SHIV SHAKTI
International Journal of in Multidisciplinary and
Academic Research (SSIJMAR)
Vol. 4, No. 2, April 2015 (ISSN 2278 – 5973)
Organizational Politics: An Integral Part of Modern
Organizations
Richa Manocha
Faculty,

Amity School of Business, Amity University, Noida, UP. E mailrmanocha@amity.edu

Ashima Ahuja
Faculty,

Amity School of Business, Amity University, Noida, UP. E mail- aahuja@amity.edu

Impact Factor = 3.133 (Scientific Journal Impact Factor Value for 2012 by Inno Space Scientific
Journal Impact Factor)
Global Impact Factor (2013)= 0.326 (By GIF)

Indexing:

1
www.ssijmar.in

Workers‘ recurrent complaints regarding workplace politics indicate that a
lot of prevailing workplace cultures do not ―feel desirable‖. Hoping to draw
in workers‘ loyalty, senior managers often promote the image of a conflictfree organization, within which all interests are congruent and politics is not
required. Anyhow, while they promulgate mission statements and
implement training programs to make integrated organizations, actual
company cultures usually demand social relations that conflict with
workers‘ needs for competency and attachment to the organization. For
various reasons, managers and employees are drawn to the ideal
organization, however both suffer from the absence of a sophisticated
politics that allows individuals to push their interests, even in conflict with
others, without being expelled from the organization.
The following study aims to understand the very dynamics of organizational
politics and also how it effects the the organization. It also seeks to
recommend how organizational politics can be managed by organizational
employees and how the management can reduce it.
Keywords— politics, culture, organization
Researchers have, for a long time, took a gander at the diverse aspects of associations. An
organisation is a set up where people from different foundations, diverse instructive capabilities
and shifted diversions meet up to work towards a typical objective. The thought of shared
objective is key to this definition. In a comparable vein, Jones (2007) stated that an association is
an instrument utilized by individuals to facilitate their activities to acquire something they desire
or value. Further, taking a look at the creation capacity of a business, Heizer and Render (2009)
submitted that an association makes value by changing over inputs to yields through a
transformational process.
In these meanings of associations, individuals, either as people or groups, play significant parts.
It is these individuals with different foundations, various interests, and varying needs that
endeavor to accomplish the objectives of the association. In doing as so, power, in its whole
repercussion, goes to the fore. Since resources in associations are not unlimited and organization
members

require these assets to complete their diverse function , then there is strategic

maneuver in the allocation of resources.
As per Macionis (2008), power is the capacity to accomplish desired ends despite resistance
from others. In this respect, Thompson (2008) reminded that power is not equally distributed
among individuals and groups. Subsequently, there is the propensity for members to need to
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secure power. To this end, Robbins (2003) submitted that the utilization of power

