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Abstract 

One important question in today’s corporate world: Which leadership style is more effective in 

running a successful enterprise? Previously, the research on the effectivity of transformational and 

transactional leadership styles was limited due to the mere comparison of one’s effectivity over the 

other. However, the single leadership approach may not yield more incredible benefits. The present 

study intends to explore the combination of leadership styles that are more effective in handling ill-

defined problems. The study intends to explain the unique combination of future-focused charismatic, 

past-focused ideological, and present-focused pragmatic leadership in creating a conducive 

environment for knowledge creation and subsequent employees’ innovative work behavior (IWB). The 

software developers in IT companies registered under Pakistan Software Export Board make up the 

study population. The research comprised quantitative data collected from four cities in Pakistan: 

Karachi, Lahore, Islamabad, and Rawalpindi, using a purposive sampling approach. PLS-SEM has 

been used for the analysis of 362 responses. The results found a positive relationship between 

charismatic and pragmatic leadership and employee IWB; however, the effect was insignificant for 

ideological leadership. The study found a positive association between Charismatic, Ideological, and 

Pragmatic (CIP) leadership and employees’ Knowledge Creation. An indirect relationship was 

observed for mediation analysis and found significant positive mediation of employees’ knowledge 

creation between CIP leadership and employees’ IWB. The findings depicted that there is no fit-for-

all approach to leadership, and a context-specific CIP leadership approach may serve the best. The 

IT sector may yield more advantages from the study as the success of the software projects is based 

on IT professionals’ knowledge and innovative behavior. The present study has novelty as it is the 

first to explain the role of CIP leadership in employee IWB in the IT industry. Moreover, also novel in 

explaining the mediation of Knowledge creation between CIP leadership and employees’ IWB. 

Keywords:  CIP Leadership, Outstanding Leadership, Knowledge Creation, Innovative Work 

Behavior, Dynamic Theory of Knowledge Creation 

Introduction 

Organizations face many challenges in today’s competitive world related to performance and 

innovation. Leaders’ prime responsibility is building a conducive culture to encourage employees’ 

creativity and innovation. However, the study on the role of different leadership styles and approaches 

to employee and organizational innovation is still evolving. The present study intends to highlight the 

dichotomy generated by the literature where transformational leadership has dominated the entire 

domain (Erhan et al., 2022; Gorgens-Ekermans & Roux, 2021). However, the present research argues 

that a uniform approach to leadership may not be effective in every situation and every domain; 

instead, a context-specific CIP approach to leadership may yield better results. The CIP approach is a 

unique combination of future-focused charismatic, past-focused ideological, and present-focused 

pragmatic leadership styles and is expected to address the shortcomings of each other (Higgs, 2021). 

Previously transformational leadership has dominated the leadership research, and excessive 

positivity toward transformational styles has created a fog over the whole domain (Antonakis et al., 
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2016; Cai, 2021; Zhu et al., 2019). Besides notable positive features of the transformational approach, 

it may bring undesirable consequences to the followers and the organizations (Cai, 2021). 

Charisma is the fundamental part of the transformational approach, and the same is liable to influence 

followers to take the risk and may instigate the followers to breach ethical values. Transformational 

leadership can also lead to workaholism in the quest to achieve goals (Cai, 2021; Fragouli, 2018). 

Literature on leadership has evolved over the last three decades, and on the consensus, the unifocal 

leadership approach is no longer effective in highly dynamic present-day organizations. Instead, 

leadership requires a combination of leadership styles capable of fulfilling the limitations of each 

other (Higgs, 2021). 

  The highly competitive environment demands visionary leadership capable of creating a 

knowledge-sharing culture for subsequent creativity and innovation (Li et al., 2019). The studies 

exploring the conduciveness of leadership roles in building a knowledge-sharing culture are evolving. 

According to Alblooshi et al. (2020), future studies can investigate the contribution of different 

leadership roles in innovation other than organizational innovation. Innovation and incredibly 

innovative work behavior are essential to ensure survival and a competitive edge in the highly 

dynamic environment of the IT industry. Software developers working in the IT companies of 

Pakistan are the population of the present study. Innovation is crucial in the IT industry for different 

reasons; products are fastmoving, survival in such a competitive environment requires innovative 

employees, and a shorter product life cycle requires continuous innovation (Ahsan et al., 2022; Ali et 

al., 2020; Bhatti et al., 2021; Latif et al., 2020).  

The study may present different theoretical contributions and practical implications. The 

study contributes to the Dynamic Theory of Knowledge Creation by explaining that all three styles of 

CIP leadership are productive for knowledge creation. Moreover, the dynamic interaction of explicit 

and tacit knowledge creates new knowledge, which augments employee IWB. The present study also 

presents practical implications for the IT industry by explaining that a single leadership style is no 

more effective in contemporary organizations. Instead, the combination of leadership styles may yield 

better outcomes. Leadership styles are domain-specific, such as charismatic style for politics, 

ideological for religion, and pragmatic for business domains (Hunter & Lovelace, 2020). The present 

study presents that charismatic and pragmatic leadership styles are effective for employee innovation; 

however, no significant relationship has been observed between ideological leadership and employee 

innovation. Moreover, all three CIP leadership styles are found effective for employee knowledge 

creation. The study presents another practical implication concerning the organizational environment. 

