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Summary 

Current management and organizational practices are characterized by a lack of accountability and 

professionalism (Romme, 2016, 2017). Moreover, they have shown to contain substantial faults or 

cracks, with the recent financial crisis being the most evident example. This is mainly caused by the 

governing structures in which a few people (in the top of the organization) have all the authority and 

therefore the power to control as they desire (Küpers, 2011; Romme, 2017).  

In addition, organizations nowadays have to deal with a business environment that has turned into a 

fast-paced and turbulent one. Consequently, managers are inclined to allow employees more 

autonomy for them to rapidly respond to local demands from the environment (Baird & Wang, 2010; 

Ongori, 2009). Furthermore, it requires organizations to adopt governing structures that foster 

continuous improvement and enable them to adapt to influences from the environment (Eckstein, 

2016; Raisch et al., 2009). 

The foregoing suggests that organizations should move towards organizational structures where 

control is decentralized to grant employees at all levels of the organization autonomy, but unity is 

maintained to increase the organization’s capacity of tackling organizational objectives collectively. 

In this paper, this will be referred to as distributed intelligence. Accordingly, distributed intelligence 

is defined as a self-organizing network that consists of independent entities that are autonomously 

able to respond to local issues while being able to tackle problems at the collective level.  

In order to benefit from distributed intelligence in organizations, a renewed way of governance is 

required. Because, in contrast with the conventional top-down approach, decision-making must then 

become decentralized. Furthermore, if power gets distributed throughout the organization and 

employees/teams are allowed to make autonomous decisions, methods are required to ensure that 

these employees/teams still work together towards the organizational-level objectives. A governance 

method that can facilitate such a system where power and control gets distributed is sociocracy 

(Romme, 2016). Sociocracy is a method that grants employees autonomy, without losing unity among 

them. With four fundamental principles, it ensures that the knowledge and expertise that is distributed 

throughout the organization is integrated and utilized at the organizational level. Accordingly, the key 

research question in this study is whether and how sociocracy affects the extent to which distributed 

intelligence can be accomplished and exploited?  
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Theoretical Background 

Governing an organization the sociocratic way requires following three principles: (1) consent 

governs decision-making, (2) organize in circles, (3) double-linking (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). The 

first principle must ensure that decisions are made with everyone’s consent, and not autocratic by a 

single person. The second principle requires that people with the same objectives are grouped together 

(in circles) and go through a circular process of leading, operating, and measuring to govern their 

work processes. These circles are formed at different levels of the organization (e.g., departmental 

circle, middle management circle), but within each circle everyone is equal as decisions are governed 

by consent. Moreover, during the leading step of the circular process, decisions are made with consent 

to form process policies that govern the operational process. With these policies in place, everyone is 

allowed to do their work autonomously as long as they adhere to these process policies. Since they 

decide on these policies together and have regular meetings (to measure and evaluate), unity is 

maintained and the knowledge of each employee is gathered. Conclusively, the third principle entails 

that from each circle one person is elected to participate in the decision-making of the first higher 

circle, and that a person from the higher circle is elected to act as functional leader in the lower circle. 

This way, communication is established between the circles (both up and down) to ensure they are 

aligned and work together to achieve the organizational-level objectives. Furthermore, more 

information flows up and down through the organization, which increases the collective intelligence 

of the organization.  

 

Case Study: FIU-Nederland 

The study draws on data gathered from a single organization that adopted sociocracy in 2014, the 

FIU-Nederland. The FIU-Nederland is an independent Dutch government organization (positioned 

within the National police) that aims to identify criminal financial activity and subsequently expose 

money laundering and the finance of terrorism. The organization provides the front-end evidence base 

for other organizations (e.g., National police, FIOD, government regulators, Ministries) to be able to 

prevent criminality, and trace and arrest offenders. The FIU-Nederland is only a small organization, 

that currently consists of fifty-seven employees. Furthermore, it is characterized by a lot of knowledge 

that resides in the employees of the lower levels of the organization, and consists of employees with 

many different areas of expertise. Hence, they could substantially benefit from an organizational 

structure that encourages to get this great source of knowledge to the surface, integrate it and utilize it. 

Additionally, many employees and teams have independent tasks that could benefit from autonomy in 

their work processes.  

Three sources of data were employed: interviews, observations, and documents. The collection of 

interviews with ten organizational members, including all leaders and several employees, is the main 
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source of data in this study. The systematic inductive approach devised by Gioia, Corley, and 

Hamilton (2013) was used as a guideline to analyse the qualitative data. The data was analysed in 

three steps. First, data fragments were selected and categorized in 187 coded terms. Next, these 

fragments were categorized in 40 themes. Finally, these themes were categorized in 7 groups.  

 

Findings 

The findings of this case study suggest that sociocracy has great potential for increasing the collective 

intelligence of the organization. Using the “consent governs decision-making” principle helps 

disclosing relevant information that resides in employees. Moreover, inviting employees to bring 

information forward that is incorporated in decisions and plans, fosters commitment. Additionally, it 

provides management with a greater source of knowledge that can be of significant relevance on a 

strategic level. The representatives of the double-link ensure that this information makes it way up to 

the governing body of the organization, and that it is utilized for the benefit of the organization. 

Furthermore, both the functional leaders and representatives ensure that information is communicated 

downwards, which helps to converge views, maintain alignment within and among the teams, and 

creates awareness throughout the organization. Especially, when the organization consists of a great 

variety of employees with a different area of expertise, sociocracy can offer a solution to integrate 

them.  

In addition to these advantages, this study found several factors that can frantically inhibit reaping the 

benefits of sociocracy. For governance methods like sociocracy to be embraced, a paradigm shift in 

the leader’s view on power and control is required. Leaders that are unwilling to share control and 

neglect the communication about organizational decisions will inhibit the proper execution of 

sociocracy. Additionally, adopting sociocracy is a fundamental organizational change that affects the 

core of the organization and therefore requires tremendous attention to the change process. Managers 

must make sure they adopt sociocracy with the right intentions, which makes it more likely that the 

method is embraced by organizational members. Furthermore, they must communicate the necessity 

of the organizational change (i.e. the “why”), develop trust in management among employees, and act 

as role models that lead the way towards success. 
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1. Introduction 

Current management and organizational practices are characterized by a lack of accountability and 

professionalism (Romme, 2016, 2017). Moreover, they have shown to contain substantial faults or 

cracks, with the recent financial crisis being the most evident example. This is mainly caused by the 

governing structures in which a few people (in the top of the organization) have all the authority and 

therefore the power to control as they desire (Küpers, 2011; Romme, 2017). In addition, management 

is driven by individual financial motives or the pressure to boost shareholder value (Küpers, 2011; 

Romme, 2016). This suggests that organizations should move towards organizational structures where 

control is decentralized and employees are allowed to participate in the decision-making. That is, 

leaders should share their power with employees and construct an organization that is governed by 

joint decision-making. Allowing employees to participate in the decision-making leads to better-

informed decisions, and subsequently improved organizational performance (Cox, Zagelmeyer & 

Marchington, 2006; Pun, Chin & Gill, 2001; Wimalasiri & Kouzmin, 2000). Furthermore, including 

employees in the decision-making is said to foster their commitment to the organization and the 

satisfaction with their jobs (Arneson & Ekberg, 2006; Ugboro & Obeng, 2000; Shah & Nisar, 2011).  

Additionally, scholars have urged that organizations today are required to become more flexible, 

responsive, agile, and ambidextrous, in order to maintain their competitive advantage or, more 

fundamentally, to survive (Eckstein, 2016, Romme & Witteloostuijn, 1999; Raisch et al., 2009). 

While the literature expands broadly about a variety of these necessities, they all seem to drive 

towards one thing: organizational change. Or in different terms, that the current management practices 

are in need for improvement and are required to obtain the ability to keep continuously improving. 

This necessity has been prompted by the rapid advancements in technology that have turned the 

business environment into a turbulent and fast-paced one. Organizations are inclined to adopt 

organizational structures that are capable of rapidly responding and adapting to threats or 

opportunities that derive from technological change or market forces (van Vlissingen, 1999). 

Moreover, in the current business environment that is characterized by an enormous amount of 

accelerated information flow, the conventional centralized top-down approach of governing 

organizations might result in failing to keep up (Baird & Wang, 2010).  

Instead, managers must grant lower level employees or teams autonomy, enabling them to quickly 

respond to demands from the environment (Ongori, 2009). When these employees or teams no longer 

have to request permission from a central unit, but have the ability to make decisions themselves, 

local issues can be tackled rapidly. Hence, the distribution of control increases responsiveness (Baird 

& Wang, 2010). Additionally, such autonomy is said to contribute to employee job satisfaction and a 

healthy workforce (Ugboro & Obeng, 2000; Ongori, 2009). Furthermore, when employees are 

allowed to participate in the decision-making, the organization utilizes a greater source of knowledge. 
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Employees all possess knowledge and expertise that can be relevant or even crucial to the 

organization. Including them in the decision-making ensures that this knowledge is used and not 

overlooked or ignored. Exploiting this knowledge, that often resides in the employees or teams at the 

lower levels of the organization, better equips the organization to respond to the environment and 

adapt to it (Baird & Wang, 2010; Küpers, 2011).  

In sum, the foregoing suggests that organizations should move towards organizational structures 

where control is decentralized to grant employees at all levels of the organization autonomy, but unity 

is maintained to increase the organization’s capacity of tackling organizational objectives collectively. 

In this paper, this will be referred to as distributed intelligence. Accordingly, distributed intelligence 

is defined as a self-organizing network that consists of independent entities that are autonomously 

able to respond to local issues while being able to tackle problems at the collective level.   

A governance method that can facilitate a system where power and control gets distributed is 

sociocracy (Romme, 2017). Sociocracy is positively linked to employee empowerment, commitment, 

engagement, creativity and innovation (Eckstein, 2016; Saxena & Jagota, 2016; Romme, 2016; Buck 

& Endenburg, 2012) and to better learning abilities and greater sustainability (Buck & Endenburg, 

2012; Romme & Witteloostuijn, 1999). Sociocracy is a method that grants employees autonomy, 

without losing unity among them. With four fundamental principles, it ensures that the knowledge and 

expertise that is distributed throughout the organization is integrated and utilized at the organizational 

level. Accordingly, the key research question in this study is whether and how sociocracy affects the 

extent to which distributed intelligence can be accomplished and exploited?  

In the next section, I will elaborate on the concept of distributed intelligence and dig deeper into the 

techniques that underlie sociocracy, by exploring the literature. Subsequently, the methodology of this 

study will be addressed. The study involves a single case: the FIU-Nederland. I then report the results, 

and conclude with discussing the implications and the limitations of this study in view of future 

research.  
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2. Theoretical Background 

In this chapter, the literature will be reviewed with respect to the concepts of distributed intelligence 

and sociocracy. First, will be explained what distributed intelligence entails, and how it is constructed 

of three elements, namely: autonomy, unity, and collective intelligence. As the concept of distributed 

intelligence was first coined in the field of control engineering, relevant insights are drawn from this 

field’s literature to complement the operationalization of the construct. Second, the method called 

sociocracy will be discussed. I will elaborate upon what the method entails, how it should be adopted 

in an organization, and discuss external factors that are important for it to work. Conclusively, as 

sociocracy is expected to affect the extent to which distributed intelligence can be accomplished, 

expectations will be formulated about how it does. Moreover, the mechanisms through which 

sociocracy can affect distributed intelligence will be examined, to eventually come up with a 

theoretical model. 

 

2.1 Distributed Intelligence 

The way we conduct business nowadays has been significantly changed by the continuous 

development and progress of technology. Especially the advancements in communication and the 

availability of information have contributed to this. Information is easily accessible at anytime, 

anywhere. Consequently, technology has changed the pace of how we do business. To maintain a 

competitive advantage in such a fast-paced world, companies are required to be more flexible and 

responsive (Ongori, 2009). Nonetheless, many organizations still use the conventional centralized 

approach to manage their organization, which greatly inhibits flexibility and decreases responsiveness 

(Baird & Wang, 2010). Adversely, in order to respond quickly to changes in the environment 

companies must grant (lower level) employees autonomy. They are the ones that receive timely 

information about operations and have the relevant knowledge of their work, which makes them 

capable of acting upon this information (Baird & Wang, 2010; Ongori, 2009). Furthermore, granting 

employees autonomy reduces the communication that is required up and down the organizational 

hierarchy. This enables management to focus on strategy and the long-term objectives on an 

organizational level (Baird & Wang, 2010).  

In addition, organizations nowadays have a variety of tools and measuring equipment at their disposal 

to utilize a vast amount of information. Meaning that there is more capacity and knowledge available 

to support the decision-making. Hence, the business of nowadays is characterized by “knowledge 

workers” (Bonifacio, Bouquet & Manzardo, 2000). Moreover, many employees in different places or 

roles of the organization that have their own area of expertise can all obtain or possess knowledge that 

is meaningful to the organization. Information in one part of the organization can be very meaningful 
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to other parts of the organization. Conclusively, little knowledge individually can be very beneficial 

collectively (Innes & Booher, 2000).  

So, while employees should be granted autonomy on a team or individual level, they also need to 

solve problems as a collective, in collaboration. Therefore, organizations need a structure to 

constructively address individual and collective problems (Innes & Booher, 2000). In other words, 

organizations require that unity among the employees on the individual, team, and organizational 

level is maintained. Innes & Booher (2000) highlight that complexity theory can demonstrate how “a 

distributed network of agents, each with little knowledge individually, can produce outcomes that are 

coordinated and that demonstrate more intelligence collectively than any individual” (Innes & 

Booher, 2000, p.179). By following simple rules to guide the individual actions of these distributed 

agents they are able to self-organize without having to be aware of the whole system (Kelly, 1994; 

Innes & Booher, 2000).  

In sum, organizations are inclined to move towards decentralized and dynamic structures of 

organizing to accomplish an organizational system of distributed intelligence. Meaning that multiple 

entities in possession of relevant information and knowledge are able to act upon local information 

and capable of self-organization, while being able to learn, adapt, and sustain, both individually and 

collectively. In other words, an organization that has accomplished distributed intelligence consists of 

employees and teams that are autonomous, but at the same time form a unity and are capable of 

utilizing their intelligence collectively. 

