreneur: someone who skillfully subjects
their knowledge regarding important problems to diversity-rich,
collaborative processes that aim to produce creative insights, new
knowledge and innovations.

The KE is a role that requires mastery (i.e. knowledge and
application) of skills in four important areas � self-awareness,
self-management, social awareness and relationship management.
I wish to stress that there is a huge difference between being
‘aware’ and demonstrating any degree of competency, let alone
mastery, in such skills! Lack of competence in these skills results
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in groups with diminished performance, typically through conflict
or placative compromise.

The KE role is one that stands in contrast to the roles most
commonly enacted in universities. Whether you are an academic
or one of the many professional and support staff in a university,
you are part of a broad team needed to deliver on the key func-
tions of universities � teaching, research and ‘service’. Given that
I am advocating that the KE role is equally relevant to all actors
who work in universities, I have adopted the convention of refer-
ring to university employees as actors throughout this book,
making specific distinctions where appropriate.

All actors within universities play a range of roles during
their daily work. The KE role, if mastered and applied to the
work of HDGs, has the potential to unleash creativity that is
otherwise bounded by structures, discipline knowledge and tradi-
tions. I argue the need for actors to demonstrate an additional
skill set to those most commonly demonstrated in universities,
and that skill set is enacted through the KE role. The KE role
enhances the personal performance of academic, professional and
support staff alike and contributes to boosting the performance
of the groups within which they work. The role of KEs and the
related skill set that is founded on the KE Toolkit is fully
explained later in Part 1.

High Diversity Groups
HDGs are specific types of groups where highly diverse perspec-
tives inform discourse aimed at generating new ideas regarding
solutions to issues of substance. The potential of HDGs to gener-
ate creative ideas is based on a belief that diversity-informed
discourse is a rich source of new ideas and knowledge that can
emerge if the group culture is optimal for that purpose (Paulus &
Nijstad, 2003). To generate such an optimal group culture, HDG
actors need to demonstrate a sophisticated skill set and engage
group processes, rarely seen within universities.

As already mentioned, in Part 1, the Knowledge Entrepreneur
Toolkit (KE Toolkit) that can be used to develop such a skill set is
introduced. In Part 2, HDGs will be discussed in detail along with
the Process Playlist that provides HDGs with a practical and
effective set of processes that are well suited to achieve the aims
of HDGs. When competently used together, these skills and
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processes create an optimum group culture for creative ideas and
knowledge to emerge from HDGs.

Again, it is important to emphasise that illuminating issues
from multiple and diverse perspectives have the potential to
create insights in to complex issues that defy resolution from sin-
gular perspectives. However, to realise such potential is complex
work that requires actors not only to contribute knowledge from
their own viewpoints but to also understand and synthesise the
multiple, diverse perspectives of others whilst embracing new
ideas that may arise. HDGs’ cultures, built on the KE toolkit and
the Process Playlist, create the optimal culture for this work and
boost group performance.

The Relationship between the KE Role
and HDGs
Irrespective of how clever a facilitator or leader may be, they can
only provide the opportunities for individual actors to combine
the diversity they bring to a group � they cannot govern the
internal awareness processes of actors that in turn govern the
discursive gestures actors make. In such situations, the KE is
condemned to apply their skills to the role of traditional group
leader or facilitator working hard to arrive at a satisfactory
outcome, yet always restricted by the actors’ skill levels. And it is
relatively ‘pot luck’ as to the skills with which you will have to
work. I am sure you have all experienced the effect of one or more
group members who lack self-awareness, self-management, social
awareness and/or relationship management skills and the perfor-
mance limiting effect this can have on a group. Additionally,
I would suggest that such lack of sophistication is not always
confined to the junior ranks either!