in

organisations leads to politics. Thus, when members of organization are using power they are
engaged in politics.(Robbins, 2003) No wonder, Macionis (2008) submitted that politics is the
societal system for exercising power. It is the social institution that distributes power, sets a
general public's objectives, and takes decisions. Pfeffer (1981) hence expressed that politics
activities done inside associations to gain, create, and utilization power and resources to acquire
one's favored result in a circumstance in which there is instability or difference about opinion
and decision.
Political action in organizations therefore focuses on how people use power to affect decision
making (Thompson, 2008). In any case, such exercises impact or attempt to impact the
distribution of advantages and disadvantages inside the organisation(Farrell & Peterson, 2006).
Organisation members have a tendency to utilize diverse systems to secure for themselves as
much power as can be cornered to upgrade their position in the association, build their status, and
guarantee their long term presence.
The fact that organizational members engage in political behaviors is no news. Such political
behaviors are exhibited in different forms and at different layers of the organization. According
to Bolander (2011), it is self-deceit to believe that one‘s organization has no politics. The reality
of any organization with more than one person is that politics is the lubricant that oils the
organization‘s internal gears. When the proper lubricant is applied, things will work fine. When
we forget to lubricate it, the organization will grind to a halt.
According to Kinicki (2008), all organizations are subject to conflict and competition between
the desires and interests of different departments, teams, and individuals. It is the process
through which these rival interests are played out and eventually reconciled that is known as
organizational politics. Understanding the political system of an organization is therefore
necessary for a leader to operate effectively and reach desired goals (Kinicki, 2008) as
employees often tend to use irrational behaviour to obtain advantages which are beyond their
control. Politics is used by those who do not believe in working hard to make their position
secure at the workplace and to gain undue attention and appreciation by coming in the limelight.
It is the ―necessary evil‖ in organizations today.
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Pfeffer (1992, p.30) defined politics as the actions, processes and behaviors through which
potential power can be utilized and realized. Politics at the workplace is the informal approach to
gaining power through unfair means. It could be argued that politics are used primarily to
achieve power directly or indirectly, say by being promoted, or receiving a larger budget or other
resources, or maybe gaining desirable assignments.
Many people regard politics at workplace as something bad (e.g, chasing self-interests at the
expense of others) and something that has to be decreased. Although most people know that
politics at the workplace is common, they avoid saying that when it comes to their own behavior.
It is more common to talk about the ―necessary evil‖ when complaining about something to a
friend than it is in one‘s own political strategy. When we win on a subject, we call it leadership
but if when we lose, we call that politics. In various organizations, politics is a taboo, which
makes it tough for employees to deal with this significantly vital aspect of organizational
actuality.
A leader must competently use Politics at the workplace to obtain and retain power and thus
accomplish his major goals. Hence, it would be wrong to pretend that politics doesn‘t exist or to
think that a leader can be effective without using appropriate politics. If someone doesn‘t take an
interest in politics, it does not mean politics won‘t take an interest in them. Politics at the
workplace is neither good nor bad, although it is crucial for us to differentiate between ethical
and unethical political conduct.
It is useful to remember that in its original sense, the thought of politics branches from the view
that, where interests are deviating, society should make available a means for allowing
individuals to resolve their differences through negotiation and consultation. Aristotle promoted
politics as a means for resolving the need for unity in the Greece. Politics, according to him,
provided a way of building order out of miscellany while avoiding forms of dictatorial rule.
Political sciences and very many systems of the government have fabricated on this basic idea,
promoting politics, and its recognition and interaction of opposing interests that politics implies,
as a means of creating a non-compelling form of social order.
Politics at the workplace is a result of the fact that people act differently as they think differently.
This diversity creates an anxiety that can be resolved through political means. There are very
many ways in which this can be done, for example: autocratically (We will do it this way),
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bureaucratically (We are supposed to do it this way), technocratically (It is best to do it this
way), or democratically (How shall we do it?). In each of the cases the choice involving
alternative paths of action usually rests on the power relations between the players involved.
An organization‘s politics is most clearly apparent in the contradictions and power plays that
sometimes reside in center stage, and in the innumerable interpersonal maneuverings that
provide diversions in the flow of organizational day to day activity. Politics occurs on a
continuing basis, often in a way that is unseen to all but those who are directly involved.
Most organizations in the modern era promote various kinds of political behaviors since they are
designed as systems of real-time competition and partnership. People must work together in
pursuit of a common goal, yet are often pitted against one another in competition for scarce
resources, status, and career progression. These differing dimensions of organization are most
evidently symbolized in the hierarchical organization chart, which is a system of cooperation, in
that it reflects a rational subdivision of tasks, as well as a career ladder up which people are
motivated to scale. The fact that there are more jobs at the bottom of the corporate ladder than at
the top means that competition for the topmost places is likely to see far fewer winners than
losers. Along with the fact that different groups and individuals are authorized to exercise
influence over others, the chain of command more or less ensures the kinds of cut throat
competition on which politics at the workplace thrives.
One does not have to be consciously cunning or deceitfully political to end up playing Politics at
the workplace. Political behavior is a fairly expected response to the tensions created between
individuals and their organizations. The setting of budgets and work principles, the day-to-day
supervision and control of work, as well as the pursuit of an opportunity and career, are often
characterized by sophisticated forms of gamesmanship. Say, for example, the situations that
disclose the guile with which factory workers are able to control their regularity of work and
level of earnings, even when under the close eye of their supervisors or of competent experts
trying to find ways of increasing productivity. The workers know that to preserve their positions
they have to find ways of beating the system, and do so with great skill and originality.
Individuals who systematically wheel and deal their way through organizational affairs merely
demonstrate the most extreme and fully developed form of a latent tendency present in most
characteristics of organizational life.
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The potential complexity of politics at the workplace is mindboggling, even before we take
account of the personalities and personality clashes that more often than not bring roles and their
conflicts to life. Sometimes the conflicts generated will be quite definite and open for all to see,
while at other times they will lie beneath the surface of day-to-day events. Say, relations in
meetings may be governed by various hidden agendas of which even the participants are
ignorant. In some organizations disputes may have a long history, decisions and actions in the
present being twisted by conflicts, grudges, or differences that others believe long forgotten or
settled. The manager of a manufacturing department may align with the marketing manager to
block a suggestion from the production engineer not because he disagrees with the basic ideas,
but because of resentments connected with the fact that he and the production engineer have
never gotten along. In spite of the fact that such dislikes may appear insignificant, they are
frequently compelling drives in an organisational life.
Factors Leading to Workplace Politics
Politics in workplaces are often used as a tool to retain, attain and display perceived power. It
usually reveals itself as work-lobbies/ groups which tend to move within or sometimes even
outside organizations similar to a body. This ‗perceived power‘ can grow tangibly and nontangibly as individuals undertake cut-throat competition to gain an edge over others.
Listed below is an indicative and non-exhaustive list of the reasons for workplace politics:
• Information availability: Poon (2003) found that representatives will see their workplace as
politically charged if People have limited or no right to gain entrance on their targets,
opportunities and the consequences of their organisational performance..
• People in an organization are mostly suspicious of other‘s intentions and prospective actions,
i.e. they lack the all important trust required in a group.
• The control/access over key information is a result of legitimate power within an organization.
It is necessarily a function of formal channels of communication and is more likely in
centralized structures than others.