 

2.2 An Engineering Perspective 

Distributed intelligence is a term often used in control engineering. This subfield of engineering is 

faced with widely dispersed data-gathering, communication limitations, time-stressed decision-

making, and a natural clustering of activities (Steeb et al., 1981), which are all features that 

increasingly have become to characterize the business world as well. In control engineering, 

distributed intelligence provides a solution to deal with these issues.  

In his article about distributed intelligence in control systems, Hoske (1999) quotes a director 

(Michael R. Tennefoss) from a company in the field of control systems engineering that clearly 

explains what distributed intelligence entails. Distributed intelligence allows a “sensor, actuator, 

human-machine interface, or other node to independently process local or network-generated 

information; make a decision about how to react to data; and be capable of sharing both the 

information and decision with other nodes” (Hoske, 1999, p. 48). Similarly, Vernazza and Zunino 

(1990) describe that in a system of distributed intelligence, each node has decisional power and can 

perform local control actions. Consequently, the low-level interactions between these nodes result in 

the overall behaviour of the network (i.e. the control system) (Vernazza & Zunino, 1990).  
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Osaba et al. (2016) describe a system where -  adversely to the classical transportation systems that 

are purely hierarchical where data flows back and forth between a central management unit - 

distributed intelligence solves flexibility and scalability issues, and enables faster responses to local 

issues. The data in the system is timely distributed and processed without requiring permission from a 

central controlling unit (Osaba et al., 2016). Likewise, Vernazza and Zunino (1990) mention the great 

advantage of distributed intelligence is flexibility and easy adaptation. However, they also mention 

the other side of the coin: the major difficulty to control the overall behaviour of the system. 

Nonetheless, Lüder et al. (2004) argue that autonomous agents can be integrated to maintain control at 

the aggregate level (Lüder et al., 2004). And that adopting distributed intelligence fosters flexibility, 

while centralizing control leads to rigid structures and diminishes reaction speed (Lüder et al., 2004).  

When considering an organization instead of a control system, distributing power and control could 

indeed entangle the desired behaviour of the organization as a whole. Additionally, when employees 

are granted to act autonomously, it could be way more difficult to exploit the knowledge that is spread 

across the organization, residing in these employees. Hence, McKelvey (2001) explains that 

distributed intelligence depends on the knowledge in the nodes and in the connections among these 

nodes, just like in our brain. Of course, in control systems these nodes are often computerized devices, 

while in organizations these are human agents. And the connections can be represented by the 

organizational structure, decision-making mechanisms, hierarchy, tools, information systems, and 

other communication channels. According to McKelvey (2001), distributed intelligence becomes 

meaningful when the relations among the nodes of the system are at its best. In other words, the better 

the interaction of the network, the more intelligent the enterprise. 

 

2.3 Sociocracy 

In order to benefit from distributed intelligence in organizations, a renewed way of governing an 

organization is required. Because, in contrary to the conventional top-down approach, decision-

making must then become decentralized. And if power gets distributed throughout the organization, 

enabling employees and teams to work autonomously, organizations need governance methods and 

organizational structures that ensure that these employees and teams still work together towards their 

organizational-level objectives. An organizational method that can overcome this challenge is 

sociocracy, which supports self-organization and an empowered workforce, while preserving the 

unity of the organization. Governing an organization the sociocratic way requires following four 

principles (Buck & Endenburg, 2012), which will each be discussed next. 
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2.3.1 Consent governs decision-making (policy-making) 

Probably the most important aspect of organizing or managing a group is its decision making. In 

conventional business hierarchies, decisions are often made autocratic by one leader or by a few 

people at the top. Contrastingly, in sociocracy everyone is encouraged to participate in the decision-

making and has impact on the decision (i.e., is empowered). It is also very different from for instance 

the Dutch government (i.e., the current political system) where decisions are made by democracy. 

Where in a democracy the majority rules, sociocracy does not ignore the arguments or opinions from 

the minority (Saxena & Jagota, 2016).  

So how does this work? In sociocracy, decisions are made by informed consent. And while the word 

consent sounds a lot like consensus, it is of significant difference. With consensus, everyone has to 

agree with the decision and be convinced until they do, to reach consensus. Contrastingly, consent 

refers to “no argued and paramount objection” (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). Paramount here refers to 

if the decision puts the joint goal of the group at risk, and argued refers to the arguments that are 

provided about how the goal is put at risk (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). Accordingly, someone cannot 

simply state he or she does not like it, to obstruct the decision. By a reasoned objection everyone is 

able to understand that the decision needs to be improved, which is in favour of the whole group 

(Eckstein, 2016). The reasoned objection encourages the group to think about a better solution, 

instead of just convincing the person with an objection to get onto the same page. So, consent only 

requires the absence of an argued objection while consensus requires an unqualified affirmation 

(Romme, 2016). And where consensus might take forever to convince someone else to reach the same 

point of view even when this person does not have a valid reason to argue against, decisions based on 

consent are already reached when such a paramount reason is missing.  

When decisions are governed by the consent rule, no one has ultimate authority, everyone is 

encouraged to share his or her ideas about the decision at hand, and everyone has an equal say about 

the course of action. As such, the consent rule facilitates joint-decision-making. 

 

2.3.2 Organize in circles 

It stands to reason that it is rather impossible for an organization to let every employee attend every 

meeting and give their consent. Therefore, the organization must be decomposed in units of people 

with a common objective, which are defined as circles (Romme, 2016). Circles can be composed of 

for instance the board of directors, department leaders or an operational team. Moreover, the circular 

structure should be imposed on the existing hierarchical structure. Consequently, the organization 

often consists of an executive circle, a middle management circle and functional department circles. 

Then, the circular infrastructure co-exists with the administrative hierarchy (Romme & 

Witteloostuijn, 1999). 
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A “circle” symbolizes equality, since it has no edges, nor a top or bottom, or whatsoever. Hence, 

everyone in a circle has the same rights. No one is superior when it comes to decision-making, and 

everyone in the circle is allowed to take part in the decision-making (Eckstein, 2016). This equality is 

must be achieved by the earlier explained consent rule. However, to ensure that the right people 

decide together on the matters that are useful to them, a circle is formed with people that have a 

common goal (Buck & Endenburg, 2012).  

Furthermore, the “circle” stands for continuance, a feedback loop. The circles in sociocracy all follow 

a feedback process of measuring, leading, and operating (Endenburg, 1998). Each circle makes 

process policies (during the leading step of the circular process), in specially formatted group 

meetings that are governed by consent. Therefore, the “consent governs decision-making” principle is 

also referred to as “consent governs policy-making”. These process policies must relate to the 

common goal of the circle and describe the objectives or constraints set for the work processes 

(Romme & Witteloostuijn, 1999). Moreover, circle members design the process that is required to 

achieve the goals of the task at hand. From this process, tasks can be derived that have to be fulfilled 

by the members of the circle. These tasks are distributed among the members with informed consent. 

Consequently, the process policies provide the boundaries and rules for executing the work processes 

and organizing the three steps of the circular process (Eckstein, 2016; Buck & Endenburg, 2012). 

When policies are formed, day-to-day decisions no longer require further joint decision-making (Buck 

& Endenburg, 2012). Instead, team leaders, department heads, general managers, functional leaders, 

or even operators can all make autonomous decisions as long as they adhere to the policies that have 

been decided upon with informed consent (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). 

Circle members determine their goals and policies within the boundaries that are set by the next 

higher circle (Romme & Witteloostuijn, 1999; van Vlissingen, 1999). How boundaries from the next 

higher circle are communicated to the lower circle will be discussed in the following section. 

 

2.3.3 Double-linking 

While units are now able to achieve their own common goals, these goals have to contribute to the 

overall goal of the organization. Meaning that the multiplicity of circles needs to align somehow to 

meet the common goal of the organization. In order to achieve this, sociocracy suggests that circles 

have to interact, or in other words, have to be linked. A circle is connected to the next higher or lower 

circle with a double-link. The double-link refers to two persons: a functional leader and a 

representative (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). A functional leader is a person from a higher circle, 

chosen to participate in the meetings of the lower circle (Romme, 2016). The higher circle choses this 

functional leader by informed consent. A representative (also called delegate) is a person, elected at 

the lower level to participate in circle meetings of the next higher level (Romme, 2016). The 
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representative link can consist of more than one person (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). Also the 

representatives, are elected by an informed consent decision. Important to note is that the functional 

leader can never also be the representative and vice versa.  

In terms of the operating, measuring, and leading process of the circles: the operating part of the 

upper circle is the leading part of the next lower circle (i.e., functional leader), and the elected 

representative(s) from the lower circle form the measuring part of the next higher circle (Endenburg 

& Romme, 2006). An example of a double-link between the general management circle and a 

departmental circle is visualized in Figure 1. Because of this functional leader and the 

representative(s), both a link from bottom-up and top-down is created. This double-link facilitates the 

information flow in both directions. Moreover, it provides a mechanism for representation upward and 

strategic guidance downwards. Furthermore, decisions can be delegated or mandated to circles on 

different hierarchical levels, either higher or lower (Romme, 2016). Conclusively, the double link 

creates the possibility of decomposition while retaining coherence among the whole organization. The 

top circle determines most of the organization but delegates parts of it to the lower (functional 

department) circles.  

 

 
Figure 1. Cyclical Process and Double-Linking (source: Endenburg & Romme, 2006, p. 291) 
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While the former three principles where the initial principles formed by Endenburg (1998), currently 
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responsibilities among for instance the operational employees and managers. It entails identifying 

what functions and tasks are required to be fulfilled and electing people for performing them. The 

election of a person for a function or task is made with the same decision mechanism: informed 

consent (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). This is also how the double-links are chosen. The functional 

leader by the upper circle and the delegate elected by the lower circle (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). The 

specific process of electing people is discussed elsewhere (Buck & Endenburg, 2012).  

With regard to the consent decisions about both policies and elections, it is important to note that if 

people do not want to take part in these circle meetings, they can (Romme, 2016). If they trust the 

others in the circle are better at electing people or making policy decisions, they do not have to attend. 

This prevents annoying or unnecessary obligations, but creates an opportunity for sharing opinions or 

arguments when desired. 

Now that the four fundamental principles of the method are clear, the following subsections will 

discuss how the method is typically implemented in an organization, how it can be customized to 

better suit organizations, and why it is necessary for organizations to grant all its members access to 

information in order for the method to work.  

 

2.3.5 Adopting Sociocracy 

For an organization to adopt sociocracy, its members are educated about the meaning and application 

of the four principles. In addition to the four principles it involves training that focuses on objective 

setting and measuring achievement, to be able to work with the circular process (van Vlissingen, 

1999). This education and training is best started at the top of the organization (Buck & Endenburg, 

2012). Top members serve as role models to distribute the consent rules across the organization. 

Adopting sociocracy is about providing the tools for change and obtaining capabilities of how to 

become adaptive - as opposed to analysing what the organization should look like and radically 

overturning it. After the principles are clear and the training is finished the rest must simply take care 

of itself (van Vlissingen, 1999). Mastery of the circular process must ensure that a suitable form for 

the organization is developed and that the appliance of the method is continuously improved. 

Accordingly, the circular structure is applied to the existing hierarchical structure. The circular 

infrastructure can co-exist with the administrative hierarchy (Romme & Witteloostuijn, 1999).  

The circular structure must facilitate a climate of “open and free inquiry” that invokes continuous 

improvement and organizational change (Romme & Witteloostuijn, 1999). The circularity serves to 

learn about previously made policies or other decisions from the past (Romme & Witteloostuijn, 

1999), making it a closed feedback system. Hence, through its circular process, sociocracy is 

maintained and sustained in an organization.  
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2.3.6 Customizing the Method 

As organizations can differ in many ways on a variety of dimensions (e.g., culture, origin, legal 

issues), the adoption of sociocracy might require customization to fit with the organization. Hence, in 

addition to the four basic principles some rules that differ for each organization are included in the 

bylaws of the organization. These rules cover issues about scheduling meetings, firing, compensation, 

the ownership structure, etc. (van Vlissingen, 1999). The four principles however are applicable to all 

types of organizations and the principles are interdependent (Romme, 2016). They need each other to 

make the method work properly. In other words, the system needs to be complete. However, this is 

not always as easy or even entirely possible. Especially in organizations of the public domain where 

legal issues or organizational laws might hinder the liberal and therefore full implementation of the 

method. Nonetheless, the model has proven to be able to adapt and be shaped into forms that suit the 

organization (Romme, 2016). 

 

2.3.7 Accessibility of Information  

Another requirement for the method to work is that all employees have access to all information. 

Sociocracy highly depends on transparency. Circle members must be capable of getting themselves 

fully informed about decision that have to be made before they can make relevant objections or 

understand the course of action that is desirable (van Vlissingen, 1999). As such, everyone benefits 

when information is openly accessible to all members of the organization. It improves the ideas that 

will be brought forward and facilitates better integration of all the members knowledge and expertise. 

Organizations often maintain a logbook that records and stores information on their work processes 

and policy decisions (Romme & Witteloostuijn, 1999). This systematic data collection eventually 

offers a fundamental base for improvement and organizational adaptation. 

