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Abstract 
High Performance Organization (HPO) characteristics indicate why an organization is 
able to achieve significantly better results than other organizations and these 
characteristics can facilitate associations to optimize employees’ work outcomes. The 
independent professional (IP) is an increasingly occurring phenomenon in the labor 
market that fulfils an organizations’ need for flexibility in knowledge productivity. 
This study focuses on the contribution of HPO characteristics to the knowledge 
productivity of IP's. It was conducted among managers and HRM professionals in 
various Dutch knowledge-intensive organizations that frequently enlist the services of 
IPs. This study found a number of HPO attributes that appeared to contribute to the 
IPs' knowledge productivity, namely the quality of management, an open and action-
focused organizational culture, and continual improvement and innovation. We will 
use these results to look ahead and consider the future consequences for professional 
practice. Managers and HRM professionals should strive to contribute to the 
incorporation of these characteristics within the organization in order to safeguard and 
enhance knowledge productivity of independent professionals. 
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1. Introduction 

The labor market certainly is not what it used to be. The economic crisis in recent 
years has accelerated a number of developments. The outflow of personnel has been 
severe and is still running in some segments, and new work relationships have taken 
their place. Under the guise of more efficient business operations and economic 
interest, flexibility in the labor market has been embraced at an increased pace. Next 
to that professionals’ careers are increasingly heterogeneous: similar competences can 
be applied and further developed in multiple industries (using transferable skills). 
 
Studies about the changes in the labor market were already published 20 years ago, 
predicting that one day in the future ‘free agents’ (Pink, 2001) would emerge. These 
free agents -- who also referred as independent consultants, self-employed, and 
freelancers -- represent the rise of knowledge workers. Instead of having a secure job 
and predictable income, these free agents work independently for oneself (Pink, 2001; 
Vaiman et al., 2011). We also had an array of expectations from the unknown world 
of the Internet and its consequences for the economy. In the early 2000s, the share 
prices and interest rates surged - and subsequently plummeted. The old ‘economy’ 
had won. Now, many years later, our economy has a new and very profitable order 
(Rotmans, 2014). The virtual companies have taken the lead and achieve turnovers 
and profits that no one would ever have imagined. New insights into market 
approaches have arisen, we are all networking through the social media - in other 
words: the world has changed considerably.  
 
In the world of business organization, however, we are still working with bygone 
assumptions. We refer to employers and employees as if the classic organization, with 
the classic work contract, is still the only form of employment available. We are 
aware that the Netherlands has almost 1,000,000 independent professionals (IPs) 
(Central Bureau of Statistics, 2014), but the literature offers organizations little to no 
guidelines as to how to effectively deal with a wide diversity of new work 
relationships.  
 
A recent study by The Netherlands Institute for Social Research (Sociaal Cultureel 
Planbureau) clearly shows a current swerve with regard to the employers (Van 
Echteld et al., 2015). A new social dilemma is starting to emerge. Due to the 
increasing flexibility of labor, employers are reluctant towards contributing to the 
competence development of IPs. They are no longer prepared to invest in the 
advancement of staff that will not be around for very long.  The paradox is, however, 
that the flexible staff's share in the employer's total number of workers is increasing.  
 
Professionals and organizations need flexibility - not as a goal in itself, but as a means 
to secure work and income, whilst maintaining their market and competitive positions 
(Donnelly, 2008; Fenwick, 2007; Vaiman et al., 2011). Moreover, a growing number 
of organizations prefer to have a core of staff in fixed employment surrounded by a 
flexible shell of workers with temporary or project-based contracts. It is expected that 
the work of organizations will be progressively more project-based and that IPs will 
play an increasingly important role in flexible shells (Donnelly, 2008).  
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The current labor organization has rapidly become a convoluted diffusion of 
relationships. Our study aspires to help see the consequences of these developments in 
a different light and contribute to potentially new or alternative interventions at the 
organizational level. The study was designed to gain insight into the relationship 
between the characteristics of High Performance Organizations (HPO) (De Waal, 
2010) and the knowledge productivity of the IPs in Dutch knowledge-intensive 
organizations. It was a quantitative study, conducted among managers and HRM 
professionals in IP-hiring Dutch companies. The results are intended for managers 
and HRM professionals of organizations, to help them safeguard and enhance the 
effective deployment of IPs. 
 

