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In this second article in a series of three on power, the
general model of managerial power presented in the first arti-
cle is expanded to cover the micro-level of power analysis. At
this level the focus is upon the interpersonal power relation-
ship between manager and subordinate. It is suggested that a
key facet of the micro-model of managerial power is the con-
cept of a psychological contract between manager and
employee. It is concluded that management is only able to
exercise power to the extent that employees perceive that the
terms of their psychological contract have been honoured.
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In hierdie tweede artikel in 'n reeks van drie oor mag, word die
algemene model van bestuursmag in die eerste artikel
uitgebrei om die mikroviak van magsontleding in te sluit. Op
hierdie vlak val die klem op die interpersoonlike
magsverhouding tussen bestuurder en ondergeskikte. Dit word
aangevoer dat die begrip van 'n sielkundige kontrak tussen
bestuurder en werknemer ’'n sleutelfaset is van die
mikromodel van bestuursmag. Daar word tot die gevolgtrek-
king gekom dat bestuurders alleen in staat is om mag uit te
oefen in dié mate waarin werkgewers van mening is dat daar
aan die terme van hulle sielkundige kontrak gestand gedoen
word.
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In an earlier article' the author presented a general model
of managerial power in the organization which had as its
primary emphasis the macro-analysis of power. It was
argued, however, that an adequate conception of
managerial power could only be gained through a model
which focussed on both the macro and micro levels of
analysis. It is therefore the intention of this article to
develop the general model of managerial power to in-
clude the interpersonal relationship between manager and
subordinate. This is the front-line as it were, of the
‘power struggle’ between manager and subordinate, the
level at which it is actually seen whether an employee
modifies his behaviour in response to management’s
wishes.

Why is it necessary to take a power analysis beyond the
macro-level of organization structure? Power resulting
from position or hierarchy generally favours the manager
rather than the subordinate, but is by no means the only
power operating within the inter-personal relationship
between manager and subordinate. There is considerable
power operating in a reverse direction, in other words
from subordinate to manager, what Patchen? terms ‘The
Power of the Lowerarchy’. It makes sense to conceive not
only of manager power bases, but also of subordinate
compliance bases which inter-link closely with one
another. Another reason why it is necessary to take the
analysis beyond structural power is that not all organiza-
tion participants accept the power as given by the
organization structure, that is to many employees this
structural power is not seen as legitimate — is not real
authority to them. Thus the practical conclusion to be
drawn is that in most organizations there is a need for the
individual manager to exercise some form of personal
power at the inter-personal level, to confirm the struc-
tural power in the organization, and perhaps even to
overcome serious inadequacies in this structural power.

It makes sense to view managerial power in terms of a
balance or exchange relationship in which the strength of
a manager’s power would lie in the closeness of match
between his power base and his subordinate’s motivation
base. In more simple language, the extent of a manager’s
power would depend on his offering what his subordinate
is wanting in return for compliance with his requests. A
useful conception of this exchange relationship, is pro-
vided in the concept of the ‘Psychological Contract’. This
concept is important in the micro-model of managerial
power considered below, thus it is sufficient at this point,
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Fig. 1: The micro-model of managerial power

to take note of the usefulness of the concept in analysing
the nature of power at the micro-level.

The proposed model

The proposed model of managerial power at the micro-
level is presented in Fig. 1.

It can be seen that this model links into the general model
of managerial power described previously', and is an ex-
pansion of that model to include the interpersonal power
process between manager and subordinate, The primary
power flow is based on the conception of Tedeschi® and
Jackson and Morgan* in terms of which power is seen to
flow from a source to a target by means of some sort of
method or medium. These authors do not specify who is
the source: manager or subordinate, since power being an
exchange relationship, could flow in either direction.
While it is accepted that power can flow in both direc-
tions, since the main focus of this investigation is upon
managerial power, the model assumes a flow from
manager to subordinate. It can be seen that the micro-
model of managerial power is an expansion of the overall
model of managerial power in that the psychological con-
tract is now presented in terms of the Etzioni’® conception
of this contract.

In terms of Pollard and Mitchell® the model presented
here falls primarily within the process rather than the out-
come theory viewpoint. Process theories emphasize the
process by which power is exercised, whereas outcome
theories emphasize the end state of a power relationship.
While the model does mention outcome in the form of
employee response and organizational effectiveness, the
primary focus is on process.