 

2.4 Enabling Distributed Intelligence 

Now that is clear what sociocracy entails, expectations can be formed about whether and how it 

affects the extent to which distributed intelligence can be accomplished and exploited. Accordingly, 

in this section, the principles of the method (i.e., consent governs decision-making, organize in 

circles, and double-linking) will be connected to the three elements of distributed intelligence (i.e., 

autonomy, unity, and collective intelligence). The principles of sociocracy can be considered 

techniques, and are therefore not measurable constructs. So, to better grasp the relation, the principles 

of sociocracy will first be connected to their respective constructs: joint decision-making, process 

policies, and up- and downward information flow. Then, will be explored how these constructs foster 

the elements of distributed intelligence. The expected relations and mechanisms will be addressed per 

element of distributed intelligence. 
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2.4.1 Autonomy 

In an organization that has adopted sociocracy, employees decide equally and together on how their 

work should be done, as consent governs decision-making. When decisions are governed by the 

consent rule, no one has ultimate authority, everyone is encouraged to share his or her ideas about the 

decision at hand, and everyone has an equal say about the course of action. As such, the consent rule 

facilitates joint-decision-making (A, Figure 2). Furthermore, when teams are organized in circles 

around their common goal, people in a circle are included in the decision-making that concerns their 

work (B, Figure 2). Moreover, when consent governs these decisions, all these employees contribute 

to the making of the process policies, and therefore the appropriateness of the process policies (C, 

Figure 2). Conclusively, when following the three steps of the circular process (i.e., leading, 

operating, measuring) as proposed by sociocracy, employees make process policies during the leading 

step of the process that govern their work processes (D, Figure 2).  

The control over how an employee can organize his or her work, and decide on how the problems of 

the tasks at hand should be tackled, motivates employees to do their work and encourages them to do 

it autonomously (Swenson, 2016) (F, Figure 2). Subsequently, employees are enabled to execute their 

work as they seem fit within the boundaries that ensure attainment of the common goal, that is, by 

adhering to the process policies. Moreover, employees are no longer obliged to ask permission from a 

central unit and can make rapid decisions themselves - as long as they adhere to the process policies 

that have been decided upon (with informed consent) - which enables them to respond to timely 

information about their operations that is received locally (G, Figure 2).  

 

2.4.2 Unity 

When employees are granted this autonomy, the policies must prevent these employees from utterly 

going their own way. Respectively, unity must be maintained so that organizational level objectives 

can be achieved. Additionally, employees are encouraged to decide on these policies together, which 

also increases unity among them. Accordingly, joint decision-making and process policies are both 

expected to foster unity of the organization (H & I, Figure 2).  

Sociocracy offers a third principle that contributes to the unity of the organization: double-linking. 

Double-linking facilitates representation upward and strategic guidance downwards (Romme, 2016). 

Because of this information flow in two directions (E, Figure 2), these separate levels can make sure 

they are aligned. Moreover, the double link makes it possible to decompose the organization into 

smaller units without losing alignment of these units. Hence, the up and downward information flow 

through the double-links is expected to increase the unity of the organization (J, Figure 2). 
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2.4.3 Collective Intelligence 

Many employees in different places or roles of the organization that have their own area of expertise 

can all obtain or possess knowledge that is meaningful to the organization. Because of the consent 

rule, this finds its way to the surface, as everyone gets a chance to speak their mind and bring relevant 

arguments about the course of action forward (van Vlissingen, 1999). Objections during consent 

decisions are required to be reasoned and relate to the common goal of the group which ensures the 

relevance and usefulness of ideas, concerns, tensions, or opportunities that are brought forward. 

Moreover, sociocracy requires that people are grouped together that benefit from organizing their 

circular process together (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). Because of this, the information that is shared 

per circle, is relevant and appropriate. Accordingly, the joint decision-making creates a greater source 

of relevant information and knowledge that is applied for the benefit of the organization (A, B & K, 

Figure 2).  

Because of the double links, such intelligence can be better transferred to elsewhere in the 

organization and translated into strategic actions by higher circles (E, Figure 2). Consequently, the 

intelligence that is distributed in the organization can now be utilized on an organizational level. In 

this sense, lots of local little knowledge can be combined into collective knowledge, increasing the 

overall intelligence of the organization (L, Figure 2).  

 

 

 
Figure 2. Theoretical Model 
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3. Method  

Sociocracy and distributed intelligence are both manifested in processes that are very much 

intertwined with the context in which they appear. This makes it extremely difficult, if not impossible, 

to isolate the involving concepts (as proposed in the theoretical model) from their environment. 

Understanding the processes that underlie these concepts therefore calls for a thorough study of a 

wide variety of aspects that relate to these concepts (Gioia et al. 2013). Additionally, as this study 

aims to get a grasp of how these concepts affect each other, this study has to draw on a method of 

collecting data that can provide a deep and rich description of the contexts within which these 

organizational concepts occur (Yin, 2014). Hence, a single case will be studied.  

 

3.1 Case Study: FIU-Nederland 

This study gathered data from a single organization, that has adopted sociocracy in 2014: the FIU-

Nederland. The FIU-Nederland is an independent Dutch government organization (positioned within 

the National police) that aims to identify criminal financial activity and subsequently expose money 

laundering and the finance of terrorism. The organization provides the front-end evidence base for 

other organizations (e.g., National police, FIOD, government regulators, Ministries) to be able to 

prevent criminality, and trace and arrest offenders. The FIU-Nederland is only a small organization, 

that currently consists of fifty-seven employees.  

This case has been selected for several reasons. The organization is characterized by a lot of 

knowledge that resides in the employees of the lower levels of the organization. Without an 

organizational structure that helps bringing this to the surface, this great source of knowledge cannot 

be exploited. Additionally, the organization consists of employees with many different areas of 

expertise. It is essential that they are able to bundle their strengths and work together across a variety 

of multidisciplinary tasks. Failing to integrate their knowledge and expertise, will impede them in 

achieving their organizational objectives. At the same time, many employees have independent tasks 

that benefit from autonomy during their work process. So that they can respond timely to demands 

from their environment. This reciprocity is difficult to deal with. Conclusively, this organization 

works in high secrecy, behind shut doors. While they are part of the Dutch police force, they have a 

status of independence. Meaning that the FIU-Nederland (FIU) is not governed by the National 

police, but operates independently under a single director, that reports directly to the Dutch minister 

of Security & Justice. This is due to the sensitive and classified information they work with. 

Consequently, they are entirely self-responsible for governing their organization, and have a free 

canvas to construct their way of doing things. However, they are dependent of the HR, IT, and other 

business facilities of the National police.  
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3.1.1 Data Collection 

Multiple sources were employed to collect relevant data about this organization. A collection of 

documents was obtained, consisting of memo’s, the “circle statute”, and the minutes of the circle 

meetings. Notes were taken during the observation of two circle meetings. But the main source of this 

study is the collection of interviews.  

Before this data was collected, an extensive literature review was carried out to create an 

understanding of what sociocracy and distributed intelligence entails, and form expectations about 

how these concepts affect each other (Neis, 2017). On its turn, this knowledge helped to 

operationalize the concepts of this study and served as a guide to formulate appropriate questions for 

the interviews about these concepts.  

 

3.1.2 Interviews 

First, an interview was held with an outside consultant from The Sociocracy Group. Followed by an 

interview with the Deputy Head of the FIU. Both interviews were of an explorative nature to get a 

provisional understanding of the current affairs at the organization and directions for the subsequent 

interviews. The subsequent interviews involved ten people that fulfil the roles as proposed by the 

sociocracy in the organization of the FIU (e.g., representative). The management team covers the 

functional leader roles, and consists of the Head Director, the Deputy Head (who is also a team 

leader), and two team leaders. Furthermore, the representatives, facilitators and secretaries were 

interviewed. The interviewees have all been employed by the FIU for at least two years and 

experienced sociocracy during this period. The interviews have been recorded and transcribed, but 

have not been included in this report for confidentiality reasons. 

The techniques coined by Ben Emans (2004) were followed to construct an interview guide and 

subsequently conduct the interviews. Based on the literature, relevant variables for this study were 

identified. Next, indicators for these variables were identified, also by consulting the literature. From 

these indicators, questions were derived to form a semi-structured interview guide (Yin, 2014). A 

semi-structured interview allows respondents to express themselves in their own terms and allows 

discussion, which in turn provides a wider source of information and a better understanding of the 

context (Yin, 2014). The interview guide is included in Appendix A1. The interview guide consists of 

an introduction, and two different question lists for the employees and leaders (WN is for employees, 

LG is for leaders). The questions of both lists focus on the same issues, but have been posed slightly 

different, as the point of view on the issues differs for leaders and employees.  
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3.1.3 Documents & Notes 

In addition to the interviews, meeting reports were collected. Three circles use “action and decision 

lists”, to which full access was given. One team does not use an action and decision list, but has 

minutes. Unfortunately, these minutes contain classified operational information, impeding full 

access. Hence, the team leader compiled an adjusted and filtered document of this year, to be included 

in this study. Furthermore, the FIU has made a manifest, called the “circle statute”, that includes the 

bylaws for sociocracy in their organization. Additionally, the FIU provided a memo concerning an 

evaluation moment of sociocracy in their organization, written by a team leader and staff employee. 

Conclusively, the notes of observing two circle meetings were included in the study. The general 

management circle and one departmental circle, the staff circle. As both these circles do not discuss 

classified information, observing these meetings was allowed. The documents and notes have not 

been included in this report for confidentiality reasons. 

 

3.2 Analysis Procedure 

The systematic inductive approach proposed by Gioia et al. (2013) was used as a guideline to analyse 

the qualitative data. First, the data was browsed to identify relevant statements, that were labelled 

with terms that were derived from the data sources itself. Staying close to the terms of the informants 

(e.g., interviewees, authors of documents) must minimize the bias of interpretation (Gioia et al., 

2013). This first round of analysis resulted in 187 codes.  

Subsequently, in a second round of going through the data, themes were identified by seeking 

similarities and differences among the codes. Herewith, the theoretical model was used as the guiding 

principle. Furthermore, the review of the literature was employed (Neis, 2017). The theoretical model 

guided in identifying themes that are relevant for this study and to answer the research question, while 

the prior knowledge obtained with the literature review helped to connect the appropriate terms and 

form these themes. After categorising the codes based on these connections, 40 codes (i.e., themes) 

remained. Some of the themes not only consist of coded terms, but also consist of data fragments that 

are directly related to the theme. Furthermore, some of the coded terms are so in accordance with the 

literature or of such importance that they were included as theme. And as with all qualitative research, 

it being aimed at exploring new concepts (Gioia et al., 2013), the analysis brought forward a great 

deal of significantly relevant terms and themes that were initially not included in the theoretical 

model. Evidently, also these themes have been included in the results. The themes can be interpreted 

as constructs and used to examine the theoretical model. However, as 40 themes is still quite a big 

number of codes to handle, these codes were categorized in 7 groups. This way, an overview is 

created and a better understanding of which constructs influence each other is achieved.  
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3.2.1 Validity 

At first glance, the research method appears to be representative and adequate. Moreover, as this 

research employed multiple sources of data (i.e., data triangulation) themes could be constructed from 

a variety of angles, which significantly contributes to the completeness of the measured constructs 

(i.e., the content validity). Conclusively, an extensive literature review (Neis, 2017) was carried out to 

acquire a thorough understanding of the concepts involved in this study, by which appropriate theory 

and eventually constructs could be build. With regard to the analysis procedure, during the first round, 

the data was codified with terms of the informants to ensure appropriate labels were used. In the 

second round, the extensive theoretical knowledge background obtained from the literature was 

utilized to ensure that the themes were adequately constructed. Conclusively, this process of forming 

constructs was an iterative one, that involved repeatedly improving and checking of the codes to 

ensure that the constructs measure what they are supposed to measure (i.e., construct validity).  

 

3.2.2 Level of analysis 

In addition to the substantive data obtained from the interviews and documents, also the presence or 

absence of people or documents was considered. Additionally, who said what was taken into account. 

Hence, a distinction was made between the teams, and between leaders and employees. Furthermore, 

all levels in the organization were considered: the individual, team and organizational level. With 

regard to the elements of distributed intelligence as in the theoretical model, autonomy was analysed 

for both teams and individual employees, while unity and collective intelligence were examined per 

team and the whole organization. Conclusively, the results will also be compared per circle, to 

examine whether differences occur per circle and whether important implications can be derived from 

these differences.  
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4. Results 

This study gathered data from a single organization, the FIU-Nederland. The organization is 

characterized by a lot of knowledge that resides in the employees at lower levels of the organization. 

Without an organizational structure that helps bringing this to the surface, this great source of 

knowledge cannot be exploited. Additionally, the organization consists of employees with many 

different areas of expertise. It is essential that they are able to bundle their strengths and work together 

across a variety of multidisciplinary tasks. Failing to integrate their knowledge and expertise, will 

impede them in achieving their organizational objectives. At the same time, many employees have 

independent tasks that benefit from autonomy during their work process. This produces a reciprocity 

that is difficult to deal with. Conclusively, this organization is entirely self-responsible for governing 

their organization, as it has acquired a status of independence, granted by the Dutch government.  

To tackle some of these issues, the FIU-Nederland started to implement sociocracy in 2014. 

Unfortunately, this implementation was not without many obstacles and, thus far, is not successful. 

The execution of sociocracy failed due to errors during the introduction and the organizational change 

process, and the fact that several leaders are unwilling to share their power. Consequently, the 

principles of the method were only executed to some extent. And as the methodology was only 

partially executed, no results have been found about the relation between sociocracy and autonomy. 

Nonetheless, the partial appliance of the method has contributed to creating unity among the teams 

and organization, and increased the collective intelligence that the organization has at its disposal. The 

consent principle facilitated joint decision-making, which subsequently contributed to unity and the 

collective intelligence. The double-link facilitated information flow in both directions (up and down), 

which subsequently contributed to unity and the collective intelligence. Hence, a large part of the 

theoretical model is supported (Figure 3).  

 

 
Figure 3. Partial Support of the Theoretical Model 

Joint 
decision-making

Process policies

Up and downward 
information flow

Autonomy

Unity

Collective 
Intelligence

Distributed 
Intelligence

Principles of 
Sociocracy

Double-linking

Organize in circles

Consent governs 
decision-making



 27 

Before proceeding with the results, there are some terms that need to be made clear, as they will be 

used further throughout this report. First, sociocracy is also referred to as the Sociocratic Circular-

organization Method (SCM). Many of the FIU-members use this term to refer to the method. Hence, 

some of the data fragments are also labelled with SCM. Second, the organization consists of the 

following departments: 

- Staff, with two sub-departments: Legal & Policy and Research & Development (R&D) 

- Relation Management (RM) 

- Intelligence 

 

Table 1 contains the codes that relate to the variables of the initial theoretical model (Figure 2, p. 22). 