The more the leadership can create a conducive environment for knowledge creation, highly will 

employee innovation.  

Literature Review and Research Hypotheses 

CIP Leadership 

CIP leadership is often called outstanding leadership due to its potential and effectiveness in 

achieving exceptional performance (Lovelace et al., 2019). CIP leadership comprises three distinct 

leadership styles: charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic. CIP leadership is gaining more popularity 

than previous transformational and transactional approaches due to the ability to use multiple 

pathways in achieving the desired outcomes. CIP leadership styles are distinct but equally viable 

approaches to leading and influencing people in various fields (Hunter & Lovelace, 2020). Since its 

inception, CIP leadership has been applied to multiple domains, like politics (Crayne & Medeiros, 

2021), religion (Watts et al., 2019), and business (Figueiredo et al., 2022). CIP leadership theory was 

introduced almost two decades ago (Strange & Mumford, 2002) and is grounded in the notion that 

there is no single best approach to leadership.  

Charismatic is a future-oriented transformational style of leadership; where leaders’ vision 

influences followers’ motivation (Higgs, 2021). Charisma brings a future-oriented positive vision and 

has a variety of objectives to inspire and motivate followers. However, it may have negative 

consequences. Charismatic leaders are enthusiastic and self-confident, which may lead to 

overconfidence and narcissism (Fragouli, 2018). In contrast, ideological is a past-oriented, 

transformational style of leadership, where leaders’ emotions inspire followers (Mumford & Strange, 

2013). Ideological leadership is more effective where leaders and followers have shared beliefs 

(Mumford, 2006). However, ideological leaders’ past orientation limits their flexibility by influencing 

followers to achieve previously attained goals (Higgs, 2021). Pragmatic leadership is a present-
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focused, transactional style consider both positive and negative aspects to reach a viable solution. 

Pragmatic leaders use logical arguments to convince followers. Unlike charismatic and ideological, 

pragmatic leaders are not committed to a single philosophy or ideology.   

Charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership differs in their cognitive styles. 

Charismatic leaders are skilled communicators, ideological leaders work comfortably with like-

minded followers, and pragmatic leaders rely on logical appeal and rational persuasion. Although 

these styles are distinct according to their orientation; however, they may exist in a single domain 

(Hunter & Lovelace, 2020).  

Table 1: Prescriptive mental models of differences among charismatic, ideological, and 

pragmatic leaders 
 Charismatic Ideological Pragmatic 

Time frame Future Past Present 

Type of experience used Positive Negative Both 

Nature of outcome sought Positive Transcendent Malleable 

Number of outcomes sought Multiple Few Variable 

Focus in model construction External Internal External 

Locus of causation  People Situation Interactive 

Controllability of causation High Low Selective 

Adopted from (Hunter & Lovelace, 2020) 

CIP approach differs from other approaches as it does not speak to the leaders’ performance. 

Instead, it concerns how leaders think to get to the problem (Lovelace et al., 2019).  

Employee Innovative Work Behavior (IWB) 

Creativity is the most important determinant of employee innovative work behavior, leading to 

organizational innovation (Figueiredo et al., 2022). Employees’ innovative work behavior is the 

intentional generation, promotion, and implementation of valuable ideas for innovative outcomes. 

Employee innovation is the three-step behavioural process. Problem recognition is the first step, 

where the employee identifies the problem and bring some idea for resolution. Innovation is a socio-

political process and can be resisted by those committed to the existing framework of beliefs and 

actions. Promotion of the idea is the second stage, where the innovator seeks approval or necessary 

power behind the idea to convert it into an innovative product. The last stage of innovative work 

behavior is idea implementation, where employees build prototypes to transform the idea into 

something tangible or presentable form (Grobben, 2022). Besides many other industries, the software 

industry is fast-moving, where continuous innovation determines the survival and competitive edge 

(Onhon, 2019). The firms operating in the IT industry should be more innovative than in the past 

(Bhatti et al., 2021). Innovative Work Behavior entails that individuals should go beyond their job 

requirements to produce something different. The distinction between creativity and innovation is 

essential. Employee creativity focuses on the detection and generation of ideas and sets the first stage 

of employees’ innovation; however, employee innovation goes beyond for promotion and 

implementation of the concept.  

Role of CIP Leadership in Employee Innovative Work Behavior  

The literature review by Alblooshi et al. (2020) found that various leadership styles influence the 

organizational climate, employee and leadership behavior, learning, and knowledge sharing and 

directly or indirectly contribute to organizational innovation. Previous studies on leadership and 

employee innovation revolve around transactional and transformational approached to leadership and 

established a positive impact of transformational leadership on employees innovation (Sutardi et al., 

2022) and a negative effect on transactional leadership (Tian et al., 2018), but with few exceptions 

(Udin et al., 2022b).  

The introduction of the CIP approach to leadership has changed the landscape dominated by 

typical transformational and transactional approaches to leadership by arguing that effective 

leadership is context-dependent and mere comparison of transactional and transformational leadership 

approaches to innovation does not meet the cause. In contrast, the organization may explore the 

contribution of CIP leadership due to its potential to understand past, present, and future concerns 

(Higgs, 2021). The literature is on the shift from typical leadership approaches to those more effective 

in twenty-first-century organizations. Charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership present a 

unique combination of leadership styles that assist leaders in understanding the context and behavior 

accordingly and can address shortcomings of each other (Higgs, 2021).  
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According to forgoing research, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership are 

positively related to performance (Lovelace et al., 2019). However, their contribution to innovation is 

comparable. Charismatic leaders perform well in politics, ideological in religion and pragmatic in 

business domains (Hunter & Lovelace, 2020).  