It should be pointed out that in terms of the model the
distinction between management power base, medium
and employee compliance base, is primarily an analytical
one, for in reality there is an overlap between the three.
Thus for example, it is really only possible to observe the
power base of management in terms of the type of
medium management chooses for the expression of their
power. Similarly the reason why an employee complies
with management power may be closely associated with
characteristics of the manager, and so it might actually
make more sense in certain cases to analyse the employee
compliance base in terms of managerial characteristics.

Finally it should not be forgotten that the micro-model
of managerial power is but a part of the wider model of
managerial power, that is the inter-personal expression of
power takes place within a system and is part of a wider
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context. Having introduced the model, attention is now
turned to a brief examination of each area of the model,
beginning with the bases of managerial power.

The bases of managerial power

The model suggests that a key variable within the power
relationship between manager and subordinate is the base
from which the manager chooses to exercise his power. A
large number of typologies of managerial power have
been developed. No attempt will be made to outline all
these typologies, but just an indication will be given of
the range of available alternatives.

Reviews®’ of the available typologies suggest that
basically two types of power have been emphasized: posi-
tion power and personal power. Position power is depen-
dent on formal position within the hierarchy, is organiza-
tionally derived and is external to the manager himself or
herself. Personal power on the other hand depends large-
ly on the traits and behaviour of the individual manager,
thus depends on the supervisor exercising it, and is inter-
nally mediated. This basic distinction between position
and personal power ties in very much with the framework
of the proposed model of managerial power.

The medium of managerial power

It should be emphasized that it is not easy to separate the
medium of managerial power from the management
power base, since the medium used by a manager is part
and parcel of the individual’s power base. If a distinction
can be made, it would probably be that the power base of
a manager reflects psychological intent as it were, while
the medium is the actual method chosen to express this
power,

A useful typology of managerial power is that of
French and Raven® who propose five types of power:
reward, coercive, legitimate, expert and referent.

This typology is useful in highlighting that the major
means available for the expression of managerial power
reside either within the manager himself, as in referent
and expert power; or within the organizational situation,
as in reward, coercive and legitimate power. It should not
be forgotten however, that control of the medium of
power is not wholely within the hands of the manager.
The manager is able to mediate reward and coercive
power, but to some extent mediation of the other three
types of power lies with the subordinate, in that these de-
pend for their effectiveness on the subordinates’ percep-
tion of the characteristics of their supervisors and the
legitimacy of the authority structure. The fact that power
lies with the subordinate to some extent highlights the im-
portance of the employee in the model of managerial
power and so introduces the next element of the model.

The bases of employee compliance

Managers have no power without their subordinates’
compliance with their power, and this means in effect
that employees themselves have considerable power. Pat-
chen?® speaks of the power of the lowerarchy and suggests
that there are at least three forms of this power: informa-
tion control; performance of important organizational
functions; and power through belonging to powerful
groups. Thus the subordinate has considerable power in
determining what information he allows to flow back to
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his manager; how well, or even whether, he will perform
certain critical tasks; and how much power he is able to
exhibit in terms of the groups of which he is a member.

There are two major viewpoints of the employee
response to managerial power: a sociological one; and a
psychological one. The sociological viewpoint sees the
employee as part of a community or of a group, to whom
work and the organization are merely value or interest
elements of a larger total set of life or society values.
Thus the key concern is how much of a part work
satisfaction plays in total life satisfaction of the in-
dividual, and this is considered to be very much a func-
tion of wider society and group structures. The
sociological viewpoint has been extremely valuable in its
highlighting of the changes in society and environment
which have brought a growing challenge to managerial
power.

The psychological viewpoint on the other hand looks
much closer at the individual, his work motivation, job
satisfaction, and the type of psychological contract he
considers as having been made between himself and the
organization. Some of the more radical sociologists (e.g.
Clegg & Dunkerley®, and Hofstede'®), point to an ex-
tremely wide difference between these two viewpoints,
suggesting that the psychological viewpoint has
deliberately overlooked socio-political factors, and con-
centrated upon a narrow limited set of individual
variables. It is considered to be an important contribu-
tion of the proposed model of managerial power that
both sociological and psychological variables are taken
into account and together form the basis for an adequate
conception of managerial power.