Besides these initial proposed variables, new variables were discovered that are relevant for the 

theoretical model. The complete overview of codes can be found in Table 4, Appendix A2. The 

quotations of the codes are not included in this report for confidentiality reasons. 
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Table 1. Themes & Terms of the Theoretical Model 

Distributed Intelligence Autonomy | Autonomous employees Autonomous employees 4.1 

  
Workers take responsibility for their own work 4.2 

 

Autonomy | Autonomous team (Staff 

Legal & Policy) 

Distribution of responsibilities in Staff (Legal & Policy) 

team 
5.1 

  
Coordinator present in Staff (Legal & Policy) team 5.2 

  

Weekly meeting Staff (Legal & Policy) to keep each other 

informed and see where employees can be of assistance to 

one another 

5.3 

  
Communication and coordination via central mailbox 

(Staff (Legal & Policy) team) 
5.4 

 
Autonomy | Distribution of control Coordinator Intelligence divides work 6.1 

  
Coordinator present in Intelligence team 6.2 

  
Coordinator Intelligence guides work process 6.3 

  
Quality check by Coordinator 6.4 

  
Project organized with project leaders 6.5 

  
Employee guides work process 6.6 

  
Structure the meetings in such a way the deputy director 

no longer required to be present 
6.7 

  
Maintain alignment by coordinator 6.8 

 
Unity Preserving unity in the organization 7.1 

  
Maintain alignment / converging views 7.2 

  
More widely supported decisions 7.3 

 
Collective Intelligence 

Unveil relevant information / Opportunity to bring 

important information forward 
8.1 

  
Utilizing the collective intelligence of the organization 8.2 

    Improved proposal and decision 8.3 

Enablers of Distributed 

Intelligence 
Employee empowering leadership Deputy Director: people oriented leadership 9.1 

  
Facilitating leadership 9.2 

 
Up and downward information flow Communication to create awareness 10.1 

  
Keeping each other informed 10.2 

  
Address issues as representative 10.3 

  
Representatives take part in decision-making 10.4 

  
Information is conveyed through representative 10.5 

 
Process policies Policies govern organization 11.1 

  
Employees aware of boundaries 11.2 

  
Policies are made 11.3 

  
Policies in place / boundaries 11.4 

  
Adherence to policies 11.5 

  
Policies that govern work process are missing 11.6 

 
Joint decision-making Decide together how to divide work 12.1 

  
Consult team members to take leading role 12.2 

  
Include employees in decision-making 12.3 

  
Consent governs decision-making 13.1 

  
Workers discuss best options together 12.5 

Sociocracy Consent governs decision-making Consent governs decision-making 13.1 

  
Beeldvorming 13.2 

  
Loss of structure during circle meeting 13.3 

  
No argued and paramount objection 13.4 

  
Employees unwilling to provide arguments for objection 13.5 

  
Fulfilment of facilitator role 13.6 

  
Some employees did not participate in decision making / 

circle 
13.7 

  
Delegation of authority 13.8 

  
Policy making for operations is not done in circle meetings 13.9 
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Lack of right topics in circle meeting / policies to organize 

work are not discussed in circle meeting 
13.10 

  
Subjects only for information in circle not decision-

making 
13.11 

  
Correct topic in circle 13.12 

  
Topics in SCM have changed 13.13 

  
No decision subjects that originate from circle itself (only 

from higher circle) 
13.14 

  
Subjects are brought into SCM by MT 13.15 

  
Employees bring topics for discussion (decision making) 

forward 
13.16 

 
Organize in circles Circles formed 14.1 

  
Common goal circle 14.2 

  
Employees not aware of the circular process 14.3 

  
Unclarity about difference between lead and operation 14.4 

  
Wrong understanding of what policy-making entails 14.5 

  
Applied SCM only to medezeggenschap / secundaire 

arbeidsvoorwaarden (fringe benefits) 
14.6 

 

Double-linking - Fulfilment of leader 

role 
SC role present: functional leader 15.1 

 

Double-linking - Fulfilment of 

representative role 
SC role present: representative 16.1 

  
Understanding of responsibilities as representative 16.2 

  
Address issues as representative 16.3 

  
Representatives take part in decision-making 16.4 

  
Information is conveyed through representative 16.5 

  
Team leader communicates to circle instead of 

representative 
16.6 

 
Elections by consent Elections 17.1 

  
SCM roles present 17.2 

  
SC role present: facilitator 17.3 

  
SC role present: functional leader 15.1 

  
SC role present: representative 16.1 

  
SC role present: secretary 17.6 

 
Customizing the SC Method Customizing the SC Method 18.1 

  
Team leader or facilitator ensures everyone speaks up 18.2 

  
Representative has double role as facilitator 18.3 
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4.1 Data saturation 

Data saturation is reached when no new data is obtained, no new codes or themes emerge from this 

data, and when the study can be replicated (Guest, Bunce & Johnson, 2006). This study employed 

multiple sources of data (i.e., data triangulation) to attain data saturation (Fusch & Ness, 2015). The 

overview of documents is shown in Table 2. Though different data sources yielded new results, all 

themes can be found across all sources. The main source of data was the collection of interviews with 

ten organizational members. To enhance data saturation, the interview guide for these interviews was 

structured in such a way that all respondents were asked the same questions (Guest, Bunce & 

Johnson, 2006). The interviews on average lasted one hour and resulted in transcripts of many pages, 

demonstrating thickness of the data (Dibley, 2011). Regarding these interviews, a point where no new 

themes emerged was reached after going through half of the interviews. In terms of saturation, the 

interviews all address the same issues, and multiple statements were found across all sources that 

support the themes and results.  

 
Table 2. List of Documents 

Main Interviews Other 

Interview Head Director Interview Deputy Director 
Interview Deputy Director Summary Interview Consultant TSG 
Interview Team Leader Intelligence Action & Decision List RM 
Interview Team Leader RM Action & Decision List Staff 
Interview Representative Intelligence Action & Decision List FIU-circle 
Interview Representative RM & Facilitator FIU-circle Meeting reports Intelligence 
Interview Representative Staff Circle meeting observation FIU-circle 
Interview Facilitator Intelligence Circle meeting observation Staff 
Interview Facilitator RM Memo Evaluation SCM 
Interview Facilitator Staff  

 

In terms of overlap and agreement, the majority of opinions was shared. As the organization only 

consists of fifty-seven organizational members, all employees are rather aware of each other and all 

the teams. Hence, all respondents had information about all teams and not only their own. When 

respondents spoke about another team, generally, the actual members of that team indicated the same. 

Regarding this, not much contradiction was found. Nevertheless, also differences were encountered, 

that demonstrate richness of the data (Dibley, 2011). Prior to the ten interviews, besides the Deputy 

Director of the FIU, a person from outside the organization (consultant TSG) was interviewed to 

enhance data saturation (Bernard, 2012). Some differences in opinions were found between the 

statements of the outside consultant and the organizational members. Furthermore, both leaders and 

employees were interviewed, to get “both sides of the story”. A reasonable amount of disagreement 

was found here.  
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4.2 Contextual Factors that Set the Stage for the Theoretical Model 

In the following sections, the findings of this study will be described. The findings are presented 

along with references to their respective codes. The number of the reference corresponds with the 

number in the last column of Table 4, in Appendix A2.  

Before getting into the findings of the theoretical model, some organizational properties will be 

discussed that affect the theoretical concepts of interest in this study. Additionally, some findings will 

be addressed that either benefited or hindered the adoption of sociocracy. Both these contextual 

factors are later of importance to understand the relationships among the proposed variables in the 

theoretical model and the absence or presence of them in the organization.  

 

4.2.1 Organizational Properties   

First, the organization consists of a great variety of employees that all have a different area of 

expertise (C:1.2). While the actual team composition rarely changes, employees are often drawn from 

different functional disciplines to work together across a multiplicity of projects. As such, the FIU can 

be considered a matrix organization (C:1.5).  

Second, a significant difference in the capabilities of the employees across the different teams was 

found (C: 24). The Legal & Policy and Relation Management (RM) team consist of both better 

educated and more intelligent people that are equipped with better verbal and argumentation skills 

than the employees of the R&D and Intelligence team (C:24.1 & C:24.2). An employee from the 

Legal & Policy team and the team leader from RM both indicate that also the work processes of these 

teams, which of course are matched with their abilities, are significantly different. Their teams have 

more room for freedom and autonomy (C:24.3). Accordingly, the employees of the Legal & Policy 

and RM team have independent tasks (C:1.3). The tasks of the Intelligence team can also be 

considered independent, but their latitude is considerably less due to the strict requirements imposed 

by the justice system (C:1.9). Additionally, most of the work the Intelligence team does is demand 

driven (C:1.10). And as this team keeps getting an overload of requests, its members are in a never-

ending race, with a pile that keeps piling up (C:1.11 & C:1.12). 

Third, the FIU has developed a strict and alert culture due to their police climate, that in this case is 

also characterized by secrecy and seclusion (C:39.2). Moreover, this culture has become inert 

(C:39.1). Nonetheless, the organization had to deal with several instances of organizational change 

(C:2.1).   

Finally, the consultants from outside the company indicate that the teams are not aware of their 

common goals and lack a clear process (with objectives) (C:25.2). They also indicate that the 

organization lacks measures and evaluation moments, which inhibits them from becoming aware of 
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their process and improving it (C:25.3). Conclusively, they mention that the organization is still in 

search of a suitable organizational structure (C:25.4). A team leader however contradicts this by 

saying the organization has formed objectives (C:3.2). These have only been established recently, in 

the last year. The team leader indicates that the management team (MT) now sets clear goals to make 

sure employees work towards the priorities of the organization (C:3.1). Furthermore, there is a 

frequent tactical steering meeting where the MT checks the priorities of the organization and allocates 

resources accordingly (C:3.6 & C:3.7). These are all indicators of how the MT governs this 

organization (C:3). 

 

4.2.2 The Adoption of Sociocracy 

The better part of interviewees has a good understanding of what sociocracy entails (C:21.1), and has 

a positive view on the ideology of the method (C:21.2). One leader reported that some aspects of the 

sociocratic ideology were already present and that this could be achieved by using appropriate 

leadership (C:21.3 & C:21.4). Some employees also state that they would not be more pleased with a 

traditional Works Council, indicating a motivation to adopt sociocracy instead (C: 21.5). The 

foregoing arguments suggest that the adoption of sociocracy should not have been too tough. 

Unfortunately though, far more factors were found that hindered the adoption of sociocracy:  

- Both employees and leaders did not see the necessity of the organizational change that was 

required to implement sociocracy (C: 40.5).  

- Some people just did not cope well with the change (C:40.2), and some were scared of their 

job being in jeopardy (C:40.1).  

- As resistance arose, others were influenced to resist as well (C:40.6).  

- Because of former disappointments of the management team, employees did not have trust in 

management (C:40.3).  

- The interviews indicated that the change agent, the internal person from the FIU who was 

responsible for promoting and implementing sociocracy, was disliked by many employees 

(C:38.2).  

- Inconsistency of the outside consultants during the training period resulted in confusion 

among employees (C:41.3).  

As a consequence, many employees indicated the SCM had a very bad start (C:41.2). Moreover, 

indications were found of employees having an aversion to the SCM and being discontent with the 

method (C:38.1 & C:38.3). Employees argued that it is too slow and long-winded, and that it often 

cost them a lot of effort without reward (C:38.4). 
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4.3 Sociocracy and the Enablers of Distributed Intelligence 

Now that an understanding is created about the context of the organization in which sociocracy was 

adopted, the findings about the execution of sociocracy itself and how it produced the enablers of 

distributed intelligence can be discussed. First, the basic aspects, like the circles and roles, will be 

addressed. Thereafter, the findings with regard to the three concepts that bind sociocracy and 

distributed intelligence (i.e., joint decision-making, process policies, up and downward information 

flow) will be presented. How sociocracy facilitates these three enablers of distributed intelligence will 

be emphasized. 

 

4.3.1 Circle Structure & Roles 

The FIU has formed four circles (C:14.1). The general management circle, called the FIU-circle, and 

three circles from the departments: Relation Management, Intelligence, and Staff (Figure 4). There is 

no Top-circle, because the organizational structure of the police and government inhibits this. A 

facilitator, representative and secretary have been elected in each department circle (C:17.1 & 

C:17.2). Except for the Intelligence circle. It does not have a fixed secretary; every meeting someone 

else takes this role upon him or herself (C:17.6). The functional leaders come from the existing 

hierarchy, and are part of the management team (C:15.1).  

 

 
Figure 4. Existing Hierarchy & Circle Structure of FIU 

 

Consequently, the FIU-circle consists of the Head Director, the representatives and functional leaders 

from each circle, and the management secretary (Figure 5). The Head Director is the functional leader 

of this circle. The functional leader from the Staff circle also fulfils the role of Deputy Head. One of 

the representatives is also the facilitator in this circle (C:18.3). The secretary was allowed to 

participate and decide in the FIU-circle (thus viewed as equal), but has withdrawn herself from 

participating in the decision-making (C:13.7). 
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Figure 5. FIU-circle members 

 

According to the FIU-circle document, common goals for the circles have been established (C:14.2). 

Indications were found that the Staff team is aware of their common goal (C:14.2). However, the Staff 

circle is composed of two functional units: Legal & Policy and R&D. They have different functions, 

but are both considered to fulfil tasks in support of the company and are therefore joined in one circle. 

Also, these two units are led by the same person, the Deputy Head. Whether the Intelligence and RM 

circles are aware of their common goal is not clear.   

All the circles have regular meetings. No-one that has a role in the SCM is noteworthy absent in the 

circle meetings. Except for the Head FIU, she is absent in the FIU-circle a few times, as she has a lot 

of work overseas. Furthermore, a reasonable part of the organization did not participate in the SCM at 

all (C:13.7).  