HDGs work best when they have a collaborative and distrib-
uted leadership culture. That is, all actors of HDGs should be
competent and willing to facilitate and lead in HDGs, employing
the KE role to do so. With regard to that, Figure 1 demonstrates
the following:

• Examples of group cultures that may exist in universities
• The relationship between Diversity and HDG Culture
• The types of roles valued and needed to be successful within
those groups.
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As diversity (in its many forms) increases within a group, the
skills required by a KE also increase. In practice, in HDGs, a KE
will need to:

• maintain awareness of their own internal process and how
they might be acting as boundaries for thought or how these
might be influencing their behaviours

• move from being aware of their internal processes to
consciously managing thoughts, feelings and behaviours

• understand the social dynamics within a HDG, their role in
that dynamic and be able the recognise the political processes
as they are formed and what opportunities they present

• identify creative insights and ideas as they emerge from
discourse and act on them

• build and maintain ‘effective’ relationships with other actors
in a HDG, irrespective of the degree of ‘difference’ stemming
for different disciplinary cultures or personalities.

I acknowledge that readers of this book will have varied
experiences of working in diverse groups and may be thinking
that I am making too much of the importance of an additional skill
set needed by actors to be successful in HDGs. However, I obvi-
ously don’t think this to be the case and caution should be taken
to check what frames of reference you might be using to reach
such judgements. For example, there is a tendency to benchmark
using other groups within and between universities and frankly, in
terms of skill levels and cultural practices, this can result in setting
the bar rather low. However, I do acknowledge that most actors
will not be starting from a zero base in terms of skill sets and that
their experience of working with diversity will vary enormously.
Therefore, there is unlikely to be a common starting point in devel-
oping the KE role amongst those volunteering to join a HDG. This
does provide logistical challenges in regard to development of the
KE role that are thoroughly addressed in Part 2.

Having briefly introduced the two central concepts in this
book, the remainder of this chapter will address a number of key
issues that need to be considered when developing the KE role
and establishing HDGs within universities. They are:

• The need for change in university cultures
• The issue of intelligence
• Academic and professional cultures within universities
• High diversity versus High diversity groups
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• Complexity, diversity and discourse
• Stacey’s complex responsive processes
• Individual and group mind
• Knowledge entrepreneurs and complex responsive processes
• High diversity leadership groups
• High diversity research groups
• Developing KEs � Breaking the training mould.

The Need for Change in University
Cultures
In universities, knowledge is often bounded within disciplines,
schools, faculties, institutes, research centres and other similar
structures. Yes, I do acknowledge that these structures serve us
well with great research and teaching emanating from them. Yet,
they are a double-edged sword � at once serving us well at the
same time as consuming huge amounts of resources in an endless
process that replicates and clones discipline knowledge and
cultures. Reflect for a while on the vast quantities of low impact
research activity being conducted around the world; the amount
of time consumed writing articles for journals that are read by
few and that have virtually no impact beyond their discipline; the
amount of time and resources spent attending discipline-based
conferences designed to establish and maintain the status of
‘keepers of the discipline’. Academia has captured itself within a
web of its own making. A web spun by disciplines that establish
journals as boundary keepers and arbiters of reputations.

Additionally, universities are complicit in constructing and
perpetuating league tables where there is room for only a few
winners. This is a web where, almost universally, universities
aspire to excellence only to commit to endless and unimaginative
benchmarking, thereby slavishly committing to chase those few
universities that set the bar.

Trapped in this web are academics who are rewarded for
being team players in the game and who have been trained to
align their efforts to the ‘game’. The game is basically to comply
in order to remain on the pay roll. What we are seeing is an
example of mass cognitive obedience that creates boundaries to
creativity and innovation.

I have been around universities long enough to know there
is significant truth in what I say to justify these provocations.
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And yes, I acknowledge that there will be some examples
where universities run contrary to the scenario outlined above.
However, the cultures of bounded systems are so well established
in universities around the world that most would reflect the
scenario outlined above, at least to some degree. Yet, at the same
time, they boldly espouse their uniqueness, their quest for excel-
lence and innovation in an attempt to differentiate themselves
amongst a surprisingly homogeneous pack.

This book is for academics and professionals who work in
universities and more generally for universities that aspire to adapt
creatively to the rapidly evolving world. It is for those who believe
that new cultures and skills, in addition to those that currently typ-
ify universities, are needed if these aspirations are to be realised.
This book primarily focuses on providing a practical toolkit to
guide academics, and others working in universities, in the devel-
opment of the KE role and in the development of HDGs.