The psychological contract

The term ‘psychological contract’ first appeared in the
writing of Argyris'' and Levinson'? referring to the infor-
mal contract employees divised to satisfy their needs in
the organization. The psychological contract arose in that
employees agreed on an informal basis to give high out-
put or whatever else management was expecting, in
return for management agreeing to respect the norms of
this informal contract, which employees developed to fit
individual needs. Argyris argued that this psychological
contract was sufficiently important to be considered as
dominating the employee — management relationship.

The key implication of the psychological contract is
that managerial power exists only to the extent that the
employee’s psychological contract is honoured in the
power situation between manager and subordinate.

The model of the psychological contract included in
Fig. 1 is that of Etzioni'*. This is a relatively simple
framework, but suitable for use since it focusses both on
the type of power utilized in the organization, and also on
the type of employee response to this power in terms of
involvement in the organization.

In terms of Etzioni’s model the managerial input to the
psychological contract is in terms of type of power or
authority utilized, while the employee input to the con-
tract is in terms of degree of involvement in the organiza-
tion. Etzioni distinguishes three types of organizations on
the basis of the type of power or authority that they
utilize:
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— Coercive organizations which attempt to win
employee involvement through the use of pure coer-
cive power.

— Utilitarian organizations which attempt to elicit
employee involvement through the exchange of
economic rewards for organizational performance.

— Normative organizations that attempt to elicit in-
volvement primarily on the basis of normative
rewards, when the opportunity to perform in the
organization comes to be intrinsically valued.

In addition Etzioni distinguishes three types of involve-
ment of organizational members, as follows:

—  Alienated: In this type of involvement the employee
is in no way psychologically involved with the
organization, and remains with the organization on-
ly because he is forced to do so.

—  Calculative: This type of involvement is essentially a
limited one, in that the employee is essentially in-
volved in the organization only to the extent of doing
a ‘fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay’. He is a
member of the organization purely on the basis of
what he receives out of it in terms of economic
rewards, and is prepared to give very little should
these rewards cease.

— Moral: This type of involvement implies that the
empioyee intrinsically values the mission of the
organization and his job within it, and he performs
in the organization primarily because he values do-
ing so.

It is an implication of Etzioni’s writings that the typical
direction of the power in the psychological contract is
from organization to employee and from manager to
subordinate. In other words, that typically the type of
organization authority utilized determines the type of in-
volvement an employee will have with that organization.
It should be noted however, that the psychological con-
tract could just as easily operate in the other direction
with a particular type of employee involvement resuiting
in a particular type of managerial power being utilized.
For example, a manager who might normally tend to
make use of coercive power, on finding that a new group
of employees he had been asked to supervise were ex-
tremely committed to the organization, might well
discover that the use of normative power would be quite
sufficient and indeed far more effective. For this reason it
is important to emphasize the dynamic nature of the
psychological contract and the continual restatement of
the balance between participants that takes place.

Conclusion

In this article an attempt was made to extend the earlier
analysis of managerial power at the macro-level by in-
cluding a focus on the inter-personal power relationship
between manager and subordinate. It makes sense to
briefly sum up the major implications of the ground that
has been covered. Firstly the model has emphasized that
the relationship between manager and employee can best
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be seen in terms of a balance or exchange conception and
that this exchange is well expressed in terms of g
‘psychological contract’ between the two parties. It hag
further been suggested that the extent of manageria|
power is a function of the degree to which the terms of
the psychological contract are seen to be honoured by
management and employees, that is, in terms of the
degree of consonance of management and employee
perceptions in the psychological contract. It has also been
shown that the psychological contract is a dynamic entity
in which a close interaction occurs between the type of
power the manager uses and the type of response the
employee gives. While the psychologists have enabled us
to understand a great deal more about the processes
which operate in this psychological contract, the
sociologists have provided a valuable wider viewpoint by
pointing to the need to view the psychological contract
within a societal context.

In the final article in this series on managerial power an
attempt will be made to integrate the organization com-
pensation system into the model of managerial power. It
is important to be able to do this since compensation is
probably the area in which management has its greatest
opportunity of exercising power. This opportunity is a
result of the extreme importance of compensation to
employees and the relative ease with which it can be
manipulated by management.
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