 

4.3.2 Joint Decision-Making 

The election process as proposed by Buck and Endenburg (2012) was quickly adapted (C:18.1). Also, 

the process of making rounds during the meetings has been shortened (C:18.1), which in some cases 

has led to loss of structure during the circle meetings (C:13.3). The facilitator now plays a big role in 

allowing everyone to speak (C:13.6 & C:18.2), as the rounds are no longer formally executed 

(C:18.1). This essentiality of the facilitator became clear during the observations of the circle 

meetings.  

Though the structure of the meetings has been adjusted, the consent principle is still used in the RM, 

Staff and FIU-circle. It is no longer used in the Intelligence circle. The documents and interviews 

provide ample examples of decisions in the circle meetings that were made with the consent principle 

(C:13.1). As well as several examples where decisions were made after there was no argued or 

paramount objection (C:13.4). Additionally, the documents show that the lower circles are at times 

requested to provide their input or give consent to a proposal before the FIU-circle makes a decision 
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(C:12.3). However, as there are a lot of meetings kept beside the circle meetings that are not governed 

by the consent rule, the majority of decisions is made without the consent principle (C:41.6). 

Moreover, the management team refrains topics from being discussed in the circle meetings, which 

inhibits that policies about operations are made jointly. Instead these policies are made solely by the 

MT (C:13.9 & C:13.10). In some cases, topics are only brought into the FIU-circle as a message 

instead of decision-making (C:13.11). Regarding the roles of the SCM, all off the roles have been 

decided upon by the consent rule (C:17.1). Other roles have not. When it comes to the election of for 

instance a project leader, the management team appoints them (C:3.4).  

Nevertheless, employees often discuss best options together before a decision is made about how to 

proceed (C:12.5). The RM team leader reported that he, together with his employees, decides how to 

divide the work, also demonstrating joint decision-making (C:12.1). One employee of this team also 

indicates that before taking a project leader role, the team is consulted (C:12.2). So, although these 

roles are appointed by the MT, the employees have some say in the matter. The aforementioned 

findings, all indicate that decisions are, at times, made jointly.  

 

4.3.3 Process Policies Governing the Organization 

The interviews and documents show that policies are made (C:11.3). However, how these policies 

come into being is rather dissimilar. Some policies are made by employees and leaders in cooperation, 

and in the FIU-circle (C:11.3). Nevertheless, the main and important policies that govern the 

organization have been made by the MT (C:3.5). As earlier indicated, these decisions are not made 

jointly, but autocratic. Some of these topics appear to have been through the FIU-circle though 

(C:12.3, quotation-14:48). In any case, the employees are aware of the policies and boundaries that 

are in place (C:11.2 & C:11.4), and adhere to them (C:11.5). Moreover, the outside consultant 

indicates that currently in the circles no policies are formed that ensure a clear work process to enable 

employees to work freely. Consultant: “They constantly have to ask how things should be handled” 

(C:11.6, quotation-17:9). Moreover, both the leaders and employees do not appear to understand the 

circular process of leading, operating, and measuring (C:14.3). The organization has struggled with 

figuring out what activities belong to leading and operating (C:14.4), and had a wrong understanding 

of what policy-making during circle meetings entails (C:14.5). Due to the SCM being introduced as 

an alternative to the Works Council, leading or policy-making was interpreted as deciding upon the 

fringe benefits of the organization (C:13.10), instead of on governing the organization (C:14.6).  

Furthermore, when solely looking at the department circles themselves, something quite remarkable 

was found: no topics are brought forward by the circle members to be discussed and decided upon in 

their own circle. The topics that are currently brought into the lower circles for discussion, mainly 

originate from the higher circle, the FIU-circle (C:13.14). Or as previously mentioned, concerned 
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fringe benefits that are passed on for decision making to the higher circle, the FIU-circle (C:13.16). 

Unfortunately, the FIU has encountered many instances where they eventually had to resign 

themselves to the decision about these fringe benefits topics being out of their jurisdiction (C:38.4). 

The topics that they discussed during their circle meetings were simply not within their reach. They 

were unable to make a decision about the issue as the authority lay with other higher overarching 

administrative bodies (C:23.1).  

Nevertheless, there is potential. There are examples where the appropriate topics have been brought 

forward for discussion and decision-making, like the formation plan and the policy objectives 

(C:13.12). These topics have been brought in by the MT (C:13.15). However, at the moment, process 

policies do not appear to govern the organization.  

 

4.3.4 Information Flow 

The organization has events in place where they communicate to everyone, to create awareness about 

the current state of affairs (C:10.1). The employees also take initiative to keep each other informed 

(C:10.2). This is done during daily work, but also in circle meetings. One facilitator has added a 

moment in his meetings where he requests everyone to give an update about their current work 

progress (C:10.2). The FIU circle action and decision list shows that “feedback from the lower 

circles” was added as standard agenda point for the FIU-circle (C:10.2). As such, awareness across 

the organization is achieved. Furthermore, the representatives understand their responsibilities, 

address issues and speak up when necessary. They convey information to their lower circles, and 

participate in decision-making in the FIU-circle meetings (C:16). However, in the Intelligence circle, 

the team leader often communicates instead of the representative (C:16.6). Nonetheless, the foregoing 

suggests that the double-link significantly contributes to the up and downward information flow.  

 

4.4 Additional Factors  

This section will address additional factors that are relevant for sociocracy and distributed 

intelligence. First, two factors that are known to be related to sociocracy: accessibility of information 

and psychological safety (Buck & Endenburg, 2012). Then, several issues concerning authority and 

power that were discovered during the analysis. 

 

4.4.1 Accessibility of Information 

There are some indicators that employees have all access to the information they need. Circles share 

their meetings notes and employees have access to all systems for operational purposes (C:19.1). 

However, many employees indicate that the directors often neglect or fail to communicate to the rest 

of the organization (C:33.1). This was affirmed during the observation of the FIU-circle meeting. 
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Employees and the outside consultant have both reported that the two directors are often not on the 

same page (C:33.2). Additionally, the directors deal with great uncertainty (C:33.3). These are both 

reasons for the lack of communication. Conclusively, the directors tend to discard communicating to 

the organization to prevent resistance (C:33.1). As one employee put it: “they are scared that we 

would consider something else more important based on sentiment” (C:31.2, quotation-1:139). 

 

4.4.2 Psychological Safety  

The Staff team reports to have a safe climate within their circle to share thoughts and ideas (C:20.1). 

No indication was found for the other two teams. In some cases, employees were unwilling to provide 

arguments for their objection to proposals in circle meetings, as these were often emotional or 

personal (C:13.5). Moreover, to still influence the decisions while not participating themselves, some 

employees blackmailed, pressured, or passed along arguments to their colleagues that did participate 

in the circle meetings (C:37.2, C:37.3 & C:18.14). Conclusively, frequent gossiping occurs (C:37.1).  

 

4.4.3 Authorization & Responsibility 

The Head Director and Deputy Head are, by royal decree, authorized to classify transactions or 

entities as suspicious, which is the final stage of the process before evidence is allowed to go to 

customers, like the FIOD or other Police instances (C:22.1). In some cases, the team leaders are also 

authorized to classify products, in name of the Head Director (C:22.1). This authorization is given by 

the Dutch Ministry of Security & Justice. The Head Director is elected by Royal Decree. Hence, the 

Head Director is held accountable for the FIU-Nederland (C:22.1).  

 

4.4.4 Power & Control 

The Head Director performs, as an employee called it: “functional leadership”. She focuses on the 

tasks at hand and the functions of people to fulfil these tasks (C:29.1). Additionally, some employees 

and other leaders indicate that she often ignores the line of command and approaches employees 

directly, that she meddles with the operational processes and that she makes autocratic decisions on 

her own without consent (C:30.1, C:30.2 & C:30.3). Furthermore, the representatives in the FIU-

circle stated that the Head Director has set employees straight, after they had posed questions that did 

not agree with her decision or revealed her autocracy (C:30.4). Additionally, several statements 

indicate that the management team is unwilling to share their control (C:31). The management team 

has surpassed the FIU-circle when organization level decisions had to be made (C:31.1).  

The employees are not content with the leaders using their power in this manner and even consider 

them to abuse their power at times (C:34). Some employees indicate that they think the MT will 

decide whenever it wants to (C:34.1). And some employees indicate that they regard the actions of the 
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Head Director to be wrong and abuse of power (C:34.2). However, an employee of Staff (in a leading 

role, close to the MT) indicates that he thinks that employees rather blame the MT than taking 

responsibility themselves (C:35.1). 

 

4.5 Distributed Intelligence 

This section will discuss whether the FIU has managed to accomplish distributed intelligence, and 

whether the adoption and execution of sociocracy played a part in it. The findings will be addressed 

with regard to the three elements of distributed intelligence as proposed in the theoretical model. 

 

4.5.1 Autonomy  

All interviewees, both team leaders and employees indicate that employees are granted autonomy. 

The RM and Staff (Legal & Policy) team demonstrate properties of self-governance, and are not 

subject to control from outside (C:4.1 & C:5). The Staff (Legal & Policy) team displays several 

properties that point to self-organizing. The team has a member that has end-responsibility when 

coordination is required (C:5.2). So, although they report back to a team leader from the management 

team, they are free to organize their work themselves, and clear from outer control in this regard. 

Furthermore, they have a weekly meeting to keep each other informed and coordinate how to be of 

assistance to each other (C:5.3). The team has a (digital) communication and coordination mechanism 

in place (C:5.4). And there is a clear distribution of who is responsible for what tasks (C:5.1). 

Conclusively, an interviewee indicates that the Deputy director, who is the team leader of this team, 

empowers the team by giving them responsibility and authority to do their work (C:9).  

Beside the Staff (Legal & Policy) team, a distribution of control is found in the RM team. The team 

leader of the RM team indicates that members of his team are often elected to be project leaders 

(C:6.5), which indicates a distribution of control. Furthermore, this team leader considers his 

leadership to be facilitating, i.e., empowering (C:9.2), which is confirmed by other interviewees of his 

team (C:9.2). These employees indicate to have great autonomy, granted by their team leader (C:4.1). 

Lastly, the management team has distributed control of the Staff (R&D) team to one employee 

(C:6.6), also indicating a distribution of control.  

Adversely, the Intelligence team does not appear to be autonomous. But there is potential. A 

coordinator was elected to do the daily coordination (C:6.1, C;6.2, C:6.3 & C:6.4). This coordinator 

also maintains the alignment of the team (C:6.8). However, the team leader of the Intelligence team 

still meddles too much with the operational process (C:28.2, C:28.3 & C:28.4), and does not 

adequately distribute his control to this coordinator. Moreover, several employees and other leaders 

consider his leadership to be controlling (C:28.1). 
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4.5.2 Collective Intelligence 

The SCM is by many considered to be a facilitator in bringing important information forward that 

otherwise might have stayed undisclosed. Employees have more opportunities to share their thoughts 

and ideas, and are encouraged to do so (C:8.1). The circle meetings and the facilitators ensure these 

opportunities are created (C:18.2). Moreover, the Deputy Head stated that it is important for 

employees to participate in this way, for the management to obtain relevant insights or input for 

decisions that concern the whole organization (C: 8.2). The interviewees, both employees and leaders, 

reported that some proposals and decisions have been improved by requesting input from the entire 

organization (C:8.3). Because of the SCM, this input was made available. Unfortunately, the amount 

of these occurrences is considerably small.  

Additionally, the FIU has a platform of group meetings where a collective of people, with all a 

different area of expertise, brainstorms about the information system that the FIU currently employs 

to trace criminal activity. The Deputy Head and an employee indicate that applying the “sociocratic 

ideology”, as they call it, during these meetings ensures that the different perspectives are bundled 

and integrated to the benefit of the organization (C:8.2). With the “sociocratic ideology” they refer to: 

encouraging everyone to speak and letting everyone give their consent to the proposals that are 

brought forward in these meetings (C:8.2).  

 

4.5.3 Unity 

Several interviewees stated that the SCM helps to converge views among the members of their team 

(C:7.2), which is a significant indication of creating unity. Another indication of unity was found in 

the FIU-circle document: the objectives of the FIU-circle are tested with those of the lower circles 

(C:7.2). Apart from the SCM, the policies made by the MT help to align the organization and steer it 

in one direction (C:7.2). Additionally, the goals from the year-plan and the tactical meetings ensure 

alignment (C:7.2). Finally, the moments of keeping each other informed help to converge views 

(C:7.2). Both leaders and employees acknowledge that these mechanisms have resulted in better 

alignment of the teams and activities (C:7.2). They also indicated that decisions made together 

through the methods of sociocracy, were better supported by the whole organization (C:7.3).  
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4.6 Overview of the Circles 

In this final section of the results, the findings will be summarized with respect to each circle. Overall, 

the Staff and Relation management circle appear to deal well with the requirements of sociocracy. 

The Intelligence circle does not, and has considerably struggled with the techniques of the 

methodology. Compared to the other two departmental circles (and the FIU-circle), the employees 

from the Intelligence circle are far less equipped (e.g., education, verbal skills) and have a functional 

leader that is unwilling to share control. The FIU-circle appears to adequately enact sociocracy up 

onto the point that the functional leader (Head Director) starts to interfere. Furthermore, the FIU-

circle serves to combine and integrate all knowledge and concerns from the lower circles. In the lower 

circles, sociocracy contributes to creating awareness and converging views. Conclusively, the Staff 

and RM circle show features of being autonomous, but the Intelligence circle does not. An overview 

of the summarized findings per circle can be found in Table 3. 

 
Table 3. Summarized Findings per Circle 

FIU-circle Use informed 
consent 

No decisions 
on process 
policies 

Better 
equipped 

Functional 
leader that 
takes control   

Better 
aligned 

Better aware of 
current affairs 
organization 

Staff Circle Use informed 
consent 

No decisions 
on process 
policies 

Better 
equipped 

Shared control 
/ equality 

Autonomous 
to some 
extent 

Better 
aligned 

Better aware of 
current affairs 
organization 

Relation 
Management 
Circle 

Use informed 
consent 

No decisions 
on process 
policies 

Better 
equipped 

Shared control 
/ equality 

Autonomous 
to some 
extent 

Better 
aligned 

Better aware of 
current affairs 
organization 

Intelligence 
Circle 

No longer use 
informed 
consent 

No decisions 
on process 
policies 

Less 
equipped 

Functional 
leader that 
takes control 

No autonomy Not 
aligned 

Better aware of 
current affairs 
organization 
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5. Discussion 

This chapter will interpret the results and reflect upon them. First, the main findings and implications 

will be summarized. Next, the results with respect to the literature will be discussed, to discover 

whether the findings are in accordance or controversial with earlier research and findings by others. 

