PAGE  
12

Andrew Kuo

Lib 204

9/25/01

Dr. Fisher

Reading Report: Management, Power, and Authority in Organizations

I. Summaries

A.) “Some Observations of Successful Leaders and Their Use of Power and Authority” by Joseph P. Cangemi.

Cangemi, drawing on thirty years of experience with business leaders, writes on the subjects of power and authority in management.  He differentiates between power and authority in 1management. He states, “authority grants the legitimate  right of a leader….it can be taken or assumed.” (Cangemi, p. 499)  In contrast, he defines power as the “individual’s capacity  to move others, to entice others, to persuade and encourage others to…specific behavior.….power is not taken….power is awarded.” (Cangemi, p. 499)  The author takes the position that power is more important than authority, and that greater power makes more successful leaders. 

The first examples of power being more desirable are great leaders in history, such as Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr., and Jesus Christ.  These figures’ lack of vested authority didn’t diminish their capacity to spread their message and affect great change: “Power can really motivate and lead people to accomplishment…” (Cangemi, p. 500)  

Next, he details the pitfalls resulting in loss of power: “a deliberate lie…an irresponsible act…a messy, ugly marital split-up…alienating particular groups…unethical behavior…ruthless, brutal interpersonal behavior…physically abusing others…(and) personal habits that generally lead to disrespect.” (Cangemi, p.501)  Gaining respect is the most important activity in gaining power. Respecting others is another aspect of power.

What if a leader chooses to lead only by authority?  Problems involved with a powerless leader are: low morale, turnover and mental turnover.  The obvious disadvantages are constant training of new employees (resulting in lost productivity), cost, and low productivity of employees who are mentally turned-over.  These employees choose to stay perhaps out of habit or financial reasons.  They work just hard enough to get by and may produce low quality work. 

To have motivated employees, the powerful manager must have a positive relationship in five areas: with the self, others, organization, business, and community.

A.) “Playing Hardball in Business Organizations” by Peter Moroz and Brian H. Kleiner.

This article examines the place of Machiavellian politics in power acquirement in the workplace.  The organization as a politicized place is described. The main focus of the article is the ten sources of power available to a hardball player in business.  Moroz hedges his bets a bit by then distinguishing between “appropriate and inappropriate political behavior,” (Moroz, p. 9) in the workplace. 

First, the reader is introduced to the workplace as a competitive environment where greater power is necessary:  

In order to attain their respective positions, the aforementioned players must accumulate an overabundance of resources to buffer against utilization by other potential players in the organization and enable their possessor to reduce the discretion and control the activities of potential usurpers of their position and standing. (Moroz, p. 9)

From the given vantage point, ten key sources of power are described and explained. The first power source is competence: fulfilling job responsibilities and understanding the organization’s operations and mission.  Second is position: enhancing current position, perhaps “positions that are ordinarily not held in high esteem,” (Moroz, p. 10), to advance career.  Third is personal power: This means to make an impression with personality and self-confidence, plus dress for success and have a noble demeanor.  The fourth point is assigned-delegated: It means to take initiative and offer to do a task that the manager may not like or create a task force to trouble-shoot the organization.  Five is associative: One must get a mentor who will have the opportunity to name drop and give one information on opportunities. (note: fulfill all obligations to the mentor and never anger them)  Resource is another power source, it means to control what other people need or want (includes one’s expertise).  Alliances are next on the list, this group should includes supervisors, managers, and peers happy with one’s work—keep them close, make them one’s power base.  Rewarding subordinates, peers, and superiors also increases one’s power (be creative, use letters of praise, word of mouth, or some other form of a positive communication).  One must be professional, too, meaning one can handle both internal and external responsibilities—make sure it’s all done with lots of visibility to let others know one is capable.  Lastly, one must be available—be at the right place at the right time—to increase power.

Having read the ways to gain power, it is necessary to distinguish between appropriate and inappropriate political behavior at work because it could impede the corporation’s effectiveness.  Inappropriate behaviors include passing the buck, withholding information, image building, becoming the boss’ favorite, and promoting undeserving subordinates.  Appropriate behavior includes loyalty to allies, representing the interest of subordinates, bridging the gap between superiors and subordinates, working with peers, and helping resolve departmental conflicts.   

 C.) “Authority at work: Internal Models and Their Organizational consequences” by William A. Kahn and Kathy E. Kram.

Using a mainly psychological perspective, the authors examine authority relationships at the organization.  They highlight two influences on the relation to authority: situational and individual.  The focus of the paper is on the individual’s influence on authority relations.  Individual influence is interpreted as internal.  Three internal models of authority relations are created: dependent, counterdependent, and interdependent.  These models are discussed extensively.

The background for these discussions begin with a statement about power, “It is when organization members occupy their work roles…that they have the legitimate power to pursue their rights, duties, and obligations in the service of their tasks.” (Kahn, p.17)  A notable word is “roles”: People assume a role; they are not defined by what they do professionally.  Authority is defined as “legitimate power vested in particular people or positions for system purposes (Weber, 1947).” (Kahn, p.17)  Furthermore, managers and subordinates are interpreting authority on an individual and situational basis.  Authority doesn’t translate into power unless it is acknowledged by the follower.  Although the paper deals mostly with authority relations, “authority acknowledgement” refers to acceptance of power.