• Jealousy among employees
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At times, personal concerns may incline to change substantive material in a decision making
process as people become more and more attentive of influence, closeness and other such factors
which in their opinion may very well impact evaluation of similar output
• Power struggle
Organizations are essentially economic bodies that pursue economic gains in the market to
establish its profitability and solubility. Individuals within such organizations are thus expected
to contribute positively to this overall goals and the organization.
Even with this supposed alignment of goals, employees generally tend to use organizations as a
mode to promote their self worth, at this crossroad, their goals seem to be headed for opposite
directions.
• Analogy
As an individual climbs the organizational ladder, they perceive that the opportunity to exert
formal positions becomes rather small and the extent of power accessible seems limited. It is at
this juncture, that they struggle to prove themselves superior, either by attaining power at
someone else‘s expense or by a comparative advancement in perceived power.
There is a perceived erosion in one‘s own power base as another peer becomes better. This
maybe due to clear organisational rewards or a sense of falling on personal standard.
• Scarcity of resources
Pay rise and other opportunities being not freely available tend to create strains among
employees, similarly, a noticeable difference crops up between individuals who have and those
who do not have power. This incites friction in day to day affairs and dealings.
• Prevalent subjectivity
Another reasoning that incites power clashes and resultant politicking is the subjectivity that lies
in the appraisal structures. People often resort to politics at the workplace because they do not
believe that the organization has an objective and fair way of reviewing their performance and
suitability for promotion. Similarly, when managers have no impartial or objective method for
differentiating effective people from the less effective, they will turn to favoritism. A major part
of performance evaluation that in turn decides compensation is subjective that leads to the same
cycle of impression management in the eyes of superiors.
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• Compliance or Commitment
Taking orders from superiors may be in the manner of directives or of internalization of the
intent of the directive. In case of compliance, the change incorporated is one that is easily
reverted to null at the slightest instance. Although, compliance is due to exertion of position
power by a directing figure, an internalization of the idea has not penetrated down the
hierarchical levels. This speaks about the many issues of employee engagement and
empowerment not only as a part of raising acceptability of an initiative, but also towards
safeguarding the power of the superior.
• Pyramid- shaped or vertical organization structure
A pyramid concentrates power at the peak. Only so much power is therefore available to
distribute among the many people who would be keen on having more of it. Each successive
level on the organization chart has less power than the level above. At the very bottom of the
organization, workers have virtually no power. Since many organizations today have fewer
levels than they previously had, the rivalry for power has become more intense.
• Environmental turbulence:
When people operate in a volatile and unpredictable environment, they tend to behave
politically. They rely on politics at the workplace to create an advantageous impression because
uncertainty makes it difficult to decide what they should really be accomplishing. The
turbulence, uncertainty and insecurity created by mergers, acquisitions or downsizing is a major
contributor to workplace politics.
• Emotional insecurity:
Some individuals even resort to political schemes to ingratiate themselves with superiors because
they lack self-confidence.
• Manipulative tendencies:
Some individuals engage in political conduct because they want to control others, sometimes for
their own advantage.
• Disagreements that prevent rational decision making: Many executives attempt to use
reasonable and logical criteria when making major decisions, but rational decision making is
inhibited by major disagreements over what the organization should be doing. Unless strategy
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and goals are shared among important organizational members, political motivation is
foreseeable in organizational decision making.
Ferrell and Peterson (2006) asserted that political behavior in organizations involve those
activities undertaken by organization people that are not actually required as part of the
individual‘s formal role in the organization. According to MSG (2012), organization politics
have been known to turn friends to foes, to cause serious disaffection between teams and to make
permanent enemies out of erstwhile easygoing individuals. Although, politics hardly delivers any
results and usually leads to a negative ambience at the workplace, it does have a good side.
Is it necessarily bad?
Political behavior has been known to be helpful to organization teams and to have contributed to
organization growth and accomplishments. When organization members associate with powerful
managers, for example, they may be able to push through, very easily a proposal that is highly
beneficial to the organization but which could, otherwise, have been brushed aside (George &
Jones, 2009). No wonder, Alagse (2012) submitted that organizational politics is so intricately
woven with management system that relationships, norms, processes, performance and outcomes
are hugely influenced and affected by it. Therefore, Alagse (2012) suggested that it is extremely
important for leaders to understand, exploit, and smooth the political climate in the company to
maximize the organizational outcome and satisfaction levels of the people.
Organisational politics essentially constitutes actions not officially accepted by an organisation
taken to influence others to accommodate one‘s non-official goals. It is typically the negative
side of the power game that the stress is on. Many authors contend, that politics and its effect can
be favourable to an organisation. In real-life situations, it might be counter-productive or even
damaging to regularly speak the truth with everyone; employees would not be able to work
together and it might prove challenging to be allowed to deal with customers.
Here, the role of politics become significant. Politics is beneficial for the organisation as people
who are politically correct come to the office smartly dressed to handle customers and have a
professional approach to work. A political color makes people friendly, helpful, cheerful and
self-reliant & influences people to get work done for themselves hardly realizing who they do it
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for as the end result is mutually profitable to both parties involved. Benefits maybe listed as
follows:

• Exertion of power and influence in ethical and otherwise honorable ways
• Raise the chance of getting one‘s way without jeopardising relationships or being thrown out of
the game
• Attempt to grow into a more valuable team member
• Upsurge job satisfaction and one‘s career option