2. The characteristics of HPOs 

Eric Schmidt (2014), CEO of Google, explained it as follows: ‘The problem is, most 
companies today are run to minimize risk, although not to maximize freedom and 
speed. In other words, most companies are slow by design. They risk killing great 
ideas and losing talented people. Corporations need an entrepreneurial mind and 
skill set.’ According to Lanting (2014), there are two kinds of companies: the first 
type is companies that are innovative, proactive and able to go beyond traditional 
boundaries, whereas the second type is large, inflexible and with a focus on internal 
processes and less on the customer and market. In the digital age, many organizations 
can now tap into the collective intelligence which is commonly known as 
‘crowdsourcing’ (Gehl, 2015). Crowdsourcing is an important part of innovation in 
the new information- and networking society and this makes it possible for (new) 
organizations to achieve a competitive advantage over the large and inflexible 
organizations (Aslander and Witteveen, 2010).  

The HPO Framework is a theoretical framework that enables an inventory and 
categorization of the characteristic factors of an HPO. The ones that most frequently 
appeared in the studies were tested in a worldwide survey among over 3,000 
organizations in various industries in order to distinguish the HPOs' most important 
characteristics. These are the characteristics that form the HPO Framework; it consists 
of 5 factors, which are briefly described below (De Waal, 2010). 
 
HPO Factor 1: High management quality 
According to De Waal (2010), the first and most important factor is a high quality of 
management. Managers have, among other things, integrity and are decisive, focused 
on action and achievements, effective and self-confident. They also have a strong 
leadership style. They put great emphasis on building relationships of trust with their 
staff, they coach and facilitate these employers, and they have a strong exemplary 
role. 
 
HPO Factor 2: Quality of staff 
In the excellent organization, its members are held responsible for their results and 
they wish to be inspired in order to achieve exceptional ones. That is why the 
organization trains its members in enhancing their flexibility and resilience. 
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HPO Factor 3: Focus on the long term 
The third HPO factor is the organization’s thinking in the long term. To a HPO, 
continuity in the long term always goes before profit in the short term. This long-term 
focus includes all the stakeholders of the organization. The organization creates 
growth through collaboration with other organizations in the shape of virtual 
integration of suppliers and customers, and the organization continually seeks 
opportunities for alliances and collaborative relations (based on a shared vision). 
 
HPO Factor 4: An open and action-focused culture 
In order to come up with new ideas and improve their own performance so as to 
elevate the organization to a higher level, everyone pays a great deal of time and 
attention to communication, knowledge exchange, and learning. The managers also 
welcome and encourage change and improvement by continually striving for renewal. 
 
HPO Factor 5: Continual improvement and renewal 
Continual improvement and renewal, or innovation, are key to the organization. In a 
HPO, all the staff members feel morally obliged to always strive for the optimal result 
and get the best out of themselves, their colleagues, and the organization. The 
organization excels in its core competences and continually renews these - by 
determining what it is that the organization does best. 
 

3. The changing nature of work, the rise of the independent professional 

In the early 1990s, Handy (1995) already predicted that, mainly through technological 
developments and growing competition and partly due to globalization, work would 
no longer be a place to go to, but an activity that the employee performs. Handy 
(1995) argued that businesses will revert back to a core of a limited number of staff 
and bureaucrats.  
 
There are different groups that would offer these core organizations their services, 
namely the low skilled workers (an unschooled and 'replaceable' group of employees) 
and the middle and high skilled workers (a group of knowledge workers). However, 
as Autor (2010) points out, the labor market has enlarged its demand for high-skilled 
(high-wage) workers and low-skilled (low-wage) workers, while opportunities for 
middle-skilled (middle-wage) jobs have declined (job polarization). In line with this 
IPs are marginal represented within the entrepreneurial middle class (Goffee and 
Scase, 2015). The deployment of IPs varies. In many companies of a service 
providing nature, IPs are deployed for interim jobs and specialist activities. These 
often are the activities that require knowledge that is not immediately available within 
the organizations themselves.  
 