Role of Charismatic Leadership in Innovative Work Behavior 

Charismatic is a value-based, future-oriented leadership style that presents greater flexibility and is 

known for transformational intent. These styles are known for their ability to formulate vision and 

guide followers in critical situations (Watts et al., 2019). Conceptualization of charismatic leadership 

in the CIP approach differs from earlier as Mumford emphasized leadership processes and leaders’ 

mental model, whereas earlier focused on the leadership outcomes (Griffith et al., 2018). Future-

oriented charismatic leadership articulates a vision distinct from the present and past and focuses on 

positive results associated with goal achievement. Charismatic leaders are skilled in communication 

and engage mass followers based on shared goals (Hunter & Lovelace, 2020). Charismatic leaders 

motivate employees and mobilize their innovative power to pursue organizational vision (Sutardi et 

al., 2022). Moreover, influence their followers to engage in innovative work behavior through 

visionary initiatives, mentoring, and creating a conducive environment for innovation. Based on the 

above discussion, it is hypothesized that, 

H1a: Charismatic leadership is positively related to innovative work behavior 

Role of Ideological Leadership in Innovative Work Behavior 

Ideological leaders propagate specific values, use past experiences, and emphasize previously proven 

successful goals. Their vision is based on values derived from negative personal or historical events, 

and they also tend to rely on negative sentiments while communicating with followers (Griffith et al., 

2018). Ideological leaders usually work in small groups of like-minded people and solve their 

problems by keeping past events in mind and their desire to return to the idealized past. These leaders 

have an internal ideology and select or ignore information incompatible with their ideology. 

Ideological leaders are good performers under crises; however, their past orientation limits their 

flexibility and results in rigid beliefs, which may be counterproductive for innovation. However, 

keeping the established positive relationship between ideological relationship and individual 

performance, it is hypothesized that, 

H1b: Ideological leadership is positively related to innovative work behavior 

Role of Pragmatic Leadership in Innovative Work Behavior 

Pragmatic leaders are present-focused, and the nature of the goal sought depends on the people and 

the existing situation. They use positive and negative experiences to reach a feasible solution to the 

current problem. They usually do not think about the past and the future rather, they are more 

concerned with the problem at hand. In contrast to charismatic and ideological leadership, pragmatic 

leaders rely on logical arguments rather than emotional appeal. Pragmatic leaders are more concerned 

with the present rather than relying on the future or focusing on the past. They are more concerned 

with the current problem and using existing resources to handle the situation. In contrast to 

charismatic, they are less likely to rely on a large group of people and develop well-connected and 

professional groups to solve the problem (Watts et al., 2019). Pragmatic leaders work efficiently in 

creative tasks and use rational arguments and realistic approaches to augment creativity. Pragmatic 

leaders are transactional and support incremental and radical innovation (Eni, 2022). Based on the 

above-stated literature review, it is hypothesized that; 

H1c:  Pragmatic leadership is positively related to employees’ innovative work behavior  

Dynamic Process of Knowledge Creation 

‘Why do some firms are more competitive than others?’. It is the central question to understand the 

role of knowledge in innovation. Previously, the firms were considered passive entities, which merely 

responded to the environment due to limited flexibility. However, in the late 20
th
 century, the view of 

the firms shifted from passiveness and rigidity to activeness and flexibility. Globalization triggered 

immense competition, and organizational endeavours of survival and competitiveness have forced the 

leadership to view the firm as an entity of knowledge creation. Today’s organizations are dynamic 

and actively interacting with the environment. Ikujiro Nonaka and Hirotaka Takeuchi introduced the 

SECI (Socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization) process of knowledge creation 

in their influential book Knowledge creating companies (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  



From Conventional to Outstanding Leadership: Exploring..……Mursaleen, Parveen & Shahzad 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

66 

SECI is the continuous interaction of tacit and explicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge is the 

one that is readily available in books, articles, newspapers, or any form of written material, so easy to 

share. In contrast, tacit knowledge resides in the human mind and organizational routine, which is 

challenging to impart (Duan et al., 2022). The knowledge creation theory is the dynamic interaction of 

explicit and tacit knowledge. The dynamic interaction of explicit ad tacit knowledge assists in creating 

new knowledge through socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization. 

Fig. SECI Model of knowledge creation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Dynamic Theory of Knowledge Creation (DTKC) is equally effective in providing a 

solid base for creating explicit and tacit knowledge. Explicit knowledge is more helpful in 

exploitation, while tacit knowledge in the exploration of knowledge. Exploiting knowledge is the 

development of knowledge already known, while exploration is the hunt for new knowledge. DTKC 

is equally effective for exploiting and exploring existing knowledge; both are productive for 

innovation (Tomlins et al., 2021; Yoo et al., 2021). 

Role of CIP Leadership in Employee Knowledge Creation 

Leadership roles contribute differently to employee motivation and willingness to share knowledge. 