This will also indicate the contribution of this paper to the current literature about sociocracy and 

distributed intelligence. Then, the implications of the findings for managerial practice will be 

discussed. Moreover, how managers can use these findings to improve their businesses. Lastly, the 

limitations of this study will be addressed and directions for future research will be proposed.  

 

5.1 The Main Implications  

The key research question in this study is whether and how sociocracy affects the extent to which 

distributed intelligence can be accomplished and exploited? Sociocracy does affect the extent to 

which distributed intelligence can be accomplished and exploited. How it affects distributed 

intelligence can only be determined for some of its elements.  

The findings indicate that sociocracy, with the consent rule, facilitates joint decision-making, that 

subsequently contributes to the unity in the organization and increases the collective intelligence of 

the organization, on both the team and organizational level. Jointly deciding on organizational matters 

fosters unity. Furthermore, the opportunity for everyone to bring relevant information forward (as 

encouraged by the consent principle) increases the collective intelligence within the teams. In 

addition, the appointment of a functional leader and a representative (i.e., a double-link) ensures that 

information is passed along (up and down), making organizational members of all levels more aware 

and informed. This, converges the views of the employees and fosters unity among them. 

Furthermore, it contributes to the knowledge that the teams and the entire organization have at their 

disposal, which in turn also increases the collective intelligence.  

The consent “governs decision-making” and “organize in circles” principles were only partially 

executed. Joint decision-making was only applied to some organizational decisions, and process 

policies that govern the work processes never came into being. Both these principles were expected to 

foster autonomy, but as they were insufficiently present no evidence was found to confirm these 

relations (arrows in grey, Figure 6). The partial execution of these principles is due to the leaders that 

were unwilling to share important subjects for decision-making with their employees and including 

them in these decisions (see the addition in red, Figure 6). In addition, errors during the introduction 

and implementation of the method resulted in a wrong understanding amongst employees of what it 

should be used for. Furthermore, these errors impeded most of the members to obtain the right amount 

of skills in the circular process (of measuring, leading, and operating). Both significantly affected the 
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organizing in circles, which in turn resulted in a lack of process policies and joint decision-making 

about the appropriate policies (see the additions in blue, Figure 6).  

 

 

 
Figure 6. Extended Theoretical Model 

 

 

The main implications of these findings are as following: 

Collective Intelligence: 

- Informed consent fosters the availability of knowledge and the integration of it (on team 

level). 

- The double-links contribute to the up- and downward information flow, and subsequently the 

availability of knowledge and integration of it on an organizational level. 

Unity: 

- The circle meetings governed by informed consent better align the members of the team, and 

converge their views. 

- The double-link and the umbrella circle (FIU-circle) better align the whole organization, and 

create awareness in the organization.  

Distribution of power: 

- Leaders unwilling to share their power inhibit joint decision-making and the formulation of 

policies about work processes.  

Organizational change: 

- The methodology of sociocracy will not be embraced when it is adopted with the wrong 

intentions. This results in failing to understand the circular process, not being able to apply it 

and eventually dilution of the methodology. 
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5.2 Theoretical Implications 

As following, the implications with respect to the literature will be discussed. This study discovered 

several theoretical implications that are relevant for the literature of distributed intelligence. 

Furthermore, it provides useful insights about factors that can form a barrier to sociocracy. Lastly, this 

section will address implications with respect to organizational change. 

 

5.2.1 Distributed Intelligence 

The findings suggest that sociocracy has great potential for integrating knowledge and expertise that 

is distributed throughout the organization. The consent principle ensures that employees from all 

kinds and layers are heard, unveiling relevant information that can be utilized for the benefit of the 

organization. This is in accordance with the suggestions of Buck and Endenburg (2012). Moreover, 

the double-link contributes to the (up- and downward) flow of information in the organization. Due to 

this connection and information flow the collective knowledge of the organization is increased. This 

corresponds with the notion of Bonifacio et al. (2000) that many employees in different places or 

roles of the organization that have their own area of expertise can all obtain or possess knowledge that 

is meaningful to the organization. And that this information in one part of the organization can be 

very meaningful to other parts of the organization. It also confirms that little knowledge individually 

can be very beneficial collectively (Innes & Booher, 2000). As McKelvey (2001) explained, the better 

the connections between employees and teams of the organization the bigger its intelligence. 

Consequently, the greater source of knowledge that is integrated through these mechanisms results in 

improved decisions that concern the whole organization, which confirms the suggestions of Eckstein 

(2016).  

The double-links ensure that relevant information for decision-making is fed up and that strategic 

guidance is communicated downwards, as argued by Romme (2016). Decisions in the higher circle 

are made with information from the lower circles (because of the representatives), which afterwards 

can be diffused to each departmental circle. This way, the double-link contributes to awareness at all 

levels of the organization and ensures alignment of the teams at all levels in the organization. In 

different terms, it creates unity. Additionally, the consent principle in the circle meetings contributes 

to unity of the organization, as it includes all employees in the decision-making and allows them to 

influence the behaviour of the organization. Accordingly, sociocracy offers a starting point for 

designing structures that can help tackle the main challenge of distributed systems. Many scholars 

have argued that the main challenge of a system where decisional power is distributed, is to maintain 

control of the overall behaviour (Lüder et al., 2004; Vernazza & Zunino, 1990; Yeoh & Yokoo, 

2012).  
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In the current case, the organization held on to its rigid structure instead of developing into a circular 

and decentralized one, which impeded autonomy. This is in line with the arguments of Lüder et al. 

(2004). It also suggests that, indeed, decentralization of leadership is required to truly accomplish 

autonomy (Kelly, 1994; Innes & Booher, 2000; Parker, 2008).  

Furthermore, in this case, the absence of process policies resulted in confusion and uncertainty within 

employees about whether they were allowed to act autonomously or not. This confirms that without 

clear policies, employees are not able to work autonomously (Kelly, 1994; Innes & Booher, 2000). 

However, establishing such policies is much harder than it seems.  

Since the process policies lacked and employees were not included in the decision-making about these 

policies, not much can be said about how they could foster autonomy. The insufficient application of 

sociocracy was caused by the leaders that were unwilling to share their control and include employees 

in the decision-making. They only allowed for certain topics to be discussed and decided upon in the 

circle meetings, and kept most of the decisions in the management team. As such, no decisions were 

made about policies that could govern the operational work processes without further interference or 

permission from external directors during operations. Nevertheless, these findings provide new 

insights for the development of sociocracy and how it must deal with authority and power.  

 

5.2.2 Barriers to Sociocracy 

Setting up the basic elements of the SCM – the circles, the consent governed meetings, the roles 

(including the double-links), and the election process - is easy. But the findings suggest that doing so 

does not simply equal the adequate execution of the methodology. At first glance, it appeared as if the 

FIU had adopted sociocracy, but when digging deeper it appeared to fall short on some essential 

elements. Consequently, this study has managed to identify several of the factors that hinder a correct 

execution of sociocracy. As the current literature does not address these issues, this paper will explore 

these missing elements.  

First of all, the SCM does not automatically solve the issue of power. It is the management team that 

needs to roll out the methodology. So, it is the people in control who have to share their control. The 

findings suggest that leaders have difficulties with letting go of their power and control. Moreover, 

the methodology does not come with a big stick that forces them to share their power. It requires a 

paradigm shift in leaders’ view on power and control. Making management practices more 

accountable and professional thus starts with managers themselves (Romme, 2016).  

Secondly, the findings suggest that when management neglects to communicate, employees will be 

ill-informed and not able to address issues that benefit the decision-making. This is in accordance 
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with Van Vlissingen (1999), who states that access to all information is necessary for employees to 

make relevant objections or understand the course of action that is desirable.  

Third, the results indicate a strong influence of the organizational change process on the adoption of 

the SCM, which in this case has substantially contributed to the failure of implementing the SCM. 

The factors that underlie the difficulties during the change process mainly have to do with resistance 

to change, of both leaders and employees. It is rather common that organizational change comes with 

many difficulties, or even completely fails (Oreg, 2006; Van den Heuvel, Schalk & Assen, 2015; 

Ford, Ford & d’Amelio, 2008). There are several reasons why it failed in this case. Most of the 

reasons are related to the organizational change process.  

 

5.2.3 Organizational Change 

The findings confirm that people differ from one another in how they cope with change. Some 

employees are more likely to resist organizational change, simply because of their personality traits 

(Oreg, 2006). The findings also confirm that if some people resist change this is transferred to others, 

making them resist as well. Oreg (2006) has pointed out that when an employee’s social environment 

(i.e., colleagues, supervisors, and subordinates) tends to resist a change, the employee is also more 

likely to resist the change. Furthermore, the findings indicated that the readiness for change differed 

across teams. The employees that are higher educated and have more active and challenging jobs 

demonstrated higher readiness for change and rapidly embraced the SCM. These findings are in line 

with the suggestions of Cunningham et al. (2002). 

Many employees disliked the change agent that was appointed to be responsible for promoting and 

implementing the SCM. This study confirmed that change agents play a vital role in how 

organizational change is received by employees (Ford, Ford & d’Amelio, 2008). Furthermore, the 

findings suggest that the trust in the management team was not high at the moment of introducing the 

SCM. The employees did not have a feeling they could count on the management team to do what’s 

best for the organization, because of previous encounters that crumbled this trust. These findings 

confirm that trust in management is one of the most important factors when it comes to readiness for 

change (Oreg, 2006; Van den Heuvel, Schalk & Assen, 2015; Ford, Ford & d’Amelio, 2008).  

As the method was introduced as an alternative to the Works Council, the organizational change never 

focused on a new way of governing the organization and empowering employees. Both leaders and 

employees were never infused with a sense of urgency of the change to this extent. However, the 

literature suggests that managers must get the reasons for organizational change across to employees 

and embrace it themselves for organizational change to be adopted (Van den Heuvel, Schalk & Assen, 

2015).  
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Apart from these causes of resistance to change, the introduction of the SCM as an alternative to the 

Works Council also had a significant consequence for the execution of the method. Both the 

employees and leaders were unable to make an appropriate distinction between leading and operating, 

as proposed by Buck and Endenburg (2012). The findings suggest that they interpreted the leading 

part as fringe benefits instead of governing their organization and the work they do. For sociocracy to 

work properly however, the organization is required to adhere to the cyclical process of leading, 

operating, and measuring (Buck & Endenburg, 2012; Romme, 2016). 

 

5.3 Managerial Implications 

The findings suggest that managers can improve decisions and plans that concern the organization in 

its entirety by adopting the SCM. Using the “consent governs decision-making principle” helps to 

disclose relevant information that resides in employees. Moreover, when employees are invited to 

bring information forward that is then incorporated in decisions and plans, they tend to have more 

commitment to executing them. Additionally, this provides management with a greater source of 

knowledge that can be of significant relevance on a strategic level. The representatives of the double-

link ensure that this information makes it way up to the governing body of the organization, and that it 

is utilized for the benefit of the organization. Furthermore, both the functional leaders and 

representatives ensure that information is communicated downwards. This helps to converge views, 

maintain alignment within and among the teams, and creates awareness throughout the organization. 

Especially, when the organization consists of a great variety of employees with a different area of 

expertise, the SCM can offer a solution to integrate them.  

 

5.3.1 Overcoming Difficulties 

While the SCM has proven to have great potential, the findings also suggest that it is rather difficult to 

achieve complete adoption and correct execution. And that without the right execution, granting 

employees autonomy and benefitting from the earlier mentioned advantages becomes difficult, if not 

impossible. Hence, managers should pay attention to the following points if they would like to reap 

the benefits of sociocracy. 

Firstly, the organizational change process. Managers should instil trust in management in their 

employees for them to embrace the proposed organizational change. The reasons for the change must 

be communicated and the necessity must be conveyed, to instil a sense of urgency and commitment to 

conduct in the change process. Managers must act as role models to radiate the importance of the 

change. Employees are susceptible to social influence (Oreg, 2006), meaning that if managers do not 

embrace the change, employees certainly will not. Moreover, they should appoint a change agent that 

has good relations with the employees.  
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Second, if managers intend to include employees in the decision-making, they should not be anxious 

about sharing their control. As the SCM requires employees to come up with objections that are 

relevant to the goals of the group or organization, the course of action can only be influenced in such 

a way that it benefits the organization. In other words, the decisions can only be improved, not made 

worse. In order for employees to make such decision, timely communication from the management is 

essential. Additionally, a good understanding of the objectives of the group and organization is 

required. Clear goals that are comprehensible for everyone must be set to create a joint understanding 

of where they are headed (Locke, 1990). 

Third, with respect to the managers that are responsible for introducing organizations to sociocracy 

and subsequently the implementation of the methodology in the organization, it is essential that they 

pay great attention to bringing across what the method is for. Additionally, they must schedule 

moments to evaluate if the company has embraced the SCM, not only if they practically implemented 

the methodology. They must ask themselves if the company really desires to adopt this method, and 

for what reasons? In order to figure out if it is not merely for the exemption regarding the requirement 

to install a Works Council (by the SER), or to achieve a better appearance with respect to the outside 

world. It is important for the well-being of the organization and its employees that the method is 

adopted with the right intentions. In this sense, also the managers of the organization must ask 

themselves for what reasons they will adopt the methodology of sociocracy. If they really intend to 

empower employees and are willing to dedicate themselves to doing so?  

 

5.3.2 Customization 

Managers could benefit from customizing the SCM to increase its dynamics and acceptance by 

employees. They can grant the facilitator more responsibility to make sure that everyone is heard 

during circle meetings. Then the strict following of the circle rules (consisting of an opening round, 

image round, etc.), can be omitted. Employees then consider the SCM to be less long-winded. 