The job profile that has been put together in order to arrive at a full-time package of 
duties will no longer be the leading component, but rather the contribution that the 
knowledge worker can make to the core of the company. This is a development that 
was also aptly described by Daniel Pink (2001) in The Free Agent Nation. 
 
Furthermore, in the Dutch labor market – also in the traditional sectors of healthcare, 
education, and logistics (truck drivers) - we see that the new legislation aimed 
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specifically at the flexibility of labor has led to a rapid shifting of duties to flexible or 
contingent workers (Vaiman et al., 2011), who may also be hired in case of staff 
shortages (Lenssen and Manuel, 2014) or in a time when a project is poorly conceived 
(Fenwick, 2007). 
 
The involvement of the 'traditional' staff is reflected in, among other things, the 
psychological contract. The psychological contract originally stems from the 
employer-employee relationship. Still, the 'new' psychological contract does hold 
elements that also apply to an IP. Gasperz and Ott (1998), for instance, identified a 
number of beliefs about employees, such as responsibility for their own employability 
and loyalty to their own career as well as independency vis-à-vis the employer, all of 
which can also be said of an IP. 
 
A relational contract holds a social exchange relationship, whereas a transactional 
contract implies economic exchange. Trust and involvement, for example, are part of 
a relational contract, while monetary exchange is an aspect of its transactional 
counterpart (Torka, 2003). According to Rousseau (1995), it is the HRM policy that 
determines the presence, or absence, of a relational psychological contract, in which 
the formal contract is of secondary importance. The longer or more often a client hires 
an IP, the more likely the existence of a relational psychological contract and the 
more unlikely the chance of merely a transactional contract, due to the social elements 
involved. 
 
Smith et al. first introduced the term Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) in 
1983. According to Organ (1988, p.4), ‘organizational citizenship behaviour(s) 
(OCB) are behaviour(s) of a discretionary nature that are not part of employees’ 
formal (role) requirements, but nevertheless promote the effective functioning of the 
organization’. Blatt (2008) researched the OCB of temporary knowledge workers. 
Her conclusion was that these temporary knowledge workers do not have as close a 
bond with the organization itself as the employees that hold an employment contract. 
However, when it comes to practice, temporary knowledge workers do show this 
OCB (involvement) in their collaboration with internal 'colleagues' and their external 
networks. Her study suggests that temporary knowledge workers attach great value to 
operational collaboration and positive relationships with colleagues and external 
contacts - even though the traditional themes of social exchange, organizational 
identification, and impressing the management do not play a prominent role in their 
temporary work. This detached relationship is emphasized by Van Echteld et al. 
(2015), which found that employers do not invest in the competence development of 
flexible workers. 
 
Blatt (2008) concludes that these findings imply that temporary knowledge workers 
distinguish themselves from regular employees (and other types of temporary 
workers), especially when it comes to their perceptions and motives. As Fenwick 
(2007) puts it, these independent knowledge workers always resist control while 
staying connected with direct 'colleagues' and the external network, and they always 
working ‘in-between’. In other words, the effects of OCB are visible, but it is 
prompted by other motives when compared to the 'traditional employees'. 
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A knowledge worker has an extensive knowledge base, which they use for the benefit 
of the company by working towards the improvement and innovation of products, 
services, and processes (Fenwick, 2007). They are able to develop new knowledge 
through continuous learning and applying it in their work environment. This new 
knowledge can subsequently be used to improve and innovate with the current and 
future clients.  
 

4. Knowledge productivity 

According to Weggeman (2004), knowledge productivity can be best defined as the 
degree to which knowledge can be effectively and efficiently deployed to perform a 
certain operational or mental task in order to achieve a specific goal. 
 