This recognition can be externally driven, which is a situational influence.  The external factors are “norms of thought and action,” (Kahn, p.19)  and social structure.  Kahn mentions two examples of situational conditions and the basic conclusion is that most people, 65% in one experiment, will wilt under harsh authority figures ordering the cruel treatment of a “learner” or “prisoner.” (in fact these powerless people were peers of the “teacher” or “guard” only a week before the experiment)  Subjects felt less accountability for their actions because they felt there was no choice but to obey under tyrannical authority figures.  The empowered subjects didn’t feel personally involved in the acts, they were simply doing their “job,” fulfilling their roles.

But why did the other 35% of empowered subjects refuse to carry out cruel orders?  The paper argues that individual influences persuaded some not to carry out orders.  Internal models are set-up to examine this aspect of authority relations.  Within each individual is their own perception of authority, be it dependent, counterdependent, or interdependent.  These perceptions are usually created in childhood and can remain largely unconscious to the adult who recreates these authority relations.  I will briefly mention each model.

Dependent authority relations lead a person to assume the role of an occupation readily—this category includes those 65% of subjects who committed cruel acts.  They leave more of their personality at the door and stick to the job. These types of managers disempower their subordinates.  These types of subordinates depend on managers more and like being led by the hand or told what to do.  Their childhoods usually include suffocating parenting. (Parent figure did everything for the child or told them how to do everything, disempowering them until they accepted their lower position: depending on the manager as they depended on the parent or mirroring the parent when they become managers.)

Counterdependent authority relations in people lead to more personality and less role taking at work.  These people rebel against the authority system in an organization.  Managers will prefer to get the opinion of workers on a given assignment (instead of giving clear orders) and prefer to socialize on a personal level (instead of discussing work issues).  Subordinates will rebel outright, walk off a job or confront the manager, or withdraw into sullen low productivity.  Their childhoods usually include an inconsistent and unstable parental relationship which is the model for distrusting authority. (Since the parent may not be there, why trust the manager to be there?: transference of parent figure onto manager.)

Interdependent authority relations is the healthiest of the three internal models.  The person doesn’t assume just the role at work, neither do they disregard their job in favor of personal interaction.  They take both into consideration and balance role with the personal, “Neither the person nor the role is suppressed in ways that undermine how living, thinking, feeling people perform roles…” (Kahn, p.27) In their childhoods they were usually made to feel self-sufficient and trusting, thus transferring that first authority relationship into the authority relationship at the organization.

These models can be made more conscious and positive change can be made.                                                                          II. Analysis                                                                                          

 A.) “Some Observations of Successful Leaders and Their Use of Power and Authority.”

The main theme of power being more desirable than authority for a leader is convincingly argued in the article.  Discussion of specific behavior leading to increased or decreased power levels applies to the real world, in my view.  

Distinguishing between power and authority is important and Cangemi’s definition of authority, which “…grants the legitimate right of a leader…” (Cangemi, p.  499) to achieve goals using force, rewards or punishment, clearly differs from his idea of power, which is “…the capacity to influence and motivate others.” (Cangemi, p.499)  By making these potentially synonymous words clearly separate, he sets up a strong background for his arguments for power.  Another difference between power and authority is that authority is given while power is awarded.  

If it is awarded, then how is power gained or lost? Answering this question leads to examples of behaviors that result in loss or gain of power.  Cangemi never becomes abstract or unclear in his examples of loss or gain and organizes the article in a successful way with loss (and examples of pure authority leaders) coming first and discussion of gain second.  This organization convinces the reader of the faults of leading by authority and naturally leads to a desire to learn how to gain power.

The examples are very practical and sensible.  I see it at my work place everyday.  My boss is out of touch with the details of our work and when there is conflict, often prefers to listen to the first person with an opinion on the subject—usually a manager—and makes a decision to be carried out without hearing the other side.  To me he is good example of leading by authority, decreeing what’s to be done without respecting others.  Respect is a key component of power, as mentioned by Cangemi.  Being disrespected, such as being yelled at over the phone, leads to my own lowered morale.  But I’m far from a “mental turnover” (Cangemi, p. 501) worker; I’m more like the workers in the Hawthorne studies who kept up the usual pace no matter what the conditions were.  My peers and I are a team.  But the lack of powerful leadership doesn’t motivate me to go the extra mile and graduate school will always be higher on my list of priorities than work.                                                                                                           B.) “Playing Hardball in Business Organizations.”

The theme of the article is how to play hardball in business.  Moroz adheres to hardball being defined as “clean, aggressive Machiavellian politics.” Ten keys to hardball success are discussed.  Playing hardball increases one’s power at the organization.

The ten rules are competence, position, personal, assigned-delegated, associative, resource, alliance, reward, professional, and availability.  All rules are relevant to the workplace and promote productivity.  The specific nature of each rule allows application to the real world.  I have seen peers at work who exhibit some of these traits, such as doing a task a manager would rather not do.  The alliance trait is active all the time as people try to get in good with others for security or promotion.