Furthermore, topics that get brought into a circle meeting need to be filtered for relevance and 

appropriateness, by for instance a “gate keeper”. This to ensure that not futile time and effort is put 

into discovering things that eventually turn out to be outside of the organization’s jurisdiction, and 

consequently cannot be influenced.  

As clearly shown by the organization in question, not all organizations and employees deal well with 

the prescribed rules of the SCM. Nonetheless, using the following principles can significantly benefit 

an organization: including employees in decision-making to enlarge the knowledge base and foster 

commitment, connecting different functions and areas of expertise by organizing in groups with a 

common goal, and connecting upper levels and lower levels of the organization by a double-link.  

 



 48 

5.3.3 FIU-Nederland 

This subsection will summarize the implications specific for the FIU. The adoption of sociocracy in 

their organization (though only partially) had the following positive effects:  

- The disclosure of relevant information that resides in employees 

- More knowledge at the organization’s disposal (or the management team) 

- Better informed decisions  

- A committed workforce (i.e., some decisions are better supported and therefore carried out 

with more commitment to them) 

- Awareness throughout the organization (about the current affairs of the organization) 

- Converged views (i.e., getting people on the same page to work together) 

- Better cooperation between different areas of expertise 

Unfortunately, it also had many negative effects (note that the last four bullet points are not direct 

effects of sociocracy, but rather a result of the incomplete execution of it): 

- Provocation of discussion and subsequent turmoil 

- Expose conflicts of interest 

- Expose disagreement among employees that concerned personal/emotional issues  

- Further discontent of employees with the use of power of the management team 

- Further loss of trust in the management team 

- Time loss on trivial issues (e.g., trivial fringe benefits) 

- Disappointment (due to a lot of effort without reward) 

 

5.3.4 Recommendation 

It appears that the FIU has adopted the SCM for the wrong reasons. The SCM was introduced as an 

alternative to the Works Council and the participation of employees in making decisions about their 

work processes was neglected. Currently, the organization has decided to dismantle its SCM 

practices, but expressed a desire to keep some of its elements. As such, the FIU directors must ask 

themselves: what do they want to accomplish? They have to make sure they are proceeding with the 

right intentions. Is it to attain employee participation and employee empowerment, and subsequently 

employee commitment, job satisfaction, a healthy workforce, access to more knowledge, and 

improved decisions? Or is it merely for the exemption regarding the requirement to install a Works 

Council (by the SER) and its appearance to the outside world? If FIU’s leadership desires to pursue 

the first set of goals, they can consider implementing the following re-design:  

- Maintain the groups and meetings (i.e., the circles)  

- Elect skilful facilitators that can ensure that everyone will bring relevant information forward 

and that the knowledge/expertise will be integrated. 
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- Elect representatives that are allowed to question the management (team) and communicate 

important decisions to the lower levels of the organization (i.e., maintain the FIU-circle). 

- Focus on making policies that govern the work processes. 

- Communicate timely about external influences, future decisions, or other changes that might 

have an impact on the organization. 

- Exhibit leadership that facilitates, empowers and includes employees.  

- Delegate decisions about fringe benefits to the appropriate authoritative body (e.g., the 

National police Works Council) 

- Most important: the management team must commit to it and share its power. 

Furthermore, as the question is rather when than if the organization will be faced with another 

organizational change, the FIU must remember the following, when this occurs:  

- Appoint a change agent that has a good relationship with the employees. 

- Management must embrace the change and set the example. 

- Convey the right reasons for adoption and instil a sense of urgency.  

- Trust in management must be established. 

 

5.4 Limitations  

This study was designed to examine whether and how sociocracy affects the extent to which 

distributed intelligence can be accomplished and exploited. Moreover, it involved a qualitative study 

of a single case. Accordingly, there are several limitations that have to be considered when 

interpreting the results. Some of which, offer a base for future research. 

 

5.4.1 Limitations for Interpreting the Results 

The analysis procedure provides great confidence for credibility. First, this study employed multiple 

sources of data (i.e., data triangulation) which contributes to the credibility of the results (Stavros & 

Westberg, 2009). A collection of documents was obtained, consisting of memo’s, the “circle statute”, 

and the minutes of the circle meetings. Notes were taken during the observation of two circle 

meetings. But the main source of this study was the collection of interviews. Interviews were taken at 

two moments in time, with internal and external people, and with both leaders and employees (of all 

levels). Because of confidentiality, only meetings could be joined that did not involve operational 

information. Therefore, not all circles could be observed. Furthermore, it inhibited access to the 

minutes of one circle as this also contained confidential operational information. Instead, an adjusted 

document (operational information erased by the team leader) of the last year was included. It had 

significantly less data available from this circle compared to the others. This circle also had a different 

system of making notes than the others, which also influences the comparison of the documents 
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across circles. However, this difference can also be considered an important finding. Second, the 

findings were verified with an internal person from the organization (i.e., member-checking). So, 

although somewhat hampered by confidentiality, the research findings can still be considered robust, 

rich, comprehensive, and well-developed.  

Furthermore, one supervisor monitored the research process and progress. Additionally, the progress 

and intermediate findings were discussed during several meetings with four external researchers 

(including the supervisor). Both contribute to the dependability of this research, meaning that if other 

researchers were to look over the data, they would arrive at similar findings, interpretations, and 

conclusions about the data. However, because of the confidentiality issues and this study being a 

master thesis, there was no second reviewer or interpreter that reviewed the raw data, which 

somewhat diminishes the dependability of this study.  

With regard to the research setting, both the interviews and observations were conducted at the office 

of the organization, during normal work hours, as if part of their daily business. The participants all 

appeared to be at ease and had no trouble sharing information. The presence of the interviewer might 

have caused some interviewees to sugar-coat their answers. Also, some might have considered it an 

opportunity to bring things to light and emphasized issues that antagonized them. Additionally, the 

presence of the observer during the circle meetings made the participants more conscientious. 

However, as these instances were all rather apparent, this was taken into account during the analysis. 

Furthermore, the interviews were divided over three weeks because of the amount and the 

respondent’s schedules. Meaning that when the later interviews took place, new events had occurred. 

Nonetheless, all the interviews demonstrated great overlap.  

Another issue that might be of concern with regard to this study’s transferability, is that it focused on 

a relatively small organization with a very specific culture (i.e. a police/government organization 

dealing with highly confidential information). Adopting and executing sociocracy might be very 

different in bigger (corporate) organizations. Additionally, the organizational culture appears to have 

a big impact on the application of the methodology. What would for instance be the results in a design 

or engineering company? Would those employees be better at coping with the circular process? This 

study already found evidence that education and verbal skills significantly influence the enactment of 

sociocracy, which begs the question what further differences in background would imply? 

Furthermore, the organization in this case was characterized by strict leadership styles (because of the 

high-responsibility). What would be the difference with companies that do not require such 

leadership? Future research must demonstrate what these effects entail. 

To analyse the qualitative data in this study, the method proposed by Gioia et al. (2013) was used. A 

method that has been used many times before (Calabretta, Gemser & Wijnberg, 2017; Kembro, 

Näslund & Olhager, 2017; Ponsignon, Durrieu & Bouzdine-Chameeva, 2017), to enhance the 
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confirmability of this study. The analysis procedure involved a first round of coding that used terms of 

the informants (e.g., interviewees, authors of documents), to stay as close as possible to the 

information provided by the informants and subsequently minimize the bias of interpretation. Next, 

these terms were grouped into themes with the help of work from previous scholars and the 

theoretical model of this study. It entailed an iterative process of improving and re-checking to ensure 

that the themes represent what they should represent.  

 

5.4.2 Future Research 

As the methodology of sociocracy was only partially executed and the organization therefore lacked 

process policies, not much can be said about its relation to autonomy. Nevertheless, the organization 

currently has employees and teams that are autonomous to some extent. This small degree of 

autonomy is achieved by grouping teams based on their objectives (set by the MT), and two leaders 

performing facilitating leadership rather than controlling leadership. However, without clear 

boundaries about the work processes at all levels of the organization, the organization fails to truly 

benefit from autonomous teams and employees. Hence, it is tempting to speculate that organizations 

require process policies, joined by certain leadership styles that empower employees, to achieve 

autonomy. Nevertheless, future research must demonstrate whether process policies can actually 

facilitate autonomy and how.  

In addition, future research could focus on how such policies (and the consent principle) deal with the 

organizational dynamics that influence autonomy. Previous research has shown that there are many 

contextual and internal team factors that influence the extent to which teams become autonomous 

(Hess, 2013; Kirkman, Tesluk & Rosen, 2004; Pazos & Magpili, 2014). Factors such as resource 

allocation, giving feedback to employees, granting the appropriate level of autonomy, and 

demographic composition (Hess, 2013). For instance, Hess (2013) argues that the appropriate level of 

autonomy should be granted dependent of the tasks at hand. Too much autonomy can have negative 

consequences like stress, while too little can be seen as a lack of confidence, which in turn decreases 

the creativity and commitment of employees (Hess, 2013). Sociocracy could possibly offer a solution 

to establish the appropriate level of autonomy, depending on the tasks at hand. Within sociocracy, 

employees decide together by means of the consent rule and elect people for roles accordingly. At the 

same time, they are meant to agree on boundaries (i.e., policies) that specify the autonomy and 

responsibilities. As such, the appropriate level of autonomy should come rather naturally. This could 

be an interesting proposition for future research to examine.  

Furthermore, though the consent principle and double-linking together contribute to awareness at all 

levels of the organization and ensure alignment of the teams at all levels in the organization, it 

remains to be seen whether this can produce the desired overall behaviour of the organization when 
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all teams and employees are truly granted autonomy. Nonetheless, the findings of this study offer a 

valuable starting point with insights about how structures can be constructed to deal with the main 

challenge of controlling the overall behaviour of a system when decisional power is distributed. 

Scholars have argued that the issue of maintaining control when power is distributed can be tackled 

by building structures that constructively address this issue (Lüder et al., 2004; Vernazza & Zunino, 

1990; Yeoh & Yokoo, 2012). The findings from this study also appear to point that way, but whether 

such principles truly help to maintain unity, when all teams are granted autonomy, requires further 

research.  
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6. Conclusion 

In this MSc thesis project, I aimed to examine how sociocracy can distribute control to teams and 

employees, without losing unity among them. In addition, this study explored how this method can 

integrate and utilize the knowledge and expertise that is distributed throughout the organization. The 

study draws on data gathered from a single organization that adopted sociocracy in 2014: the FIU-

Nederland. Although the execution of the sociocratic circular-organization method was not executed 

as desirable, the findings suggest that the method has great potential for increasing the collective 

intelligence of the organization.  

Using the “consent governs decision-making principle” helps disclosing relevant information that 

resides in employees. Moreover, inviting employees to bring information forward that is incorporated 

in decisions and plans, fosters commitment. Additionally, it provides management with a greater 

source of knowledge that can be of significant relevance on a strategic level. The representatives of 

the double-link ensure that this information makes it way up to the governing body of the 

organization, and that it is utilized for the benefit of the organization. Furthermore, both the functional 

leaders and representatives ensure that information is communicated downwards, which helps to 

converge views, maintain alignment within and among the teams, and creates awareness throughout 

the organization. Especially, when the organization consists of a great variety of employees with a 

different area of expertise, sociocracy can offer a solution to integrate them.  

In addition to these advantages, this study found several factors that can frantically inhibit reaping the 

benefits of sociocracy. For governance methods like sociocracy to be embraced, a paradigm shift in 

the leader’s view on power and control is required. Leaders that are unwilling to share control and 

neglect the communication about organizational decisions will inhibit the proper execution of 

sociocracy. Additionally, adopting sociocracy is a fundamental organizational change that affects the 

core of the organization and therefore requires tremendous attention to the change process. Managers 

must make sure they adopt sociocracy with the right intentions, which makes it more likely that the 

method is embraced by organizational members. Furthermore, they must communicate the necessity 

of the organizational change (i.e. the “why”), develop trust in management among employees, and act 

as role models that lead the way towards success. 
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Interview Guide 

 
Introductie: 
 
Wie ben ik? Masterstudent TU/e, afstudeeropdracht. Onderzoek naar SKM. Inzicht krijgen in hoe 
SKM kan bijdragen aan het bundelen van kennis, creativiteit, en expertise van medewerkers. 
U gekozen vanwege rol in SKM. In totaal zal ik dus zo’n 8 mensen interviewen. 
Ik ga u straks een aantal vragen stellen over jullie manier van werken, de teamsamenstelling, 
teamcoördinatie, etc. En uiteindelijk over het SKM.  
Ik sta er als onderzoeker neutraal in en hoop dus ook dat u zo eerlijk mogelijk antwoord geeft, ook al 
denkt u soms dat dit niet heel positief is. Dat is geen enkel probleem. 
 

Als u het oké vindt maak ik een geluidsopname. Dan heb ik straks meer en betere data om te 
gebruiken dan wanneer ik alleen aantekeningen maak. De opname zal alleen door mij 
teruggeluisterd worden. De antwoorden van alle respondenten zullen op een zodanige manier 
verwerkt worden dat niemand meer kan achterhalen dat ze van u of een ander afkomstig waren. U 
zult dus anoniem blijven. Daar wil ik nog aan toevoegen dat ik een geheimhoudingsverklaring heb 
getekend, en dat het interview niet over operationele informatie zal gaan. Enkel hoe jullie 
samenwerken; geen gegevens over transacties e.d. 
 
We staan ingepland voor een uurtje. Ik heb hier mijn vragenlijst. Het enige wat u eigenlijk hoeft te 
doen is zo volledig en accuraat mogelijk antwoord geven op deze vragen. 
 
Heeft u misschien nog vragen voor we beginnen? 
 