Politics at work is more like a double-edged sword and the results depends on how you use it.
Organizational Culture
Organizational culture describes the psychology, attitudes, experiences, beliefs and values
(personal and cultural values) of an organization. It represents ―the specific collection of values
and norms that are shared by people and groups in an organization, which invariably controls the
way they interact with each other and with stakeholders outside the organization.‖
Organizational culture is the ‗magical‘ term that characterizes a work environment formulated
from the interaction of the employees in the workplace. ―Organizational culture is defined by all
of the life experiences, strengths, weaknesses, education, upbringing, and so forth of the
employees.‖ Whereas managers play substantial role in defining organizational culture by their
actions and leadership, all employees contribute to the overall organizational culture.
Organizational culture differs from corporate culture, being a wider and deeper concept,
something that an organization ‗is‘ rather than what it ‗has‘. Corporate culture is the total sum of
the values, customs, traditions and meanings that make a company unique. Corporate culture is
often called ―the character of an organization‖ since it embodies the vision of the company‘s
pioneers or promoters. The values of a corporate culture influence the ethical standards within a
corporation, as well as managerial behaviour.
Organizational Culture and Politics
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The study of power in action and the employee‘s perceptions of these politics is more important
than the politics (Chang et al., 2009). Bowditch et al. (2008) describe organizational politics as
socially acceptable ways to balance the employees‘ individual and shared interests.
Organizational politics is another power used by the managers and the employees to support or
supplement their legitimate and personal powers. Leaders can use their political powers
positively to uphold the organizational values, at the same time they can use the same power
negatively for personal interest. Negative reinforcement and punishment are the tools used to
effectively drive the worker‘s behaviour but comes at the price of long-lasting negative effects
on the organizational behavior. Negative reinforcement, if replaced by positive reinforcement
can have a long-lasting positive effect on the organizational behavior.
Organization culture is a pattern of assumptions invited or discovered by the workers in the
organization to overcome the problems and challenges coming from external sources or faced
internally (Lam, 2009). Organization culture, according to Edewor and Aluko (2007), is the
―assumptions, values, norms and tangible signs (artifacts) of organization‘s members and their
behaviors‖ (p. 189). The leader should be able to integrate the followers‘ activities after he
groups them in coherent teams (Yukl, 2006).
The general political climate of an organization has a lot to contribute to the culture of the
organization. According to Thompson, Strickland and Gamble (2010), company cultures vary
widely in strength and influence. Unhealthy cultures are denoted by highly political climates and
characterized by empire building, those that are change-resistant, those that are insular and
inwardly focused, and those that are ethically unprincipled and driven by greed (Thompson,
Strickland & Gamble, 2010). Therefore, where political behavior in an organization is hinged
merely on inter-departmental competition in the form of wasteful desire for empire building and
competitive actions between individual managers, it will ultimately produce detrimental results
for the organization.
Workers‘ frequent complaints about organizational politics‖ indicate that many prevailing
organizational cultures do not ―feel right.‘ Hoping to attract workers‘ loyalty, senior managers
frequently promote the image of a conflict-free organization, in which all interests are congruent
and politics is unnecessary. Nevertheless, while they promulgate mission statements and
implement training programs to create integrated organizations, actual company cultures often
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demand social relations that conflict with workers‘ wishes for competence and attachment to the
organization. For different reasons, managers and workers may be drawn to the organizational
ideal, but both suffer from the absence of a sophisticated politics that permits people to promote
their interests, even in conflict with others, without being expelled from the organization.
Organizational Politics and Work Performance
From a number of approach, a large variety of studies have recently pointed to organizational
politics as an important antecedent of employees‘ performance, both formal and informal (i.e.
Gandz and Murray, 1980; Adams et al., 2002; Ferris and Kacmar, 1992; Allen et al., 1979;
Kacmar and Baron, 1999; Madison et al., 1980; O‘Connor andMorrison, 2001; Perrewe,
2000Parker et al.,1995). Most of these studies have been relied on the deﬁnition of
organizational politics as behavior strategically designed to maximize self-interests and therefore
it is in conﬂict with the collective organizational goals or the interests of other individuals. This
perspective generally shows a negative image of workplace politics in the eyes of most of the
organization members. Although it is treated as a separate constructs, some studies have also
related organizational politics to the theory of equity, fairness, and justice at the workplace (i.e.
Kacmar and Ferris, 1992, p. 93; Vigoda-Gadot, 2003, p. 30; Kacmar and Ferris, 1991, pp. 1934;). There are various other studies that describe organizational politics as a power game and an
inﬂuence tactics designed to achieve the best outcomes for the user (Pfeffer, 1992; Kipnis et al.,
1980).

Various researchers have revealed that the politics in an organization has a pessimistic impact on
a variety of outcomes related to the establishment. According to the Harris (2004) perceptions of
politics also possess a negative impact on an individual‘s job satisfaction, in turn, effecting job
performance. According to Dubrin, (2001) organizational politics is considered as an unofficial
advancement for attaining the power in the organization. Similarly, it could be explained by
achieving power through various other ways except by merit or by fortune. It can be described
that politics is usually used to achieve power, either by hook or by crook. These all have done for
personal benefits for example for getting promotion, obtaining huge funds or gaining other
resources, or getting desired projects.
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There is a concept of the sensitivity of institutional politics. It‘s as an admirable gauge of
political affairs Organizational Politics Scale (Ferris et al., 1989). In 1991 they established a 31
items scale consisting of 3 dimensions. These three dimensions included organizational politics
and practices, coworker and clique behavior and supervisor behaviors. Later they developed a 40
items scale. It consisted of 5 dimensions. These five dimensions included the coworker, go along
to get ahead, pay and promotion, self serving behavior and general political behavior. Finally
they concluded their work on 12 items scale to measure OP. It is based upon three dimensionsgeneral political behavior (GPB), go along to get ahead (GAGA) and pay and promotion policies
(PPP).