CIP’s approach to leadership contains both transformational and transactional leadership roles, as 

charismatic and ideological are transformational, and pragmatic is transactional in nature (Eni, 2022; 

Eyal et al., 2020). Transformational leadership considers employees a valuable organizational 

resource and emphasizes the role of emotions and values in encouraging positive and creative 

employee behavior. Knowledge sharing, especially tacit knowledge, involves emotions and values to 

establish a strong relationship. Considering values makes the transformational leadership style more 

conducive to knowledge sharing. However, limited studies have been conducted to explain the 

relationship between transformational leadership and knowledge sharing, making it a more promising 

area that needs to be explored (Phong et al., 2018). Transformational leadership roles are considered 

productive for knowledge sharing due to presenting higher flexibility and more discretion to 

employees (Shafi et al., 2020). Considering above, positive relation of charismatic and ideological 

leadership with knowledge creation has been hypothesized. 

H2a. Charismatic leadership is positively related to employee knowledge creation. 
H2b. Ideological leadership is positively related to employee knowledge creation. 
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 A transactional leader focuses on objective exchange in response to the worker’s performance 

and communicates clear objectives to employees by clearly stating rewards and punishments (Judge & 

Piccolo, 2004). Transactional leadership builds productive culture conducive to knowledge sharing 

(Eni, 2022; Udin et al., 2022a). Opposingly, based on less flexibility in the leadership approach, 

previous studies found that the transactional approach to leadership is negatively related to knowledge 

sharing (Hakkak et al., 2021; Rawung et al., 2015; Yang, 2007). Pragmatic leadership is a present-

focused approach that considers negative and positive experiences to reach a viable solution. The 

current study hypothesizes a positive relationship between pragmatic leadership and employees’ 

knowledge creation based on the problem-solving approach.  

H2c. Pragmatic leadership is positively related to employee knowledge creation. 
Mediation of Knowledge Creation Between CIP Leadership and Employees’ Innovative Work 

Behavior  

The dynamic interaction of explicit and tacit knowledge creates new knowledge through socialization, 

externalization, combination, and internalization of knowledge. The dynamic process of knowledge 

creation is the hallmark of Nonaka’s Dynamic Theory of Knowledge Creation (See Fig-2.1). 

Leadership plays a significant role in motivating employees to share their knowledge, ultimately 

developing a conducive environment to augment employees’ innovation (Tian et al., 2018). The 

previous literature is on the consensus that knowledge management improves organizational 

innovation (Zhang et al., 2022), and knowledge-sharing behavior positively mediates transformational 

leadership and innovative work behavior. Knowledge sharing is an essential mediator between 

leadership and innovative work behavior as it generates a conducive environment of knowledge 

sharing, which ultimately augments employee innovation (Udin et al., 2022b). The present study is 

expected to contribute to the existing literature by examining the mediating role of knowledge 

creation between CIP leadership and employee IWB. The dynamic interaction of knowledge creation 

is expected to mediate positively between CIP leadership and innovation. 

H3a: Knowledge creation mediates between charismatic leadership and IWB. 

H3b:  Knowledge creation mediates between ideological leadership and IWB. 

H3c: Knowledge creation mediates between pragmatic leadership and IWB. 

Theoretical Framework  

Fig. Role of CIP leadership in knowledge creation and employee’s innovative work behavior. 

Methodology 

The research question determines the research methodology. The qualitative method may best serve 

the cause in exploring a specific phenomenon, while the quantitative approach may be the best for 

understanding the relationship between variables (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The current study 

intended to explain the conduciveness of outstanding leadership (Charismatic, ideological, and 
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quantitative research approach may better serve the cause in explaining the relationship between the 

study’s variables.  
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Population and Sample 

The population for the current study is the software developers working in IT companies registered at 

the Pakistan Software Export Board (PSEB). Software houses exist in all provinces, including federal 

areas of Pakistan. More than 4,000 IT companies are registered at PSEB, out of which 90% are 

located in four major cities; Lahore, Karachi, Islamabad, and Rawalpindi (PSEB, 2022). The 

appropriateness of sample size is essential while formulating research methodology. However, there is 

no rule of thumb for sample selection (Sekaran, 2011). PLS-SEM.10-times rule was followed to 

calculate the sample size (Hair, 2021). However, the sample was drawn more than the minimum 

requirement of PLS-SEM. 

Sampling Techniques  
The ideal condition of data collection necessitates the collection of responses from every member of 

the population; however, it would be impractical, time-consuming, and costly in large populations. 

The appropriate sampling technique may reduce the gap in the characteristics of the sample drawn 

from the overall population. In the current study, the exact number of software developers working in 

the PSEB registered IT companies is unknown, so the purposive sampling method for data collection 

is followed. The sampling technique corresponds to previous studies conducted in the IT sector (Pham 

et al., 2020; Reslan et al., 2021). 