Peter Drucker (1999) identified a number of factors that influence knowledge work 
productivity (Stam, et al., 2004), such as continual renewal of a knowledge worker's 
own responsibility, the knowledge work requires continual learning and education 
(interaction), the quality is at least as important as quantity – with the quality standard 
depending on the definition of the task, and, finally, the knowledge worker must be 
cherished in order to grow. Next to that it is not their knowledge itself but rather the 
productivity of the knowledge worker that will eventually determine an organization's 
success (Harrison and Kessels, 2004; Stam, et al., 2004). 
 
Individual work performance (IWP) is a term that is frequently used in organizations 
where the management is primarily interested in how to make an employee as 
productive as possible. Companies tend to focus on it, because it is one of the core 
indicators for team and organizational achievements; it can contribute to the 
productivity and the competitive advantage of the organization. The ability to 
establish, monitor, and, when necessary, intervene in IWP has gained growing 
importance, especially in terms of an employee's long-term employability. It was for 
this purpose that the IWPQ (Individual Work Performance Questionnaire) was 
developed. It is an unequivocal instrument to establish individual work performance 
(Koopmans, 2012). It includes the following factors: first, task performance which 
refers to behavior that directly or indirectly contributes to the technical core of the 
organization' (Borman and Motowidlo, 1993); second, contextual performance which 
refers to behavior that supports the organizational, social and psychological 
environment where the technical core tasks are performed (Borman and Motowidlo, 
1993), and lastly, counterproductive behavior which refers to behavior that harms the 
well-being of the organization (Rotundo and Sackett, 2002). 
 
In our study, we explored the following question: ‘Which organizational 
characteristics, according to the HPO Framework (De Waal, 2010), contribute to the 
knowledge productivity of IPs according to the IWPQ (Koopmans, 2012)?’ 
This question was investigated through the 5 following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: The quality of management contributes positively to the knowledge 
productivity of IPs. 

Hypothesis 2: A high degree of responsibility for results among an organization's 
employees has a positive effect on the knowledge productivity of IPs. 
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Hypothesis 3: A long-term focus has a positive impact on the knowledge productivity 
of IPs. 

Hypothesis 4: An open and action-focused organizational culture contributes to the 
knowledge productivity of IPs. 

Hypothesis 5: Continual improvement and innovation within an organization 
contributes positively to the knowledge productivity of IPs. 

 

5. Methodology 

The study was conducted among managers and HRM professionals at higher 
occupational levels who use their own networks to hire IPs. We used a convenience 
sample. Convenience sampling involves drawing samples that are both easily 
accessible and willing to participate in a study (Teddlie, 2007). The research approach 
in this study was deductive. It was an explorative study, since it was a method to look 
into the effect of the HPOs' specific characteristics on the effectiveness of IPs. It 
focused on acquiring new insight (Saunders, et al., 2011). The most appropriate 
strategy for this deductive study was a questionnaire, for reasons of feasibility - both 
in time and financially (Saunders, et al., 2011). The questionnaire as a method, 
Saunders (2011) argued, allows more control over the research process and provides 
data that can easily be compared after standardization. We used a cross-sectional 
research approach; the data collection provided a snapshot, in which we examined 
which of the HPO characteristics contribute to the knowledge productivity of IPs. 
 
We ensured a wide research population in a variety of organizations. The 
measurements were, as much as possible, performed in the same period of 4 weeks; 
the outcomes were anonymized (of which the respondents were informed 
beforehand). We worked with the validated questionnaires of High Performance 
Organizations (De Waal, 2012b) and the Individual Work Performance Questionnaire 
(Koopmans et al., 2013). For all analyses, p-value =<0.05 was assessed as significant 
(Saunders, et al., 2011). 
 
The HPO questionnaire was based on the research by De Waal (2010) and the 
questionnaire that he used in various studies. De Waal's validated questionnaire used a 
10-point scale, where 1 represents the minimum value (requires major improvement), 
and 10 the maximum value (excellent), which we also adopted. 
 