Kacmar and Andrews in 2001 explained two different scenarios that consider high level of
politics. For attaining personal benefits the individuals avoid the authority chain, they use the
short cuts and then go through informal channels. Sometimes various silent political activities
occur in the organization for getting the desired outcomes. These activities are considered more
dangerous than the active political activities. It includes only the individual personal benefits at
the cost of organizations objectives or other individuals.

Vigoda (2000) explained organizational political principles had a pessimistic association with
work feelings of employment fulfillment and managerial loyalty. Mowday, Steers and Porter
(1979) described organizational politics is the primary variable in establishing job attitudes. It
consists of participation in and recognition with the association and it is appreciably influenced
by work satisfaction and on the whole environment. K.A.M.S Kodisinghe (2010) explained the
influence of supposed organizational political affairs on work pleasure of workers. For the
purpose of the study a sample size of 300 employees was used. Research examined the data by
using regression analysis and correlation analysis. Hypothesis of the research was tested in it.
This study concluded that there is an inverse relationship between them.

Some researchers have pointed towards that political affairs had little influence on work
pleasure, nonattendance, and employees‘ job nervousness showing considerable control over
their work atmosphere (Andrews, Ferris et al., 1996; Witt &Kacmar, 2000). Hypothesis related
to the organizational politics and job satisfaction tested by Valle and Witt (2001). It explained
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that sensitivity of managerial political affairs are directly associated with job dissatisfaction who
believe low degree intensity of cooperation significance than who consider high degree of
cooperation significance. This research applied the regression analyses on a sample size of 355
permanent human resources of a client service association in the eastern United States.

Organizational politics has been considered almost synonymous with and an analogy was done
between coercive influence tactics, politics and manipulation, and other subversive and semilegal actions (i.e., Ferris & King, 1991; Mintzberg, 1983; 1985). This depiction analogy led to
the assumption that organizational politics contradicts the common goodsof the organization and
may damage performance at any level (individual, team, unit, or system).

It was suggested byKacmar and Carlson (1994:3), andKacmar and Ferris (1991:193–4) that the
perceptions of organizational politics represent the degree to which respondents view their work
environment as very political in nature, that promotes the self-interests of others,and thereby it is
unjust and unfair from the individual‘s point of view. This study proposed ascale for the
measurement of political perceptions called the ‗Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale‘
(POPS). Currently, the cognitive perspective is a very dominant approach in the study of
organizational politics and it has led to an increase in the number of empirical studies on the
effect of organizational politics on employees‘ attitudes behavior and especially the performance
in the workplace. The relationship between the organizational politics and job performance is
important because it has both theoretical and practical implications. It can potentially help us in
better understanding the meaning of organizational power, conflict, andposit hypotheses and
influence tactics regarding their meaning for micro- and macro-level of organizational outcomes.
Further, it can point to practical tools for handling workplace politics and minimizing the
negative effects on members, teams, and the organization as a whole.

Aggression, Power And Politics in Work Organizations
Many workers complain that organizational "politics" are something alien and antagonistic to
their efforts to work (Baum, 1983, 1986, 1987, 1990, forthcoming). They find themselves in
relationships where others treat them calculatingly, and they cannot be open to say what they
think and feel.
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Yet every organization, at least tacitly, has a politics (i.e., procedures for promoting interests to
allocate scarce resources). Some who complain about their organization's politics realistically
describe practices interfering with their professional autonomy. Others, however, are expressing
their discomfort with becoming involved in politics. Some dislike politics because it demands
abilities they lack; they have difficulty conceptualizing issues in terms of interests or are poor
strategizers. Others may feel uncomfortable confronting people, especially those who oppose
them, and particularly those who seem powerful. Their unease points to a number of
psychological problems with politics. The organizational "politics" to which most workers react
is a particular type of politics: the win-lose politics of interpersonal conflict.
This politics depends on and engenders a specific experience of power, and people's largely
unconscious reactions to it lead them not simply to complain but to avoid considering conflict
productive and to retreat from organizations.

Politics and Aggression

Acting politically means acting aggressively—encouraging, persuading, or forcing others to act
differently than they otherwise would. Hence people who criticize others for being "political"
may be themselves particularly anxious about aggression. They may have legitimate grievances
against leaders or managers, but they also hold back from thinking and acting politically in order
to isolate themselves from a realm of aggressive activity.
Psychoanalytic theory helps understand people's reactions to politics and power by shedding
light on typical patterns of unconscious thoughts and feelings about aggression. People who fear
or are ambivalent about aggression often unconsciously associate small aggressive intentions
with much larger ones. Then, exaggerating their own aims, they may imagine succeeding in the
seeming effort to destroy someone else. In turn, they may feel guilty, fear retribution in kind, or
both (Fenichel, 1945). Thus to avoid guilt, anxiety about punishment, or even shame from
thinking of themselves as aggressive, they may deny their aggressive wishes and thoughts and
attribute them to someone else. By denigrating politics they can even take pleasure in attacking
others for what they do not want to accept in themselves (Klein, 1952).