I do have some problems with the sections dealing with inappropriate and appropriate political behavior.  Of course, these categories help the organization to function more efficiently, but they to not necessarily help a participant to play hardball.  I have read Machiavelli and pulling back from “unethical” (by whose standards?) behavior is not a rule.  Being unethical may hurt the business, but could often help the hardball player.  Moroz’s idea of hardball may be too “nice” to associate itself with Machiavelli.                     C.) “Authority at Work: Internal Models and Their Organizational Consequences.”

The internal models are the focus of this paper. There are some complex ideas in this work; I only want to concentrate on situational and individual factors that have an effect on authority relationships at the workplace.

Before discussing these factors, it’s important to clarify how Kahn defines authority and power.  Authority is legitimacy given to a figure in an organization to fulfill goals: “Authority offers a legitimate base to have power and from which to influence others…” (Kahn, p.17) From the previous quote, power is a tool vested in the manager as part of his authority.  Now, onto the factors.

Situational factors include the social norms and codes at the organization.  The examples that Kahn use to show situational factors are more extreme than an average workplace. (I’ve never been in a job where I was ordered to do those things.)  Taking this into account, it is still a persuasive argument for the existence of external factors of authority at the workplace.  The first experiment has subjects separated into teachers and learners where teachers are told to administer an electric shock every time a learner answers incorrectly to help them learn. (Kahn, p.19) They teachers were able to do this from their sense of diminished responsibility, the better word would’ve been accountability, “They felt that they were agents (of the authority figure) rather than actors responsible for their behaviors.” (Kahn, p.19)  Tyrannical authority figures used coercion, reward, and legitimacy to convince teachers to perform.  This idea is very sound and I can think of numerous examples both from work and recorded history where people succumbed to threats and took the easy way out, performing acts they knew were unethical.  The second example Kahn gives serves to back up this idea. 

In these experiments 35% of the subjects in an empowered position refused to perform cruel acts, no matter how authority figures tried to manipulate them.  Kahn believes they were more influenced by their internal models of authority than the situational forces.  The three models are dependent, counterdependent, and interdependent relationships to authority.  

The dependent model means the person depends more upon authority and becomes the role at work easily.  These people are in the 65% majority that would perform the requested acts in the experiments.  The counterdependent rejects the work role assigned at organizations and rather bring their personalities to the job.  These people wouldn’t perform those cruel acts in the experiment if it didn’t fit with their own personal values.  Interdependents balance role with personality at work.  

Psychology requires intuition from practitioners and audience alike.  Often times the presentation can convince a reader.  I think the paper is well thought out and clearly presented.  Even though Kahn mentions that these three models may co-exist in a person, I believe most of the time it’s easy to see how each model applies to real life.  For a long time now I’ve had a hard time understanding one of my managers.  She is personable with most people, even extremely talkative.  So much so she ignores her work.  But then there are times when she is draconian in her interpretation of rules.  I tried to find the common motivation: Was she moody, jealous, or unstable? This paper made me realize she is counterdependent to authority.  It makes me feel better at work knowing I should play my work role less and be more personable.                                                               III.   Comparison

Cangemi, Moroz, and Kahn all had interesting comments on the subjects of power and authority.  Moroz concentrates on power while Kahn focuses on authority—only Cangemi tries to give equal attention to both topics.  At face value, Cangemi ought to be chosen as the best paper (because it discusses both authority and power equally), but I find Kahn’s paper on internal models my favorite, because  I learned the most from the Kahn paper.

Cangemi made me conscious of many examples of powerful leaders.  It never really occurred to me that these men—Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr. and Jesus Christ—were powerful.  They only seemed like pacifists whose purity of conscience and thought inspired others.  I still think those things are true about them.  Now, I also view them as powerful leaders.  Growing up in this modern society, with all of modernity’s weapons and glamorization of violence, I had automatically equated power with brute strength.  One could say I saw power through Machiavellian glasses.

Moroz would agree that power is strength.  His hardball approach to earning power in the organization differed from Cangemi’s peaceful, self-actualized ideal leader, but it did make perfect sense.  In fact, I believe Moroz’s approach is used more often in the business world than Cangemi’s approach.  Although I’d prefer to see the reverse being true in today’s world, I’m not going to be blind to the facts.  Moroz reminds me of the way the power game is predominately played.

Lastly, there is Kahn’s paper on internal models of authority.  I’m intrigued by the psychological point of view to start with, and I had been reading Jung before the semester.  Attachment theory was next on my list.  When I found this paper I was excited to get a taste of attachment theory.  The authors didn’t let me down.  I found the style the most creative of the three papers and learning how early childhood years affect the adult in the workplace was enlightening: a suffocated child may have a dependent relationship to authority, an often abandoned child may have counterdepentdent relationship to authority, and a child made to feel self-sufficient yet secure may have an interdependent relationship to authority.  Besides learning these models, what made this the best paper for me was that I could apply what I had just learned to my manager.  She isn’t the prototypical counterdependent, but it’s the best explanation I’ve come across so far for her erratic behavior.  Just knowing I have something to go on is a great help at work.
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