The Issue of Intelligence
Universities place high value on traditional IQ, whereas the KE
role builds its skill set on a foundation built around the concepts
of self-awareness, self-management, social awareness and rela-
tionship management. These concepts are often associated with
emotional and social intelligence. The emotional and social intel-
ligence appropriate for the KE role is developed through the four
interdependent components of self-awareness, self-management,
social awareness and relationship management. High-level skills
in these areas are essential to effectively work with others when
exploring high levels of diversity. This enables a more compre-
hensively intelligent exploration of spaces between the bound-
aries of individual thinking and disciplines. However, the skills to
undertake this type of work are usually underestimated by uni-
versities, often by assuming a correlation between high IQ and a
correspondingly high emotional and social intelligence. There is
no evidence that this is the case. As a result of this assumption, I
often see groups where the actors are willing to deal construc-
tively with high degrees of diversity, but lack the necessary skills
to do so effectively. As already mentioned, a common outcome is
either conflict or placative compromise that works to protect per-
sonal interests and stifle the potential for HDGs to produce new
knowledge and innovations.
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The KE role is a sophisticated one that is urgently needed, not
only to assist universities to adapt to a changing world but for
actors within universities to contribute to sustainable world
futures.

Academic and Professional Cultures
within Universities
Earlier in this chapter, I identified two main foci for the KE role
and HDGs � those of renewing universities cultures and that of
impacting on major world issues. Notwithstanding, I wish to iden-
tify a third important application for the KE role in universities
that will not be explicitly dealt with in more detail during this
book, yet is of sufficient importance to discuss here, albeit briefly.

Often, academics work in groups that consist of academics,
managers and other professionals. Such groups are constituted
because participants contribute different expertise and perspec-
tives to issues. Yet, ongoing debates continue regarding the status
of academic, managerial and professional perspectives of knowl-
edge within universities. I adopt the view that universities have
unique cultures that do not and should not necessarily mirror
cultures in business nor government or anywhere else in society.
They are unique institutions within society and whilst they also
need to perform management, leadership and other professional
functions, the way in which these functions are performed will be
uniquely influenced by the competing needs of the corporate
business of the university and the academic business (teaching,
research and service) of the university. I believe that management
and academia cultures should be held in healthy tension and not,
as some would suggest, compete for dominance. Hence, the KE
role is immediately and constantly applicable if this tension is to
be held in a respectful and useful way whenever groups need to
create innovative solutions to issues that have relevant academic
and professional viewpoints.

High Diversity versus High Diversity
Groups (HDGs)
I have already aligned the KE role with groups that have high
diversity and pointed out that I believe that diversity is central in

10 BOOSTING IMPACT AND INNOVATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION



the creation of new knowledge and subsequent innovation.
Additionally, I have acknowledged that groups with high diver-
sity currently exist within universities. Diversity is always present
in groups. However, I am suggesting that the role of KE is partic-
ularly suited for groups with high levels of diversity and specifi-
cally for groups where high diversity is strategically organised
rather than the diversity that is naturally present in all groups.

I do not propose a strict definition or objective measure for
‘high-diversity’ as I do not see that would be particularly useful.
Instead, it is easy to compare groups using a continuum that
ranges from homogeneous to those in which diversity has been
strategically assembled to create a highly heterogeneous group.
As mentioned previously, some degree of diversity will always be
present in groups given that diversity can originate from age,
gender, experiences, race, personality, etc. However, in HDGs, in
addition to such diversity that is always present to some degree
in groups, multidisciplinary (both academic and professional)
diversity is strategically assembled, often including viewpoints
not immediately or normally considered to have relevance to the
issue. For example, we could reasonably expect that a group
from within, for example, a School of Mechanical Engineering,
would be more homogeneous when compared with a group
consisting of representatives from schools of engineering, biology,
economics, politics, fine arts, human resources and finance depart-
ments. To create further diversity, we could include students,
industry, government and community actors. The difference is
that the latter group has been assembled to purposefully increase
diversity. And along with the profession-specific knowledge, they
will bring further diversity such as language and cultural norms
from their ‘home’ cultures.