The Fantasy of the Ideal Organization
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The flight from aggression may be expressed and reinforced by the fantasy of an aggression-free
organization, where politics can be avoided because it is not necessary. In an organization
without aggression, so the fantasy goes, all would be close; crucially, all would be one and the
same. And all, being one, would be omnipotent and omniscient. Further, all would care for one
another; the great organization would care infinitely for everyone. This fantasy, which Schwartz
(1985, 1987) characterizes as an "organizational ideal," corresponds to an individual's ego ideal:
finding in adult life something that represents the power and loving which the self-centeredness
of early infancy supplied (Chasseguet-Smirgel, 1985, 1986). Someone who identifies totally with
an organizational ideal can feel loved and protected by a powerful entity. He or she can feel
powerful without having to act aggressively. Thus some complaints about organizational
"politics" register unconscious objections to a world of differences, in which some are larger and
others are smaller, in which people are in conflict, and where outcomes are uncertain.

The Need for Aggression
Even though managers may have an easy time with workers who care for the organization and
harbor no aggressive wishes against it, they also want subordinates to "work hard" and to "attack
problem"—to be aggressive after all. Work requires an individual to act aggressively on
materials and people in order to change them and direct them in desired ways. However, it also
requires him or her to act with enough care so that materials or people are not physically or
psychologically destroyed. Aggression in the task must not be so great that it hinders workers
from identifying with one another and the organization.

Thus managers confront a dilemma: to encourage sufficient aggression to get work done, but to
elicit enough caring to ensure that workers don't hurt one another and feel loyal to the
organization. Unconsciously, workers face the quandary of how aggressively to act to be
competent without feeling guilty or anxiously awaiting reprisal. Yankelovich and Immerwahr's
(1983) survey of American workers provides evidence of this dilemma. Eighty-eight percent say
they want to work hard and do the best they can on the job, and more than half say they have an
inner need to do the best job regardless of pay. Nevertheless, 75% say they could be significantly
more effective on the job, and half say they work just hard enough to avoid getting fired. In other

16
www.ssijmar.in

words, workers say they want to work aggressively but hold back. Some explain that they don't
get paid any more for doing so. Others, pointing to the dilemma about aggression, say that
managers provide little incentive to work harder.
Complaints about "politics" and workers' conflicts about working hard both express the problem
of aggression in organizations: how to incorporate appropriate aggression in work while
permitting realistic attachment to the organization. If a corporate culture is to allow workers to
care for a realistically perceived organization, it must be supported by political norms that
regulate aggression reassuringly.

Power Orientations and Alternate Politics
Conventional organizational politics is only one possible politics. In general, politics may be
defined as the exercise of power to promote interests (for example, Dahl, 1961; and Lasswell,
1958), but there can be as many types of politics as there are types of power. The most common
conception of power portrays independent parties asserting themselves to defeat one another.
This is the principle of politics in a world of scarcity and conflicting interests. It is a zero-sum
politics: when one party wins, another must lose. Normal organizational politics is an example.
Arendt (1958) has conceptualized power differently: as the ability of different parties to achieve
something together they could not accomplish individually. This power governs a politics
concerned with creating new possibilities in a world where resources may be scarce but some
interests may be joined and new resources created. This is a win-win politics: victory is only
collective, and one party's loss defeats all. This politics could offer an alternative to current
organizational norms.
Significantly, different persons conceive power differently and practice politics differently in the
same situation. McClelland's (1975) study of the experience of power finds that everyone acts
through one of four "power orientations," which vary according to two dimensions. The source
of power may be external (another person or a principle) or internal (oneself). The object of
power, similarly, may be external (influencing or controlling another) or internal (controlling or
strengthening oneself).
Erikson (1963, 1968) suggests that human development involves progressing through stages
defined in terms of internal and interpersonal dilemmas. The infant—and later, the child, the
adolescent, and the adult—confronts others in the world and demands that their relationship
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satisfy certain expectations related to its biological condition and social history. Success at any
developmental stage—for example, the older child's need to learn to exercise aggressive
initiative without guilt—depends on continuing success at all previous stages. When someone
fails a particular developmental test, he or she may remain effective at preceding tasks but have
difficulty advancing. This person may have partial success at later tasks, but most of his or her
effort is concentrated on the unmet challenge. For example, employees who cannot take initiative
without feeling guilty will not only have difficult presenting their position when this means
challenging someone, but they will also have problems working competently and securing a
work identity. Instead, they will continually practice acting aggressively.
Sometimes a person who has passed a particular developmental stage may encounter a situation
that presents a challenge corresponding to that stage; which cannot be readily mastered. When
this happens, the individual "regresses" to concerns with the developmental dilemma of that
stage, almost as if it were being confronted for the first time. For example, a man who has
normally been able to take initiative without guilt may run into a supervisor or situation that
makes him feel guilty about bow be works or anxious about his or others' aggression. As a result,
he will have difficulty continuing to work competently. Losing self-confidence, he may become
fixated on the problem of aggression and react to many situations as simply being tests of his
ability to take initiative.