Data Collection  
The data collection comprised two stages, and responses on predictor and criterion variables were 

temporarily separated to avoid self-response bias associated with the single data source. Official 

permission was sought from PSEB for data collection from registered IT companies. During data 

collection, an online questionnaire through google forms was forwarded to software developers 

working in IT companies registered at Pakistan Software Board (PSEB). The request was forwarded 

to only those knowledge workers directly involved in software development. Ethical and legal issues 

like credentials’ security were considered during data collection. IT companies were approached 

through an online questionnaire in the google form, and 362 responses were received from 133 IT 

companies located in four major cities: Karachi, Lahore, Islamabad, and Rawalpindi. During the first 

stage, respondents provided information on demographics, gender, age, experience, and independent 

variables; charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership. In the second stage, software experts 

provided their responses on mediating variables; knowledge creation and dependent variable, and 

innovative work behavior.  

Measures 
The study’s questionnaire was comprised of two sections; the first included questions related to the 

respondents’ demographic attributes. The second contained a closed-ended questionnaire (7-point 

Likert scale, 1= Almost Never to 7= Almost Always) for measurement of research variables. The 

Section-I of the questionnaire was used to collect data regarding demographic attributes of the 

respondents like; gender, age, experience, and the name of the IT company. The second section 

contains information related to the research’s variables. The study’s dependent variable, Employees’ 

IWB, was measured using a nine-item scale from Janssen (2000) having a Cronbach’s α = 0.95. 

Charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership styles (CIP) are the independent variables of the 

present study. The Lovelace (2017) scale was used to measure leadership roles with a thirty-six-item 

scale (twelve items each for Charismatic, Ideological, and Pragmatic), with Cronbach’s α = 0.90. The 

mediating variable, Knowledge creation, was measured using twenty items scale of Nonaka, Toyama, 

and Konno (2000), having a Cronbach’s α = 0.87.  

Control Variable 

Control variables are crucial to prevent because of their confounding effects on the study. The 

confounding variables are the third variable the researchers need to understand as the lack of 

awareness of control variables may lead to incorrect analysis. Employee gender, age, and experience 

are frequently controlled during research in innovation studies (Hammond et al., 2011; Tierney & 

Farmer, 2004). Literature depicts that female leaders are more inclined to participative leadership and 

less inclined to autocratic leadership roles (Moura et al., 2018).   The Increase in employee experience 

results in a more extraordinary ability to generate innovative ideas. The rationale behind controlling 

these variables is their reflection on task domain knowledge. 
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Data Analysis 

The primary objective of the current study is to understand the role of charismatic, ideological, and 

pragmatic leadership in augmenting employees’ IWB with the mediation of employee knowledge 

creation. The study results are reported and chronologically discussed, starting from the respondent’s 

profile, the description of statistics, reliability and validity measures, and analysis of the main effect 

through structural equation modeling. 

Respondent’s Profile and Descriptive Statistics 

The data was collected from 362 software developers working in 113 IT companies located in four 

cities: Lahore, Karachi, Islamabad, and Rawalpindi. Most of the respondents are male (84%), and 

most of them are young, with a mean age of 29 years and an average experience of 06 years.   

Cronbach’s alpha depicted internal consistency among the items. The Cronbach’s alpha of 

charismatic leadership (α =0.929), ideological leadership (α =0.940), pragmatic leadership (α =0.945), 

knowledge creation (α =0.942), and innovative work behavior (α =0.938) shown that the items of 

research scale are internally consistent. We found skewness and kurtosis within the range of -2 and 

+2, which shows the normality of the data, and the value for Cronbach’s alpha is above 0.70, which 

shows the instrument’s reliability. 

Structural Equation Modeling  

The PLS Equation Modelling version SmartPLS v. 3.3.9 software has been used for estimating the 

measurement and structural models. The SmartPLS could evaluate path models even with small 

sample sizes, also capable of handling non-normal data, and manage complex models efficiently. The 

SmartPLS provides outputs in the shape of variable path coefficients, items’ outer loadings, residuals, 

R Square, correlation, reliability, validity measures, VIF as collinearity statistics and specific indirect 

effects, effect size, and the model’s predictive relevance.  

Measurement Model  

The present study has five latent variables, all with reflective measurements (charismatic leadership, 

ideological leadership, pragmatic leadership, knowledge creation, and innovative work behavior). The 

loading threshold of 0.708 represents that the construct explains more than 50 % of the indicator’s 

variance (Hair et al., 2017). All loadings of the reflective construct were found above the threshold of 

0.70 except one item from ideological leadership and four items from employees’ knowledge creation. 

The composite reliability of charismatic leadership (0.939), ideological leadership (0.949), pragmatic 

leadership (0.952), knowledge creation (0.948), and innovative work behavior (0.948) depicted that 

all the study constructs are highly reliable in their internal consistency. The convergent validity is 

based on AVE, and in the present study, the values of AVE are charismatic leadership (0.560), 

ideological leadership (0.628), pragmatic leadership (0.624), knowledge creation (0.535), and 

innovative work behavior (0.669) are well above the minimum required level of 0.50 (Hair et al., 

2017), indicating convergent validity for all the variables. The HTMT, items’ cross loading and 

Fornell Larker criterion were checked to determine the discriminant validity. The HTMT values were 

significant and smaller than one. Conforming to the Fornell-Larcker, the square root of the AVE of 

each construct was found greater than the variable’s highest correlation with other study variables in 

the model. Conforming to the HTMT, items’ cross-loading, and Fornell Larker criterion, the 

discriminant validity was proved (Hair et al., 2017).  