The example above is not to suggest assembling diverse view-
points just for the sake of creating extreme diversity � although
this could be warranted in some cases. Rather, I am only using
that example to compare obviously homogeneous groups with
those that are obviously diversity rich. These are the HDGs that
will be discussed in Part 2.

I propose that it is absolutely essential for groups with high
diversity,HDGs, to ensure that their actors are competent in the KE
role. However, the role of KE is arguably useful in all groups across
a university as a KE has the potential to markedly improve the qual-
ity of interactions between actors of any group and boost perfor-
mance. In HDGs, actors will bring diversity stemming not only
from disparate disciplines but also from individual personalities,
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experiences, beliefs and values. The point being that the diversity
brought to HDGs is more complex than disciplinary (academic or
professional) diversity alone, and because of this, a unique and
specialised skill set is needed to pursue potential new knowledge
from the diversity present. Without the KE role in their toolkit,
actors rely on their current intra- and inter-personal skill sets that
are often not as well developed as their discipline skill sets. The KE
Toolkit not only provides a practical framework for skill develop-
ment but also sets a standard for skills that are needed to work effec-
tively in HDGs. Again, I stress that HDGs cannot be successful
without actors demonstrating a high level of competence in intra-
and inter-personal skills, such as those proposed in the KE Toolkit.

Complexity, Diversity and Discourse
As already stated, the role of KE is especially designed for use in
HDGs that intentionally explore diversity in search of creativity
and new knowledge. This exploration is undertaken through
discursive processes. That is, when actors of a HDG enter into
dialogue around a challenge, problem or issue, they are expected
to offer their unique perspective/s at the same time as seeking to
understand those of others, allowing that understanding to influ-
ence their own thinking. In response, they may offer thoughts
that have arisen reflexively. And thus, the discursive process
proceeds. When broken down into its parts, it is a complex
process, one that Stacey (2000, 2001) has called complex respon-
sive processes (CRPs).

The concept or theory of CRPs is built from Stacey’s interest
in complexity theory, sociology and group analysis. It is a theory
that is most commonly linked to the way in which complexity
theory is used to explain phenomenon in the natural world such
as the self-organisation of flocking birds, herds of wild animals
or weather patterns. According to complexity theory, complex
adaptive systems are systems that organise themselves in ways
that cannot be understood through studying their individual parts
or the relationships between parts of the system. Complex adap-
tive systems are not linear, deterministic systems as understood
through Newtonian thinking. Rather, they are referred to as being
post-Newtonian, where the relationships between the elements of
these systems are too complex to be understood and change in
unpredictable ways. Stacey’s theory of CRPs, whilst having some
similarities to complexity theory (such as unpredictability and
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emergence of novelty), focuses specifically on the way in which
thought and communication form patterns of meaning between
actors during a group conversation.

As the case for the importance of the KE role in universities
is built on assumptions from complexity theory generally, and
Stacey’s complex responsive process specifically, it is critical to
have a basic understanding of the theory of CRPs to grasp the
relevance of the KE role and the KE toolkit that is described in
Part 1. Therefore, the key features of CRPs are overviewed to
allow you, the readers, to understand my assumptions regarding
the importance of the KE role in universities. I do not, however,
intend to provide a thorough coverage of Stacey’s theory in this
book, as it would unnecessarily duplicate the many publications
by Stacey and others, who explain the theory. As with other the-
ories or models introduced in this book, I encourage readers to
read further as their interests and curiosity may direct. However,
the following explanation is offered as my interpretation of
CRPs, as much to provide a summary of the theory as to disclose
how I interpret the ideas surrounding CRPs. I have tried to use
simple language to explain aspects of CRPs rather than the exact
language used by Stacey, which is very informative, but not
appropriate for the condensed and practical style of this book.