Types of Power

Type I: Power and the Stage of Trust Vs. Mistrust. The infant relating to the mother encounters
the first question, in Erikson's terms, of whether it should regard the world with "basic trust" or
"basic mistrust,'' whether it can depend on the mother to provide the fundamental support needed
for living. Someone who as an adult still seeks reassurance of the world's basic trustworthiness is
likely to take a Type I orientation to power ("It strengthens me"). Not only does this orientation
provide security, it also represents the only orientation of which such a person is capable. It
expresses a wish to feel powerful by working for someone else who is powerful, and who can
therefore be trusted to provide a secure world. It may characterize someone who chooses to
advise an elected official or top manager and takes satisfaction in the closeness of loyal service
to someone strong. This does not mean that a staff advisor who enjoys drawing on the strength of
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a line executive is simply a baby. Everyone to some degree continues to seek reassurance of a
nurturing environment in later life; rather, adults differ in their need for this confirmation. People
who hold the Type I power orientation may especially need or take pleasure from such
reassurance. Similarly, the motives for becoming a staff advisor, for example, are infinitely more
complex than those of the infant who wants just to be fed. Moreover, nothing in any unconscious
connection between particular advising roles and earlier concerns about a mother's
trustworthiness diminishes the validity and value of the activity. Indeed, this power orientation
may especially suit someone for advising work. These observations are true for the other three
power orientations as well.

Type II. Autonomy Vs. Shame and Doubt. Once an infant feels it can trust the world and its
agents, it encounters the second dilemma, of "autonomy versus shame and doubt." Can it act
independently in the trustworthy world without seeming too small, inept, or inadequate? A child
seeks to prove its independence by collecting and controlling objects that represent the substance
of the world. An adult who is still worried about autonomy is likely to take a Type II orientation
("I strengthen or control myself"). It expresses a wish to feel powerful by being independent of
everyone else, free of contact with others and not bound by their interests or actions. It may
characterize someone who is interested in data collection. By accumulating and managing
information, a person may gain a sense of control over the objects the data represent.

Type III: Initiative Vs. Guilt. As the young child develops a sense of autonomy, it confronts the
challenge of "initiative versus guilt." Increasingly mobile, the child asserts him- or herself
against others such as parents. Can he or she take initiatives against them without feeling guilty
about hurting them? The child must find an answer to this question in the specific terms of the
Oedipus complex: at this time, a child normally wishes to defeat the same sex parent in a contest
for the affection of the other parent. The outcome of the struggle is decisive for later assumptions
the child and adult will make about the meanings and consequences of acting lovingly and
aggressively. The challenge of learning guilt-free initiative is to find ways of acting aggressively
without hurting those one loves. The Type III power orientation ("I have an impact on others")
expresses the perspective of this period. People think of becoming powerful by doing battle with
others and defeating them for their possessions or positions. Adults who have not fully resolved
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the Oedipal dilemma may unconsciously exaggerate the danger of conflict and the likelihood of
reprisal or, alternatively, the chances of success and resultant guilt. Professionally, this power
orientation may characterize strategists or organizers.

Type IV: Identity and Intimacy Vs. Identity Confusion and Isolation.
Erikson's last four stages present challenges posed by the search for identity, intimacy,
generativity, and integrity. The first two of these are especially closely tied to the Type IV power
orientation. Adolescents face the challenge of consolidating a cohesive "identity against identity
confusion." They decide with which ideas, people and, crucially, occupation or career they want
to identify (and be identified) for the rest of their lives. Once adults feel secure about who they
are, they face the test of being able to engage in "intimacy," rather than ending up in "isolation."
Individuals must face the possibilities of closeness against the risks of vulnerability, exposure,
and loss. They practice loving wishes in relations with others equal to themselves. When they
succeed, the most important new intimacies are sexual, but friendships and affiliations with work
organizations also provide opportunities for attachment. This intimacy is the basis for realistic
identification with co-workers and work organizations. The Type IV power orientation ("It
moves me to serve others") expresses a wish to feel powerful by directing others in the name of
general principles or collective interests. It involves more or less intimate interaction among
people who understand who they are and accept others as their partners. People attempt to
resolve differences according to mutually accepted norms, rather than individual wishes. This
orientation is the most complex of the four, depending on successful development through
adulthood. It entails the ability to take initiative in acting competently and intimately with others
who are equal. It may be expressed by managers or leaders who act on collective interests rather
than personal loyalties. "Professionals" commonly couch their actions in terms of the "neutrality"
of this orientation, directing other people in the name of abstract principles. Just as the stages of
identity formation are developmentally linked, so are McClelland's power orientations. Success
at any power orientation depends on mastering the preceding ones. For example, someone
frightened by a Type III power orientation cannot understand or begin to learn the Type IV
orientation. Further, he may retreat to a Type II orientation, where he can be alone, dependent
only on his own efforts and resources. At most, he will see power in terms of win-lose conflicts.
In addition, as the earlier discussion suggested, power orientations and stages of identity
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development are reciprocally related. Political success reinforces accomplishments at a
corresponding developmental stage. Failure unsettles achievements at the corresponding stage, as
well as subsequent stages. For example, someone who has not found ways of taking initiative
without guilt will not be secure or effective in the Type III power orientation. Conversely,
someone who has trouble with conflict in the Type III orientation will have difficulty moving
beyond autonomy to initiative, as well as meeting later challenges.

Types of Politics
The Type I orientation leads to a politics of subordinacy, in which people look for others who are
strong on whom they can depend. This orientation corresponds to unconscious fantasies about a
strong, caring, "politics"-free organization, and may be expressed in wishes for an integrating
culture. As Table I indicates, each of the different power orientations and their associated
developmental stages encourages a particular type of organizational politics.