Table 2: Reflective measurement model summary results and HTMT 

Latent Variable 
Composite 

Reliability 
AVE 

Convergent 

validity 

Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 

CL IL PL IWB KC 

CL 0.939 0.560 Yes      

IL 0.949 0.628 Yes 0.766     

PL 0.952 0.624 Yes 0.590 0.651    

KC 0.948 0.535 Yes 0.701 0.642 0.696   

IWB 0.948 0.669 Yes 0.554 0.562 0.575 0.724  

Note: CL= Charismatic leadership, IL= Ideological, PL=Pragmatic Leadership, KC= Knowledge 

creation, and IWB= Innovative work behavior 

Structural Model  

The current study used a sample size of 362 for empirical PLS-SEM analysis. The structural model 

was checked for collinearity problems before interpreting the results. Collinearity assessment requires 

the tolerance value of each predictor should be higher than 0.20, and VIF should be lower than 05 
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(Hair et al., 2017). The study complies with the required tolerance criterion, and VIF is free from 

collinearity issues. The results of tolerance and VIF are tabulated below. 

Table 3: Collinearity Assessment (Innovative Work Behavior: Dependent Variable)  
Constructs VIF Tolerance 

Charismatic Leadership 3.343 0.299 

Ideological Leadership 2.962 0.338 

Pragmatic Leadership 2.888 0.346 

Knowledge Creation  2.226 0.449 

Table 3 represented that VIF and Tolerance values conform well to the required criterion; 

therefore, collinearity is not an issue for the present study. Moreover, no unequal scatter was 

observed, depicting that heteroscedasticity is not the issue of the present study. The data for predictor 

and criterion variable was collected in two different periods to avoid the common method variance; 

moreover, Harman’s single factor test presented an unrotated single factor < 50% on all indicators, 

depicting the present study is free from common method variance bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Main Effect Model  

The path coefficients depicted the relationships among the constructs, and results were analyzed 

through coefficients, t-value, and p-value. The path coefficient value of 0.10 or above is usually 

considered significant, and below is the other way around (Hair et al., 2017). The results depicted a 

positive relationship between charismatic leadership and innovative work behavior (β=0.303, p value 

< 0.001), hence accepting H1. However, the relationship between Ideological leadership and 

innovative work behavior was found insignificant (β=0.019, p value = 0.711), so current research 

hasn’t found any support to reject the null hypothesis that Ideological leadership does not affect 

innovative work behavior. Moreover, the relationship between Pragmatic leadership and innovative 

work behavior was significantly positive (β=0.276, p value < 0.001) hence accepting H3.  

While explaining the role of charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership in employees’ 

knowledge creation; CL and KC (β=0.218, p value < 0.005), IL and KC (β=0.187 p value < 0.035), 

and PL and KC (β=0.310, p value < 0.001) the results provided support for the acceptance of 

hypothesis H3, H4, and H5. The coefficient of determination R
2 

value evaluates the structural model. 

The R
2 

value represents the amount of variance in the dependent variable explained by the 

independent variables. The R
2 

values 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25 have been classified respectively as 

substantial, moderate, and weak (Hair et al., 2017). The present study’s model is moderate, as the R
2 

values are 0.655 and 0.382 for innovative work behavior and knowledge creation, respectively. 

Moreover, control variables, gender, age, and experience, are found insignificant, depicting that 

employees’ IWB does not change with the difference in employee age, gender, and experience. 

Fig. Main Effect Model 

 
Note- t-value is in parenthesis. Gen= Gender, Exp= Experience. 
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Mediating Effect Model 

The present study presented another novelty by explaining the mediating effect of employee 

knowledge creation between charismatic, ideological, and charismatic leadership styles and 

employees’ IWB. The direct relationships between CL and KC (β=0.218, p-value < 0.005), IL and KC 

(β=0.187, p-value < 0.035), PL and KC (β=0.310, p-value < 0.001) were significant. The direct and 

significant relationship between KC and employees’ IWB (β=0.379, p-value < 0.001) supported 

mediation analysis. Indirect effects for mediation analysis were examined through bootstrapping with 

362 bootstrap cases. The bootstrap sample, 1000 was used to check the significance of indirect results. 

The indirect effects presented that employee knowledge creation significantly mediates the 

relationship between CL and employees’ IWB (β = 0.083, p-value < 0.010), IL and employees’ IWB 

(β = 0.071, p-value < 0.042) and PL and employees’ IWB (β = 0.117, P value < 0.001). 

Table 4: The mediating effects of knowledge creation (IV= charismatic leadership, ideological 

leadership, and pragmatic leadership) 
Observation Path Path Coefficient’s T-Values Hypothesis VAF 

CL IWB 0.303 5.230*** H1a (accepted) 
0.215 

(22%) 
CL KC 0.218 2.795** H2a (accepted) 

CL KC IWB 0.083 2.566** H3a (accepted) 

IL IWB 0.019 0.370 H1b (Rejected) 
0.789 

(79%) 
IL KC 0.187 2.109* H2b (accepted) 

IL KC IWB 0.071 2.039* H3a (accepted) 

PL IWB 0.276 3.748*** H1c (accepted) 
0.298 

(30%) 
PL KC 0.310 4.973*** H2c (accepted) 

PL KC IWB 0.117 3.406*** H3a (accepted) 

Note: CL= Charismatic leadership, IL= Ideological leadership PL= Pragmatic leadership, KC= 

Knowledge creation, IWB= Innovative Work Behavior. 