Stacey’s Complex Responsive
Processes (CRPs)
Group conversations can take many forms. At the risk of over-
simplifying, in an attempt to differentiate conversational patterns
and also to indicate the type of skills needed by a KE and
the HDG cultures that best support the emergence of new
knowledge, three conversational patterns are identified that can
be explained by CRPs. These three types of conversational pat-
terns are:

1. The normalising or stabilising pattern where the conversa-
tional theme is reinforced by each speaker and comes to be
accepted generally by the group. In this type of conversation,
there is little challenge to the prevailing theme and speakers
offer their knowledge and opinions to support it. Groups
who demonstrate this pattern can be seen as having a rela-
tively high degree of homogeneity.
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2. The logically evolving pattern wherein the conversational
theme is slowly modified as speakers offer knowledge and
opinions that offer some points of difference but do not stand
in total contrast to the prevailing conversational theme. The
theme evolves logically and slowly through a process of occa-
sionally explicit, but often tacit agreement between group
actors.

3. The rapid emergence pattern where contrasting perspectives
lead to a sudden shift in the prevailing conversational theme.
A new idea is first conceptualised, then articulated by a
group member and subsequently adapted and built on by the
other actors. This emergence of new knowledge is precisely
what we are attempting to encourage when we establish
HDGs in universities. We are encouraging group actors with
diverse perspectives to ‘creatively mix’ their ideas through
intelligent and emotionally intelligent discourse in the hope
of emergent ideas and new knowledge.

The focus of the KE role in universities is on the rapid emer-
gence pattern of conversation. However, the participation in and
facilitation of such conversations is tricky. As already mentioned,
there is a high potential for conflict and placative compromise
(=lost opportunity) if the skill level of the actors is low. CRPs
theory suggests that to maximise the chances of emergence of
new ideas, a group will need actors who are willing to:

1. Share their diversity. This diversity may emanate from differ-
ences in disciplinary knowledge, personalities, values and
beliefs or life experiences. Bringing together groups with the
right amounts of diversity is one challenge � another is to
have the actors share that diversity. Trust is critical for this
to happen.

2. Openly engage. Group actors need to be open and engage with
other actors. That is, group actors must be willing to make
their diversity accessible to others at the same time as being
open to considering the diverse views of others. This requires
actors to not only share their perspectives but simultaneously
compare and contrast the views of others to their own.

3. Think creatively. Group actors first need to understand the
source of their rigid thinking patterns and then learn to relax
it and allow for new and unknown thoughts to emerge.
In this way, actors can learn to use diversity to allow for
novel associations of knowledge to form.
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Individual and Group Mind
It will be clear by now that the focus is on both individuals and
the group when talking about ideas held simultaneously by indi-
viduals and the group. To help explain this, CRPs theory uses the
concept of mind, suggesting that the mind is where individuals
form representations of group conversation. Whilst working with
groups, I find that actors have little trouble accepting this concept
of mind when referring to individuals. However, they often find
the concept of a group mind a little harder to accept. Yet the
individual mind is not a physical organ, unless you think of the
mind as being exactly the same as the brain. Mostly actors think
of the mind as being a combination of brain function and feel-
ings, values and beliefs. Irrespective of how you conceive of the
concept of individual mind, in CRPs theory, the mind refers to
the representations formed through the conversational process,
which Stacey points out is dependent on a process of using
language symbols to convey meaning. Individual minds and the
group mind are shaped simultaneously by each other, as long as
we are engaged and open during the conversation. That is, when
one person speaks, other group members’ minds will be influ-
enced in some way at the same time as influencing the group
mind, that is, the representation of the conversation held in
common and collectively by the group.

This is a particularly unique human process and capacity
that is reliant on our use of a complex language to communicate.
Depending on the type of conversational pattern (see the
three types outlined previously), individual and group minds will
remain stable, evolve or, perhaps, suddenly change in a surprising
way if a new representation emerges in an individual’s mind and
they articulate that representation in a way that influences the
group mind. According to CRPs theory, group discourse is a
reflexive process, where both individual and group minds are
simultaneously shaping, and being shaped by each other.