The Type I orientation leads to a politics of subordinacy, in which people look for others who are
strong on whom they can depend. This orientation corresponds to unconscious fantasies about a
strong, caring, "politics"-free organization, and may be expressed in wishes for an integrating
culture.

The Type II orientation leads to a politics of isolation, in which people try to become self
sufficient by accumulating as many resources as possible. People may express this orientation
through a cynical retreat from "politics."

The Type IV orientation, which corresponds to Arendt's concept of power, can be the basis for a
realistically sophisticated collaborative politics through which workers can promote interests and
resolve conflicts while feeling some attachment to co-workers and the organization. If people
begin with the assumption that co-workers, including managers, will continue to support one
another despite conflicts over real differences, they can assert their interests vigorously but
securely. They will be able to solve problems that conventional "politics" masks. Even if specific
decisions do not satisfy everyone, people will be more likely to feel the procedures are
legitimate.
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Finally, the Type III orientation leads to conventional organizational "politics," the politics of
win-lose competition for programmatic resources and career opportunities. People characterize
this politics as self-interested, rather than collectively oriented. It is concerned with winning
rather than collaborating. It is devious and circuitous rather than direct and straightforward. It is
selfishly calculating rather than disinterestedly rational. It favors collusion over competence.

CONVENTIONAL POLITICS AND THE PROBLEM OF ORGANIZATIONAL
LOYALTY: PROSPECTS FOR ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

Can managers promote organizational loyalty and identification? They cannot significantly
change workers' inner lives, but they can shape the conditions to which workers respond. In
particular, managers may succeed in creating an integrative organizational culture to the extent
that they support the unconscious requirements for intimacy. This analysis suggests that such a
program has four requirements.

First, a culture is not simply a set of rules like work procedures, nor is it merely a compendium
of stories managers repeatedly tell. A culture comprises values and norms that affect people
because the accompanying actions make sense and feel right. Hence efforts to "create an
organizational culture" depend on changes in day-to-day activities (see, for example. Deal and
Kennedy, 1982; Martin, 1982; Schwartz, 1985; and Smircich, 1983).

Second, contemporary work, much of it intellectual and interpersonal service activity, must make
new sense in two ways. The traditional work language of "production" and "productivity" does
not obviously fit what many people do. They "produce" insights, decisions, or personal
relationships, but this is not equivalent to producing an automobile, the prototypical work image.
People have difficulty measuring themselves when they spend their days attending meetings,
talking on the phone, and exchanging memoranda. Managers need to reconceptualize what
workers do in terms that reveal the value of their activities.
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At the same time, day-to-day activities must make workers important. They need recognition for
specific efforts, such as authorship of reports. They need to see consequences to their actions, by
participating in and observing decisions about wbetber and bow their efforts are used (see
Yankelovich and Immerwahr, 1983). They need to be associated with things that last, whether
tangible products or programs or organizations tbemselves (see Denhardt, 1981; Schwartz,
1987). People should be able to produce things they regard as useful, valuable, and lasting. If
workers can care for the bit of themselves they see in their products, this loving also repairs
imagined damage from working hard or occasionally working against others (see Hirschhorn,
1988).

Third, working conditions and incentive systems must have the unconscious effect of allowing
people to balance aggressive work with caring work. They should have the opportunity to work
collaboratively and be evaluated as team members. If co-workers come to care for one another,
this affection will hold them together through conflicts among them, and it will unconsciously
compensate for anxiety from working aggressively. In addition, these changes require the
creation of Type IV organizational politics.

Fourth, for workers to act with the maturity needed to identify with co-workers and an
organization, they must participate in politics that enables them to discover and serve collective
interests. They need ways of expressing real differences and resolving conflicts that allow them
to remain connected to co-workers and invested in collective work. Type IV politics, as every
politics, begins in formal authority relations and spreads to other relationships. If managers and
supervisors discuss issues, problems, and conflicts honestly and with concern about subordinates'
welfare, subordinates may learn they can express differences and pursue interests without fear of
destructive conflict or anxiety. If managers who must make decisions that displease some can
honestly explain their actions in terms of general principles and collective interests, both winners
and losers may remain loyal to the managers and organization. Simply, any organizational
culture that realistically develops worker loyalty must be accompanied by practices and politics
that enable people to work hard, together.
Conclusion
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(Adapted from Morgan, p.194-5) once reflecting on the realities of political dynamics and
behaviors in organizations, it appears acceptable to evaluate the parable of a highly rational, nonpolitical and objective organization. The concept of rationality appears to be invoked to beat the
contradictions inherent within the proven fact that a company is simultaneously a system of
competition and a system of cooperation.
Skillful and acceptable use of workplace politics is critical for a frontrunner to accumulate and
retain power and to accomplish major goals. Though political behavior is unethical and harmful
to the culture of any organization, it can also and will be moral and contribute to a balanced set
of interests. Maybe we will join Aristotle in viewing workplace politics as a method of
accommodative variations through consultation and negotiation, and as a method of making
order out of diversity while avoiding abuses. As Adolf Berle said that Your democratic
establishments... should foster, defend, and enlarge institutions by which knowledge is made
greater and widen choices and make them a lot more certain. ...The real purpose of power and
the order it creates... is the emancipation of men and women to think and be and make the most
of themselves.
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