 
 
 
 
Afsluiting: 
Dit was dan de laatste vraag. Ik wil u hartelijk danken voor uw uitgebreide antwoorden en bron aan 
informatie. Ik hoop dat het voor u niet te vermoeiend is geweest. U heeft mij in ieder geval heel erg 
geholpen! 
Als ik alle informatie van iedereen heb verzameld ga ik er wat analysetechnieken op loslaten en dan 
hoop ik er iets nuttigs uit te kunnen halen voor de FIU. Uiteindelijk zal ik dan ook mijn bevindingen 
terugkoppelen. 

Bedankt nogmaals! 

Appendix 

A1.  Interview Guides 
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LG 

 

Dan is mijn eerste vraag: 

 

Wat is uw functie of rol bij de FIU? 

Met hoeveel mensen werkt u samen? Met welke functies of rollen werkt u samen? 

Hoe lang wordt er ongeveer gewerkt aan een opdracht / thema / project? 

Met wie is het noodzakelijk dat u communiceert? 

Veranderd de samenstelling regelmatig? Zo ja, hoe dan? En waarom dan? 

 

Hoe vindt de sturing van het team plaats? Hoe gaat dit in zijn werk? 

Team coördinator? Wat is de taak van deze coördinator? Kunt u toelichting geven? 

Kunnen de werknemers zelfstandig te werk gaan? Zo ja, waardoor wordt dit mogelijk gemaakt? 

Denkt u dat de teamleden zich afhankelijk voelen van de team coördinator of u als leidinggevende?  

 

Hoe zorgen jullie ervoor dat alles in zijn geheel goed samenloopt. Dat elke stukje FIU aansluit bij het 

ander? 

 

In welke vormen krijgen de teams informatie binnen?� 

Is deze informatie tijdgevoelig? 

Hoe gaan jullie hiermee om? 

Zijn jullie in staat om snel te reageren op dergelijke informatie? M.a.w., zijn jullie in staat om dit snel 

te verwerken? 

Komt het weleens voor dat het niet zo is? Waar ligt dat dan aan? 

 

Kunt u voor mij (kort) beschrijven wat het SKM volgens u inhoudt? 

 

Waar loont het SKM zich voor u en de FIU? 

Waar geeft het juist problemen? 

 

Vormen jullie tijdens SKM-vergaderingen randvoorwaarden om te kunnen functioneren? 

 

Als u even terugkijkt in het verleden zijn er dan volgens u belangrijke gebeurtenissen die veel 

invloed gehad hebben op de FIU? Hoe heeft de FIU zich daaraan moeten aanpassen?  

Denkt u dat SKM hierbij helpt? Zo ja, hoe dan? Zo niet, hoe denkt u dat het was gegaan zonder 

SKM? 

 

	



 61 

 

 

WN 

 

Dan is mijn eerste vraag: 

 

Wat is jouw functie of rol bij de FIU? 

Met hoeveel mensen werk je samen? Met welke functies of rollen werkt je samen? 

Hoe lang wordt er ongeveer gewerkt aan een opdracht of project? 

Veranderd de samenstelling van jouw team? Zo ja, hoe dan? En waarom dan? 

Met wie is het noodzakelijk dat jij communiceert? 

Van wie krijg jij (of je team) informatie binnen? 

 

Hoe vindt de sturing van jouw team plaats? Hoe gaat dit in zijn werk? 

Team coördinator? Wat is de taak van deze coördinator? Kan je toelichting geven? 

Kan je zelfstandig te werk gaan? Zo ja, waardoor wordt dit mogelijk gemaakt? 

Voel jij (of je teamleden) zich erg afhankelijk van de team coördinator of de hogere 

leidinggevenden? 

 

Hoe wordt er gekozen welke taken jij moet aanpakken?  

Hoeveel inspraak heb je daar zelf in? 

 

Kun je voor mij (kort) beschrijven wat het SKM volgens jou inhoudt? 

 

Waar geeft het SKM problemen? 

Waar zou het SKM zich kunnen lonen voor de FIU? 

 

Wat zou er volgens jou nog thuishoren (aan besluiten) in vergaderingen zoals die van de FIU-kring? 

Zoals de besteding van het budget? Afgelopen keer? 

 

In hoeverre is het SKM in jouw kring nog van kracht? Zijn er nog aspecten die jullie gebruiken?  

Waar komt dit door?  

 

Als we even terugkijken in het verleden zijn er dan volgens jou belangrijke gebeurtenissen die veel 

invloed gehad hebben op de FIU? Hoe heeft de FIU zich daaraan moeten aanpassen?  

Hoe zou dit gegaan zijn met of onder SKM? 
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A2. Overview of Themes and Terms  
Table 4. Overview of Themes and Terms 

	
Themes Terms C# 

Contextual factors Organizational characteristics Composition teams & work relations 1.1 

  
Distributed variety of expertise 1.2 

  
Employees have independent tasks 1.3 

  
Existing hierarchical structure 1.4 

  
Matrix organization / work across functional teams 1.5 

  
External influence 1.6 

  
Gathering of information 1.7 

  
Intelligence work process 1.8 

  
Strict requirements to operational process 1.9 

  
Demand driven work 1.10 

  
Too high workload 1.11 

  
Overwork 1.12 

  
Ongoing work process 1.13 

 Moments of organizational change Moments of organizational change 2.1 

 Directing/managing by MT Clear goal setting 3.1 

  
Objectives 3.2 

  
Decision making by MT 3.3 

  
MT elects relationship manager for leader role 3.4 

  
Policies made by MT 3.5 

  
Resource allocation 3.6 

  
Weekly meeting for coordination by MT 3.7 

Distributed Intelligence Autonomy | Autonomous employees Autonomous employees 4.1 

  
Workers take responsibility for their own work 4.2 

 
Autonomy | Autonomous team (Staff 
Beleid) Distribution of responsibilities in Staff (beleid) team 5.1 

  
Coordinator present in Staff (beleid) team 5.2 

  
Weekly meeting Staff (beleid) to keep each other informed 
and see where employees can be of assistance to one 
another 

5.3 

  
Communication and coordination via central mailbox 
(Staff (beleid) team) 5.4 

 Autonomy | Distribution of control Coordinator Intelligence divides work 6.1 

  
Coordinator present in Intelligence team 6.2 

  
Coordinator Intelligence guides work process 6.3 

  
Quality check by Coordinator 6.4 

  
Project organized with project leaders 6.5 

  
Employee guides work process 6.6 

  
Structure the meetings in such a way the deputy director 
no longer required to be present 6.7 

  
Maintain alignment by coordinator 6.8 

 Unity Preserving unity in the organization 7.1 

  
Maintain alignment / converging views 7.2 

  
More widely supported decisions 7.3 

 Collective Intelligence Unveil relevant information / Opportunity to bring 
important information forward 8.1 

  
Utilizing the collective intelligence of the organization 8.2 

    Improved proposal and decision 8.3 
Enablers of Distributed 
Intelligence Employee empowering leadership Deputy Director: people oriented leadership 9.1 

  
Facilitating leadership 9.2 

 Up and downward information flow Communication to create awareness 10.1 

  
Keeping each other informed 10.2 

  
Address issues as representative 10.3 

  
Representatives take part in decision-making 10.4 

  
Information is conveyed through representative 10.5 

 Process policies Policies govern organization 11.1 

  
Employees aware of boundaries 11.2 

  
Policies are made 11.3 

  
Policies in place / boundaries 11.4 

  
Adherence to policies 11.5 
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Policies that govern work process are missing 11.6 

 Joint decision-making Decide together how to divide work 12.1 

  
Consult team members to take leading role 12.2 

  
Include employees in decision-making 12.3 

  
Consent governs decision-making 13.1 

  
Workers discuss best options together 12.5 

Sociocracy Consent governs decision-making Consent governs decision-making 13.1 

  
Beeldvorming 13.2 

  
Loss of structure during circle meeting 13.3 

  
No argued and paramount objection 13.4 

  
Employees unwilling to provide arguments for objection 13.5 

  
Fulfilment of facilitator role 13.6 

  
Some employees did not participate in decision making / 
circle 13.7 

  
Delegation of authority 13.8 

  
Policy making for operations is not done in circle meetings 13.9 

  
Lack of right topics in circle meeting / policies to organize 
work are not discussed in circle meeting 13.10 

  
Subjects only for information in circle not decision-
making 13.11 

  
Correct topic in circle 13.12 

  
Topics in SCM have changed 13.13 

  
No decision subjects that originate from circle itself (only 
from higher circle) 13.14 

  
Subjects are brought into SCM by MT 13.15 

  
Employees bring topics for discussion (decision making) 
forward 13.16 

 Organize in circles Circles formed 14.1 

  
Common goal circle 14.2 

  
Employees not aware of the circular process 14.3 

  
Unclarity about difference between lead and operation 14.4 

  
Wrong understanding of what policy-making entails 14.5 

  
Applied SCM only to medezeggenschap / secundaire 
arbeidsvoorwaarden (fringe benefits) 14.6 

 
Double-linking - Fulfilment of leader 
role SC role present: functional leader 15.1 

 
Double-linking - Fulfilment of 
representative role SC role present: representative 16.1 

  
Understanding of responsibilities as representative 16.2 

  
Address issues as representative 16.3 

  
Representatives take part in decision-making 16.4 

  
Information is conveyed through representative 16.5 

  
Team leader communicates to circle instead of 
representative 16.6 

 Elections by consent Elections 17.1 

  
SCM roles present 17.2 

  
SC role present: facilitator 17.3 

  
SC role present: functional leader 15.1 

  
SC role present: representative 16.1 

  
SC role present: secretary 17.6 

 Customizing the SC Method Customizing the SC Method 18.1 

  
Team leader or facilitator ensures everyone speaks up 18.2 

  
Representative has double role as facilitator 18.3 

Enablers of Sociocracy Access to all information Access to all information 19.1 

 Psychological safety Psychological safety 20.1 

 Enablers for SCM to be adopted Understanding of Sociocracy 21.1 

  
Positive view on SC 21.2 

  
Some aspects of SC were already present 21.3 

  
With leadership the same can be achieved as with the 
SCM 21.4 

  
Traditional Works Council would not be good for FIU 21.5 

Barriers to Sociocracy Assigned responsibility and authority Assigned responsibility and authority 22.1 

 
Authority for decision-making does 
not lie within reach Authority for decision-making does not lie within reach 23.1 

 
Capability and opportunity differences 
among teams 

Capabilities of employees are higher in teams of Staff and 
RM than that of Intelligence 24.1 
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Verbal and argumentation skills of teams other than of 
intelligence are better 24.2 

  
Difference in work processes influences freedom 24.3 

 Organizational difficulties Continuous change 25.1 

  
No clear process and goals 25.2 

  
No measures or evaluations in place 25.3 

  
Organizational structure for work processes is inadequate 25.4 

 Provocation of discomfort SCM infuses discussion and therefore turmoil 26.1 

  
Policy proposal results in emotional fuss 26.2 

  
SC discloses responsibility 26.3 

  Conflict of interests Conflict of interests 27.1 

Inhibitors for execution of 
Sociocracy 

Controlling leadership by Team leader 
Intelligence Controlling leadership by Team leader Intelligence 28.1 

  
Team leader Intelligence divides work 28.2 

  
Team leader Intelligence keeps an eye on what work is 
done 28.3 

  
Quality check by Team leader Intelligence 28.4 

 Head Director: functional leadership Head Director: functional leadership 29.1 

 Use of power by Head Director Head Director ignores agreed on line of communication 
(policy) and bypasses team leader 30.1 

  
Head Director makes autocratic individual decision 
without consent 30.2 

  
Head Director monitors operational processes 30.3 

  
Head Director puts employees on the spot 30.4 

  
Head Director decides to join meetings of Staff team 30.5 

 MT unwilling to share control MT surpasses FIU-circle 31.1 

  
Directors unwilling to share control 31.2 

  
Questions from teams must go through team leaders 31.3 

  
MT monitors operational processes 31.4 

 
Employees embrace authority of 
Directors Profit from Directors making autocratic decisions 32.1 

  
Employee accepts authority 32.2 

  
Denial to avoid confrontation 32.3 

  
MT decides what will be discussed and decided upon in 
the circle 32.4 

 Lack of communication Lack of communication 33.1 

  
Directors not on the same page 33.2 

  
Uncertainty (in management team) 33.3 

 
Employees discontent with abuse of 
power 

Employees believe that MT will decide autocratic 
whenever they seem fit 34.1 

  
Employees consider Head Director's actions to be wrong 
and abuse of power 34.2 

  
Staff employees consider the MT to exclude them from 
decisions that require staff support 34.3 

  
Staff team does not agree with Director joining meetings 34.4 

 
Rather blame MT than taking 
responsibility themselves Rather blame MT than taking responsibility themselves 35.1 

 Employees unequipped Insufficient skills in process of SC 36.1 

  
Lack of self-efficacy 36.2 

 Bad social influence Gossiping 37.1 

  
Blackmail / threats 37.2 

  
Pressure from colleges 37.3 

  
Passing along arguments of non-participants to 
participants 37.4 

Inhibitors for adoption of 
Sociocracy Aversion to Sociocracy Aversion to Sociocracy 38.1 

  
Employees had an aversion to ambassador of SCM 
(introduction) 38.2 

  
Discontent with the SCM 38.3 

  
A lot of effort without reward leading to disappointment 38.4 

 Cultural barriers Culture has become inert 39.1 

  
Police and security climate has led to a strict and alert 
culture 39.2 

 Resistance to change Job-loss Anxiety 40.1 

  
Dispositional resistance to change 40.2 

  
No trust in management 40.3 

  
Inconsistent / broken agreement / not enacting as promised 40.4 



 65 

  
No sense of urgency / No understanding of the necessity of 
change  40.5 

  
Social influence of resistance to change 40.6 

  
Workers want to focus on their own work 40.7 

 
Wrong or incomplete implementation 
of the SCM Failed to implement 41.1 

  
Bad start 41.2 

  
Confusion during training in SCM 41.3 

  
Introduced as method for medezeggenschap 41.4 

  
SCM does not fit with the organizational structure 41.5 

    Too much meetings kept besides circle meetings 41.6 
Re-design Suggestions for re-design Suggestions for re-design 42.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 