Diversity is critical in HDGs if the potential for emergence of
new knowledge is to be maximised. It can be easily seen that if
we assemble a relatively homogeneous group, there would be
more probability of a normalising conversational pattern than in
a HDG. However, the right amount of diversity is also important
for, if the diversity is too great, participants will have difficulty
understanding each other. For example, I have seen this in some
groups within universities when working with actors from
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disparate faculties. On one occasion, I watched as an architect
spoke very intelligently about a proposal for a built environment
within a university. Whilst intelligent and passionate, it was far
too conceptual, and the language used was specialised and
‘foreign’ to other group actors, so much so that some of the
scientists in the group were completely unable to understand
what the message was. I am not knocking scientists or architects
here � just illustrating how our diverse life histories can make
communication difficult. Of course, over time, had the indivi-
duals chose to stay engaged, they might have built understanding
and perhaps new ideas may have arisen as a result. Unfortunately,
in this instance, this was not the case. The point is CRPs need
diversity but that diversity needs to be shared in a way that others
can engage with it.

In this short overview of CRPs theory, I hope to have
highlighted the importance for KEs to focus on the finer processes
of conversations within HDGs and to have alerted you to the
type of skill set needed to master the KE role.

Knowledge Entrepreneurs and Complex
Responsive Processes
Of the three types of conversational patterns outlined earlier, I
have already suggested that the aim is to produce the third type
in HDGs � that of the rapid emergence pattern. To be clear here,
this pattern does not suggest that the conversation is necessarily a
rapid one but refers to the rate at which a new thought emerges
in an individual’s mind and is adopted into the group mind. The
timing of such emergence is unpredictable. It might occur at any
time in a discourse; therefore, HDGs need to be prepared to
spend time engaged in exploring diversity without a promise of
new knowledge necessarily emerging. However, to maximise the
potential for this to happen, group actors need to share their per-
spectives, engage openly and think creatively. To do this well
requires actors with well-developed personal and interpersonal
skills. This is the role of the KE. In Part 1, I introduce the
Knowledge Entrepreneur Toolkit � a practical guide to develop-
ing these skills.

It is important not to underestimate the skills needed to play
this role well. The KE Toolkit introduces a set of models for each
of the four components of self-awareness, self-management,
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social awareness and relationship management. These models
draw from an eclectic range of disciplines and practice and have
all been proven effective over a long period in providing practical
guidance in developing the skills of the KE role. It is a practical
toolkit that acknowledges universities are busy places and time is
a premium resource. For this reason, Part 2 outlines processes to
develop the KE role in HDGs that involve intensive experiential
training and applied action learning. These processes have proven
most successful in transferring awareness into workplace prac-
tice. They aim at achieving mastery of the KE role as opposed to
less sophisticated processes that employ largely didactic training,
and that are aimed primarily at raising awareness, rather than at
mastery of the skills. To reiterate, the KE role is essential if
HDGs are to create new ideas that lead to innovation. When all
the actors of a group commit to mastering the KE role, they can
expect to enjoy unprecedented levels of trust, respect and robust-
ness in their group processes.

The KE role, or more specifically the KE Toolkit, is the focus
of Part 1. In Part 2, we will look at applying the KE to two uni-
versity environments:

1. High diversity leadership groups
2. High diversity research groups

I see these two environments as offering major and immedi-
ate opportunities to develop and deploy the role of the KE,
although I want to stress, however, that the role of KE can have
considerable application and impact in other forums beyond
these two environments. Each of these environments will be
briefly discussed below; however, they will be discussed in more
detail in Part 2, which focuses specifically on HDGs.

High Diversity Leadership Groups
(HDLGs)
Leadership groups already exist in name in many functional sites
throughout universities (e.g. schools, faculties, research centres,
business units senior governance). Commonly, these groups per-
form both management and leadership functions and from expe-
rience, they do an excellent job of blurring these two functions!
Be under no illusion, management and leadership are two distinct
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functions that require very different skill sets, especially if univer-
sities are to adapt to the challenges they face with regard to
changing client and community expectations of them. Now,
more than any other time in the history of universities, leadership
groups (as compared to individual leaders) are expected to develop
relevant, innovative and exciting visions for their futures. Yet, little
consideration is given to cultures and skill sets needed to do this
work in groups, upon which the futures of universities depend.