*p< .05, **p< .01, ***p<001 

Discussions 

The present explanatory research served well to understand the effect of charismatic, ideological, and 

pragmatic leadership in supporting employees to create new knowledge and to enhance their 

innovative work behavior. The leadership literature has shifted from conventional roles to those more 

advantageous to twenty-first-century organizations (Watts et al., 2019). In such pursuit, the unique 

combination of the Charismatic, Ideological, and Pragmatic (CIP) leadership proposes a variety of 

leadership styles capable of handling shortcomings of each other and also developing into a practical 

approach to leadership (Crayne & Medeiros, 2021). The research data for the study was collected 

from software developers working in IT companies registered at PSEB. The study’s findings have 

provided some important insights for IT companies to understand how outstanding leadership roles, 

charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic, contribute to creating knowledge and subsequently 

augmenting innovative work behavior. 

Findings 

The present research outcomes helped to substantiate and contradict what was already known about 

the study constructs and their relationships. Moreover, some new and important findings have been 

drawn, previously not covered in the literature.  

Research question 1. What is the effect of CIP leadership on employees’ innovative work behavior? 

The future-oriented charismatic leaders formulate broad goals and support creativity (Lee et al., 

2021), while present-focused pragmatic leaders use rational appeals to solve in-hand problems 

(Lovelace et al., 2019). The results depict that charismatic and pragmatic leadership augment 

employee IWB. Pragmatic leaders are transactional and previous literature has presented inconsistent 

findings. Studies conducted by Udin et al. (2022b) and Ather (2021) found an insignificant 

relationship between transactional leadership and innovative work behavior. However, Partlow 

(2016), Hussain et al. (2017) Crayne & Medeiros (2021) found a positive relationship between 

transactional leadership and employee innovation. The present study presents that all transactional 

leadership roles are not counterproductive for innovation and pragmatic leadership has a positive 

relationship with employees’ IWB. Ideological leaders are transformational in nature and propagate 

specific values, use previous experiences, and focus on formerly recognized successful goals. 

Ideological leaders typically work in small groups and solve problems considering past events. The 

present study hypothesized a positive relationship between ideological leadership and innovative work 
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behavior; however, the results depict an insignificant relationship. It may be due to past-focused 

ideological leadership ignoring the present and future concerns.  

Research question 2. What is the effect of CIP leadership on employees’ knowledge creation? 

Charismatic leadership brings flexibility to the organization and inspires followers to accomplish 

broad goals, while ideological leaders accomplish goals by motivating people to follow shared beliefs. 

Charismatic and ideological leadership styles are transformational, and previous literature presented 

the positive effect of transformational leadership on knowledge creation (Afsar et al., 2017; Scuotto et 

al., 2022; Yoo et al., 2021). The present study has found a positive relationship between charismatic 

and ideological leadership and employees creating knowledge, consistent with the previous literature. 

Moreover, the pragmatic leadership style is known for its problem-focused approach and influences 

individuals with relevant knowledge to solve the in-hand problem. Consistent with the previous 

literature, the present study found pragmatic leadership positively related to employees’ knowledge 

sharing (Udin et al., 2022b).  

Research question 3. What is the relationship between knowledge creation and innovative work 

behavior? 

Knowledge creation is the major determinant of innovation. Previous studies have explained that the 

creation of new knowledge is the precursor of innovation and the dynamic interaction of tacit and 

explicit knowledge fosters innovation (Perez-luno et al., 2019; Radaelli et al., 2014). The results 

demonstrated that knowledge creation has a significant and positive relationship with the employees’ 

IWB. Innovation is crucial for the IT industry to compete and grow, so organizations should promote 

knowledge-sharing culture to augment innovation in software developers. 

Research question 4. Does knowledge creation mediate the effects of CIP leadership on employees’ 

IWB? 

The present study has novelty in establishing theoretically and empirically mediating links of 

knowledge creation between the CIP leadership and employees’ IWB. The present study is possibly 

the first to explain the mediation of employees’ knowledge creation between CIP leadership and 

employees’ IWB. The results present that knowledge creation partially mediates between charismatic 

and pragmatic leadership and employees’ IWB and fully mediates between ideological leadership and 

employees’ IWB. According to the previous literature on leadership, the present study has novelty in 

explaining the mediation of knowledge creation between CIP leadership and employees’ innovative 

behavior.   

Theoretical Contributions  

The study presented various contributions to the CIP approach to leadership and Dynamic Theory of 

Knowledge Creation (DTKC). First, the CIP approach to leadership argues that a single style may not 

be productive in every situation. The findings contribute to the theory by presenting that both 

transformational and transactional approaches to leadership may be effective for innovation 

depending upon the adaption of context-specific leadership styles. Charismatic is transformational, 

and pragmatic is the transactional leadership style, and both are productive for employees’ IWB. 

However, ideological is the transformational style but is found insignificant. The findings present 

theoretical contributions to the leadership literature that understanding of context is essential, and 

leaders should adopt a specific style conducive to the situation.  