All HPO factors demonstrated good internal consistencies, with Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients ranging from .78 to .94. In the processing of the data, the scores were 
added up and averaged, which rendered one score per HPO factor. The questionnaire 
measured as to how the respondents believed their organization scored on each HPO 
factor, after which we hypothesize to link these scores to the knowledge productivity 
of IPs.  
 
We also used the IWPQ, a questionnaire that comprised the factors task performance, 
contextual performance, and counterproductive performance (Koopmans, et al., 
2013). This questionnaire enabled us to map out the knowledge productivity of IPs as 
perceived by managers and HRM professionals. The IWPQ was developed for 
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research purposes as a short questionnaire that helps assess IWP among a generic 
population of employees. The subscale for task performance includes 5 items, the 
subscale for contextual performance measures over 8, and the one for 
counterproductive work performance over 5. Per item, the respondent must choose 
from the answers 'rarely', 'sometimes', 'regularly', 'frequently' and 'always'. The score 
per item may vary from 1 to 5 (Likert scale), where 1 point is awarded for the score 
'never' and 5 points are attached to 'often'.  
 

6. Results and conclusions 

The sample consisted of 81 respondents (managers and HRM professionals) working 
at higher occupational levels within 38 Dutch knowledge-intensive organizations 
operating in different industries. Sampling criteria included the geographical 
representation of the companies, their various branches, and regularly hiring IPs. 
Companies were approached via the researchers’ personal contacts in association with 
the Research Centre of Employability (convenient sampling), 57% of these 
respondents were managers. The outcomes showed that the greater part of the 
respondents enlisted IPs for a minimum of 3 months; 34 respondents hired them for 
more than 6 months. More than 25% of the clients commissioned IPs for 32 to 40 
hours; at 13%, 0 to 8 hours that was the least selected option. 
 
The literature indicates that an organization may refer to itself as a HPO if it has an 
average HPO score of at least 8.5 (De Waal, 2012a), Our research revealed that 77 of 
the 81 respondents did not regard their own organization to be a HPO; merely 4 
respondents did. 
 
As for the results, these will be discussed below for each hypothesis separately. 
 
Hypothesis 1: The quality of the management contributes positively to the knowledge 
productivity of IPs. 
 

Table 1: Correlation between management quality (HPO characteristic) and  
the knowledge productivity of IPs (IWPQ factors) 

 Management quality… 
… in relation with task performance rs =   0.19 
… in relation with contextual performance rs =   0.25* 
… in relation with counterproductive performance rs = - 0.24* 
* p < 0.05. 

 
Table 1 presents the Spearman's Rho correlation between the quality of management 
and the performance of IPs. The table shows that a higher quality of management has 
a significant correlation with a higher contextual performance and a significant 
decline in counterproductive behavior. No significant relationship was found between 
management quality and the task performance of IPs. Therefore this hypothesis was 
partly supported. 
 
A possible explanation for the non-significant correlation between management 
quality and task performance, is that IPs intrinsically adopt certain behavior in their 
work. This might have the consequence that the influence of management quality is 



Characteristics of High Performance Organization and Knowledge Productivity of Independent 
Professionals 

 

 

International Journal of Management and Applied Research, 2017, Vol. 4, No. 2 
 

 
- 98 - 

less important to their performance than the regular staff's. As an explanation for the 
significant correlation between management quality and the contextual performance 
of IPs, Blatt (2008) suggested (in line with OCB) that the operational collaboration 
and positive relationships with colleagues and external contacts (the context) play a 
prominent role. 
 
Hypothesis 2: A high degree of responsibility for results among an organization's 
employees has a positive effect on the knowledge productivity of IPs.  
 

Table 2: Correlation between employees’ responsibility (HPO characteristic) and 
the knowledge productivity of IPs (IWPQ factors) 

 Responsibility of employees… 
… in relation with task performance rs = 0.18 
… in relation with contextual performance rs = 0.29* 
… in relation with counterproductive performance rs = 0.10 
* p < 0.05. 