A group of actors, often in the same meeting, commonly per-
form management and leadership functions, yet they rarely differ-
entiate between when they are specifically doing management or
doing leadership. However, it is well documented that the skills
required to do management are very different from the skills
required to do leadership. Management is most usually described
as a rational activity. It is concerned with resource allocation
directed towards achieving specific outcomes, the constant evalu-
ation of measurable or observable effects of that allocation and
the modification of the resource allocation to ensure the desired
outcomes are achieved. Management is accompanied by a range
of measures designed to achieve focused effort towards achieving
the desired outcomes through the use of measures such as reward
systems. It is mostly based on ‘cause and effect’ or Newtonian
thinking, with managers being accountable to the organisation
for the efficient and effective use of resources.

On the other hand, leadership is concerned with the future
direction of the organisation and as there are many possible
futures and given that the future cannot be ‘known’, it is a much
less rational activity � especially if a vision of the future has few
precedents to act as a model or template. Leadership involves a
curious combination of courage, imagination, high-level intelli-
gences, power and politics and sometimes charisma. Using
knowledge of the past and present, a leadership group must
decide if the future vision for the organisation should remain sim-
ilar to its current state (i.e. stable), whether some aspects of its
operations should be changed (i.e. incremental change) or some-
times if major change is needed (i.e. transformational change).
Irrespective of the scale of change, leadership not only requires
visioning of the future by the leadership group but it must also
somehow convince the broader organisation to adopt that vision
and agree to realigning its resources towards achieving it. It often
involves change.

HDLGs are leadership groups that are strategically assem-
bled to ensure that high degrees of diversity are present. They
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seek innovation and their underlying rationale is that the poten-
tial for new knowledge, insights and innovation is maximised if
high degrees of diversity are intelligently held in tension by the
enactment of the KE role. However, often leadership groups
are assembled on a representative basis, assuming that those
representing different interests will ensure all interests will be
represented. This is fine for management groups; however, if
leadership is looking for innovative solutions, then there are two
questions that arise:

1. Is the diversity of the appropriate type that is needed to
examine difficult issues and produce innovative responses?

2. Do those present have the skills to do more than advocate
and protect the interests they represent?

Assuming that innovation (in the form of exciting visions of
the future) is a key goal of HDLGs, then the diversity that is so
valued by these groups also presents a considerable challenge to
the group. Again, if not managed skilfully, the diversity can lead
to conflict or placative compromise. Therefore, careful develop-
mental planning is needed to nurture the group culture so neces-
sary for KEs to perform.

The KE role, played skilfully, is essential if leadership groups
are to achieve anything more than to clone the organisation.
However, leadership groups in universities commonly enact the
same cultural rituals they use to manage, and actors commonly
deploy the same skill set as they do for management. Making
a clear distinction between the activities of management and
leadership is an important first step to effective group leadership.
Developing competence in playing the KE role and then adopting
processes to showcase a HDLG’s potential will distinguish an
innovative HDLG from a group of senior actors going through
the motions of leadership.

High Diversity Research Groups
(HDRGs)
There are significant calls for moving beyond the boundaries of
disciplines to conduct research, and in fact, there are already
many examples where universities have committed significant
resources to doing just that � creating research environments
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that transcend the boundaries of established disciplines. Mostly,
such environments have arisen and become successful through
the initiatives taken by inspired individuals from within universi-
ties. These initiatives go by many names, yet what they have in
common are claims to conduct research away from the bound-
aries of disciplines. In this book, I am suggesting that this type of
research is best achieved by groups, whom I refer to as High
Diversity Research Groups (HDRGs).