Second, by explaining the role of CIP leadership in knowledge creation by depicting that all 

three leadership styles, charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic, positively contribute to knowledge 

creation. Third, dynamic interaction of explicit and tacit knowledge in the dynamic process of 

knowledge creation positively augments employee IWB. Fourth, the present study contributes to the 

DTKC by presenting the indirect effects of CIP leadership on employees’ IWB through the dynamic 

process of knowledge creation. The mediation of knowledge creation is so important that if leadership 

creates a conducive environment for knowledge creation, such environment is so helpful that 

mediation of knowledge creation can convert the insignificant role of ideological leadership and 

innovative work behavior into a significantly positive relationship.  

Practical Implication 

Software developers working in IT companies registered under Pakistan Software Export Board 

(PSEB) are the population of the present study. The study results presented some important practical 

implications. Previously, transformational leadership was considered more effective, while 

transactional leadership was believed to be counterproductive for innovation. However, this previous 
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discourse on transformational and transactional leadership’s contribution to innovation is no more 

effective in contemporary organizations. Out of three CIP leadership roles, charismatic and 

ideological are transformational, and pragmatic is transactional in nature. According to the present 

study, charismatic leadership positively impacts employees’ IWB; however, the relationship between 

ideological leadership and innovative work behavior is insignificant. The insignificant of ideological 

leadership to innovative work behavior presents essential insight to the leadership, that not all 

transformational roles are productive for innovation. Moreover, a significantly positive relationship 

between pragmatic leadership and innovative work behavior presents that not every role of 

transactional leadership is counterproductive for innovation. 

Secondly, all three CIP leadership styles have been found to be positively related to 

knowledge creation. The present-focused pragmatic leadership is at the top, and future-focused 

charismatic and past-focused ideological leadership are at the second and third, respectively. The 

present findings contribute to the practice by illustrating that all three CIP leadership styles, whether 

transactional or transformational, are favourable in creating a conducive environment for knowledge 

creation. The third practical implication is related to the conduciveness of the organizational 

environment. The more competent IT companies’ leadership in creating a favourable environment for 

employee knowledge creation, then all three CIP leadership styles will cause higher employees’ IWB. 

Furthermore, knowledge creation is so valuable for innovation that it can change the insignificant 

relationship of ideological leadership to employee IWB into a significant positive relationship.  

Limitation and Future Research Directions 

The limitations of the present study are expected to open new avenues for future research. The present 

study has followed single source data collection; however, in the future, the multilevel study can also 

be conducted by collecting responses from followers and leaders. The multilevel study may increase 

the generalization of findings. Second, the present model has been tested in the context of software 

development teams. However, the model can be applied in industries and domains other than business 

as leadership performs differently in different contexts. Charismatic leadership is more effective in 

politics, ideological in religion, and pragmatic in business organizations (Hunter & Lovelace, 2020). 

Third, the present study has adopted knowledge creation as a single construct. However, the effect of 

CIP styles of leadership can be explored in different dimensions of knowledge creation, like 

socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization. (For a detailed explanation of the 

dynamic interaction of explicit and tacit knowledge, refer to section 2.7). Fourth, the relationship 

between knowledge creation and employee innovative work behavior has been explained; however, 

future studies can explore how four different modes of knowledge creation can contribute to the three 

stages of employee IWB; idea generation, promotion, and realization. Fifth, the present study has 

followed non-probability sampling, limiting the generalization of findings. However, future research 

can explore the possibility of conducting probability sampling. In Pakistan, the IT industry is growing 

rapidly, and the government has devised a framework to document the economy. The possibility of 

conducting probability sampling may be explored for better generalization of findings.   

Conclusion  

The present study intends to address the dichotomy of what leadership approach is more effective in 

augmenting employee innovation. Previously, research on leadership is mainly limited to 

transformational and transactional approaches. However, the present study has explained CIP 

leadership styles’ contribution to employee knowledge creation and their innovative work behavior. 

The research findings have demonstrated that no single approach or leadership style fits all. However, 

the context-specific CIP leadership approach may serve the best. The results suggest that leadership 

should be flexible in adopting different leadership styles according to the context and specific 

requirements of the domain.  

 According to the findings, charismatic and ideological leadership augment employee IWB; 

however, ideological leadership style was found insignificant. The present study has novelty in 

explaining the effect of CIP leadership on employee knowledge creation. The study has found a 

significant positive relationship between charismatic, ideological, and pragmatic leadership and 

employee knowledge creation. The research contributes by explaining the mediating role of 

knowledge creation between CIP leadership and employees’ IWB. The more CIP leadership is 

capable of creating a conducive environment for knowledge creation, the higher the innovative work 

behavior will be, and this mediation is effective for all three CIP leadership styles.   
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 Pakistan’s economy is in recession due to energy crises, security problems, unstable politics, 

and inconsistent policies. However, besides all the difficulties, Pakistan’s IT industry is growing 

rapidly, as the industry has registered 18.85 percent growth and is the highest growth in the region. 

The present research is expected to contribute to the IT industry by suggesting charismatic and 

pragmatic leadership styles are more conducive to employees’ IWB. Moreover, all three CIP 

leadership styles effectively augment employees’ knowledge creation and their subsequent innovative 

work behavior. The IT industry is growing exponentially in many Asian countries and has spurred 

enormous competition. In pursuit of competitiveness, more studies are required locally in Pakistan 

and internationally to make the industry environment more conducive to innovation. 
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