 
Table 2 shows a positive significant correlation between a staff members' result 
responsibility and their contextual performance. No significant correlation between 
staff members' result responsibility and the task performance or counterproductive 
work behavior of IPs was found. The hypothesis was, therefore, partly rejected. 
 
The absence of a significant association between the staff's result responsibility and 
the task performance of IPs might also be explained from the intrinsic motivation with 
which IPs perform their work. Result responsibility is assumed to have no effect on it. 
The non-existence of a significant correlation between staff's result responsibility and 
counterproductive work behavior may be explained by the great number of socially 
desirable answers that were given (median 1.4 on a 5-point scale for the answers 
'rarely' or 'sometimes'), The IPs' perceptions and motives at work might also be an 
explanation for the non-significant correlation with counterproductive work behavior 
(Blatt, 2008). 
 
Hypothesis 3: A long-term focus has a positive impact on the knowledge productivity 
of IPs.  
 

Table 3: Correlation between long-term focus (HPO characteristic) and  
the knowledge productivity of IPs (IWPQ factors) 

 Long-term focus… 
… in relation with task performance r  =   0.23* 
… in relation with contextual performance r  =   0.21 
… in relation with counterproductive performance rs = - 0.05 
* p < 0.05. 

 
A greater degree of long-term focus leads to a significantly higher task performance. 
No significant correlation between long-term focus and the contextual performance or 
counterproductive work behavior of IPs was found. This hypothesis was, therefore, 
partly rejected. The lack of a significant correlation between the focus on the long 
term and the contextual performance of IPs might be explained by the diversity and 
external focus in the statements that determined the long-term focus in the HPO 
questionnaire (De Waal, 2012b). 
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A possible explanation for the non-existence of a significant association between the 
long-term focus and IPs' counterproductive work behavior might be produced from 
the degree to which socially desirable answers were given to the questions relating to 
the latter (median 1.4 on a 5-point scale for the answers 'rarely' and 'sometimes'). 

 
Hypothesis 4: An open and action-focused organizational culture contributes to the 
knowledge productivity of IPs.  
 

Table 4: Correlation between an open and action-focused organizational culture (HPO 
characteristic) and the knowledge productivity of IPs (IWPQ factors) 

 Open and action-focused  
organizational culture… 

… in relation with task performance r  =   0.23* 
… in relation with contextual performance r  =   0.32* 
… in relation with counterproductive performance rs = - 0.11 
* p < 0.05. 

 
An open and action-focused culture correlates positively with higher tasks as well as 
contextual performance. No significant relationship was found between an open and 
action-focused culture and IPs' counterproductive behavior. Due to this absence, the 
hypothesis was partly supported. 
 
The higher proportion of socially desirable answers given to the questions about IPs' 
counterproductive behavior (median 1.4 on a 5-point scale for the answers 'never' or 
'rarely') might explain why we did not find a significant correlation. Another possible 
explanation might be provided by the research by Ruth Blatt into OCB among IPs 
(Blatt, 2008), since it may be deduced from the literature that a positive OCB leads to 
a decrease in counterproductive work behavior. Spector and Fox (Spector and Fox, 
2002), for instance, posit that the negative behavior that can be observed in 
counterproductive work performance is actually opposite to the positive behavior 
visible in OCB. They also argue that both types of behavior have many similar causes. 
Both are voluntary reactions to situations occurring in organizations, with emotional 
attached. OCB is enhanced by positive emotions, whereas counterproductive work 
behavior is boosted by negative emotions (Spector and Fox, 2002). 
 
Hypothesis 5: Continual improvement and innovation within an organization 
contributes positively to the knowledge productivity of IPs.  
 

Table 5: Correlation between continual improvement (HPO characteristic) and innovation and 
the knowledge productivity of IPs (IWPQ factors) 

 Continual improvement and innovation… 
… in relation with task performance r  =   0.25* 
… in relation with contextual performance r  =   0.48* 
… in relation with counterproductive performance rs = - 0.01 
* p < 0.05. 