It is sufficient at this stage to note that HDRGs stand in con-
trast to the more common disciplinary and multidisciplinary
research activities conducted within and between universities.
HDRGs are research-focused HDGs that intentionally bring
diverse researchers and other perspectives together to intelligently
explore that diversity for new knowledge. Like leadership HDGs,
HDRGs will have diversity represented by and from differing
academic discipline perspectives, real-life experience and person-
alities, and consequently this presents challenges for communica-
tion. This is especially so given that researchers will bring with
them assumptions from their disciplinary cultures, others from
lived experience and perhaps industry and agency perspectives
that can vary remarkably, even to the point that the language
used by some actors will be ‘foreign’ to others.

I am not suggesting that discipline-based or multidisciplinary
research teams should be replaced by HDRGs or that they are
becoming irrelevant. Clearly this is not the case, and HDRGs
will continue to be the exception rather than the rule for some
time to come. However, they are an important exception that are
especially relevant to research endeavours aimed at large-scale,
complex, real-world problems that require diverse perspectives
being brought to a crucible in order to yield new perspectives
and innovative solutions to what are often referred to as being
‘grand challenges’ or ‘wicked problems’.

As with leadership groups, HDRGs are often established
with the best of intentions, yet employ procedures and practices
from other types of research groups. Researchers enact the same
roles as they would in a disciplinary research group, failing to
appreciate the skills needed to effectively work with such diver-
sity in a non-discipline specific way. The KE role, based on the
KE toolkit, is well suited to HDRGs and arguably essential if
HDRGs are to exploit the full potential that they offer.

Both of these environments are discussed further in Part 2.
By identifying these two university environments, as before, I do
not mean to suggest the KE role is limited only to those forums.
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Whilst they provide obvious and immediate opportunities for the
KE to add considerable value, universities would benefit more
generally from actors enacting the skills of the KE in their daily
interactions. If enacted more generally, the KE role would also
result in a significant change to the broader cultures of interac-
tions in universities.

Developing KEs: Breaking the Training
Mould
In Chapter 10, I outline the development processes that I have
found to be most effective in establishing HDG cultures and
teaching actors to master the KE role. Building on Part 1 (where
the role of KE is explained in detail) and Part 2 (where I discuss
two university environments for the KE), Chapter 10 specifically
details practical approaches to the development of KEs and
high-performance HDGs. These approaches are based on the
principles of experiential, adult and action learning, as well as
incorporate knowledge from a diverse range of disciplines. Most
importantly, they have been developed and proven to be effective
over many years. The most important point made in Chapter 10
is that my approach to development stands in contrast to those
commonly experienced in university sponsored organisational
development activities in four significant ways:

1. It is challenging: the KE role is a sophisticated one and
our approach to developing competency requires that lear-
ners expose themselves and take some learning risks. This
contrasts to relatively safe and theoretical approaches mostly
experienced in universities.

2. It is built around the unique and practical KE Toolkit that
has been developed by thoughtful melding of a diverse range
of theories and models. In contrast, it is more common for
development activities to be based on a singular or non-
integrated collection of theories or models.

3. The approach is aimed squarely at effective workplace
deployment of the KE role, developed through experiential
and action learning whilst attaching an expectation that the
role be demonstrated through behavioural competencies. To
achieve this, I advocate a longitudinal approach with multi-
ple phases to ensure sustainability. This contrasts to the
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commonly experienced theoretical and ‘one-off’ training
events mostly employed in universities.

4. The approach to facilitation is unique and involves deep learn-
ing facilitation that is very different from rational training.

Of course, there are implications of this approach to universi-
ties. There are resource, expertise, commitment and risk implica-
tions that must be considered carefully before committing to this
approach. However, I believe that the role of KEs in universities
is so important and offers to impact so significantly on universi-
ties cultures and performance that its adoption into universities’
development cultures is not only timely but also strategic.

The KE role can amplify the intellectual power of universities
and their impact on real-world issues. It is a role that I believe is
not well developed by many actors working in universities and
one that is not widely valued at present. Yet arguably, the need
for the role is greater than ever before. The challenge is for those
working in universities to critically examine the potential of KEs
and HDGs and to resist the hubris so commonly deployed to
stabilise organisational cultures.
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