 
There is a significantly positive correlation between a higher degree of continual 
improvement and innovation, and task and contextual performance. No significant 
relationship was found between continuous improvement and IPs' counterproductive 



Characteristics of High Performance Organization and Knowledge Productivity of Independent 
Professionals 

 

 

International Journal of Management and Applied Research, 2017, Vol. 4, No. 2 
 

 
- 100 - 

behavior. Due to this absence, the hypothesis was also partly supported. 
 
A possible cause for the lack of a significant association might lie in the minimal 
dispersion of the scores on the subscale for counterproductive behavior. As above, the 
degree of socially desirable answers given to the questions here might be a possible 
explanation. 
 
Through an investigation of a number of hypotheses, this study aspired to provide an 
answer to the following question: ‘Which organizational characteristics, according to 
the HPO Framework (Handy, 1995), contribute to the knowledge productivity of IPs 
according to the IWPQ (Koopmans, 2012)?’ 
 
Although not significant for all the HPO factors, it was found that the HPO factors of 
quality of management, an open and action-focused culture and continual 
improvement and innovation particularly correlate with, or contribute to, the 
knowledge productivity of IPs. A key issue here is that primarily the relational and 
communicative side of management, the 'soft skills', are of paramount importance. 
Here, OCB and the psychological contract create a bond between IPs, management 
and colleagues. 
 

7. Practical implications 

In new economic work relationships where control runs merely via an economic 
assignment, the factor of influence on professionals’ productivity will have to be 
facilitated in another way. In our research, we saw that immaterial factors such as the 
quality of management, an open and action-focused organizational culture, and 
continual improvement and innovation are important if the knowledge productivity is 
to be increased - even if there is no formal work relationship. These factors revolve 
around trust. 
 
The conclusions from the study discussed here, which looked into the factors that can 
have a positive impact on IPs' knowledge productivity, strongly support the 
assumption that their open, innovative, risk-taking, entrepreneurial behaviours 
(Fenwick, 2007; Ireland et al., 2003) is of key importance to the organizations that 
successfully operate with a view to the future. This should not be propagated by their 
management in a single word, but also be reflected in actual deeds and roles. As for 
IPs, entrepreneurial behavior (Rauch and Hulsink, 2015) is an essential element of 
their professional stock-in-trade if they are to be an appreciated and productive 
partner in new economic (work) relationships. Managers and HRM professionals 
should strive to contribute to the incorporation of these characteristics within the 
organization in order to safeguard and enhance knowledge productivity of 
independent professionals. 
 
We now have to accept that the new work relationships have a different balance. In 
the past, the employer-employee relationship in our social-democratic society was by 
definition lopsided, at the disadvantage of the employee; in other words: the employer 
had a greater duty of care. By their advocating for flexibility in the labor market, the 
employers have widened the gap and increased their distance from the employee. This 
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has resulted in a relationship that is, in fact, a partnership between two independent 
parties: the employer versus the IP. This distance will only continue to grow from 
now on, especially in sectors that will predictably be faced with a scarcity of 
knowledge. As with other strategic alliances, the success factors of the partnership 
cannot do without thorough consideration, and the results of this study indicate that 
the social factor will be increasingly determinant. Improvement in productivity can, 
therefore, only be achieved by active dedication to immaterial factors. It requires 
integrative leadership as well as collaboration to spiral opposed interests to a new 
optimum (Trompenaers, 1997).  
 

8. Limitations and Future Research Recommendations 

As is the case with any research study, there are always limitations. The sample used 
was largely based upon convenient sampling strategy; herewith external validity 
might be limited. Furthermore, this study did explore the clients' (managers and HRM 
professionals) perceptions of the IPs' performance, and not the IPs' self-perception of 
their knowledge productivity. Follow-up research involving IPs self-perception is 
therefore recommended. Moreover, our study was cross-sectional; that is, data were 
collected at one point in time, and causality cannot be determined. Future research 
using longitudinal methods might be used in order to address issues of causality (Taris 
and Kompier, 2003), and reciprocal relationships (Wright et al., 2005), Moreover, a 
cross-validation of branches (labour and product/service markets) and (national) 
cultures is encouraged. 
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