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ABSTRACT

This study tested a structural equations model of the French and Raven bases
of supervisory power (coercive, reward, legitimate, experf, and referent), strategies
of managing conflict with supervisor (problem solving and bargaining), and
propensity to leave a job. The LISREL 8 analysis of questionnaire data from the
U.S. and Bangladesh indicates that coercive power was negatively associated with
expert power in the U.S.; reward power was positively associated with expert
power in the US. and Bangladesh and it was associated with referent power in
Bangladesh, legitimate power was positively associated with expert power in the
U.S. and Bangladesh and it was positively associated with referent power in the
U.S. In both the countries, expert power was positively associated with referent
power; which in turn, was positively associated with problem solving and
negatively associated with bargaining. Problem solving was positively associated
with propensity to leave a job and bargaining was negatively associated with the
same in the U.S., but not in Bangladesh. These findings can be explained in term of
individualistic—collectivistic dimension of the national culture. We discuss
implications of the findings for organizations, limitations of the study, and
directions for future research.

Keywords: Power, Conflict, Intent to leave a job

INTRODUCTION

Even though power and conflict are said to be two major areas of study in
organization theory and organizational behavior, little has been done to examine
the relationship between the two constructs. Raven and Kruglanski (1970)
reviewed numerous studies to examine the relationship between social power and
social conflict and concluded that the analysis of power provided a fruitful basis for
the understanding of interpersonal conflict. Twomey (1978) and Rahim (2009)
indicated the need for investigating how managers' power bases affect their
subordinates' conflict management so that managers can change or maintain their
power bases to achieve optimum results,
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Investigation of the relationship between the two construets and their effects on
criterion variables is particularly lacking in cross-cultural contexts. The literature
on leader power and conflict, while extensive, suffers from four deficiencies: First,
with minor exceptions, the literature has devoted mmadequate attention to the
interrelationships among power bases. Despite Raven's (1992) call for studying
how certain power bases influence the existence and use of the remaining power
bases, there has been little systematic attempt to investigate this process. Second,
little or no attention has been devoted to investigate whether power bases have
direct, as well as mediated effects through conflict-management strategies on other
variables, such as propensity to leave a Job. Third, the most popular method of data
analysis used in the published studies was correlations between variables. This type
of analysis is particularly unsuitable because there are significant inter correlations
among power bases,

The present study was an attempt to bridge this gap. Specifically, it was
designed to develop and test a structural equations mode! of how subordinates’
perception of supervisory power bases are related to cach other and subordinates'
own strategies of handling conflict, which in turn, are related to propensity to leave
a job in the US. and Bangladesh. This approach can provide alternative
explanations of the relationships among correlated variables.

It is generaily agreed that coercive, reward, and legitimate power bascs and
expert and referent power bases can be reclassified as position and personal power
bases, respectively. A second-order exploratory factor analysis of data from 476
managers and employees provides evidence of these two basic dimensions {Rahim,
1988; Yukl & Falbe, 1991). The relationships among position and personal power
bases, problem solving and bargaining strategies of handling conflict with a
supervisor, and propensity to leave a job are shown in Figure - 1.
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Figure - 1: Model of Power Bases, Conflict Management Strategies, and Propensity to Leave a Job
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BASES OF SUPERVYISORY POWER

Power is defined as "the ability of one party to change or control the behavior,
attitudes, opinions, objectives, needs, and values of another party” (Rahim, 1989).
Several classifications of leader or supervisory power have been set forth, but the
bases of power taxonomy suggested by French and Raven (1959)——cocrcive,
reward, legitimate, expert, and referent—still appears to be fairly representative
and popular in application (Frost & Stahelski, 1988; Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989;
Rahim, 1989; Yukl & Falbe, 1991). There have been attempts to cxpand this set to
include "information" and other power bases, but Gaski (1986) has argued that,
"these alleged power sources appear to be already captured by the French and
Raven framework . . . and it has held up well in extensive empirical usage over the
years" (pp. 62-63). Aguinis, Nestler, Quigley, Lee, and Tedeschi (1996), Hinkin
and Schriesheim (1989, 1990), Pearce and Robinson (1987), and Rahim (1988)
provided empirical evidence of this framework. The French-Raven power bases
are as follows:

1. Caercive power is based on subordinates' perception that a superior has the
ability to punish them if they fail to conform to his or her influence attempt.

2. Reward power is based on the perception of subordinates that a superior can
reward them for desired behavior.

3. Legitimate power is based on the belief of the subordinates that a superior has
the right to prescribe and control their behavior.

4. Expert power is based on subordinates’ belief that a superior has job
experience and special knowledge or expertise in a given area.

5. Referent power is based on subordinates’ interpersonal attraction to and
identification with a superior because of their admiration or personal liking of the
superior.

There are significant intercorrelations among the five power bases. These
interrelationships should be explained so that practitioners can acquire and use
appropriate power bases to influence their subordinates’ conflict management
strategies and propensity to leave a job. Wrong (1979) suggested ways of using
power bases in combination because he believed that one type of power source may
evolve into another. Greene and Podsakoff’s (1981) field experiment indicates that
a change in the perception of one power base may affect the perceptions of other
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power bases. Knowing how power bases influence each other is important as each
power base may influence outcomes, not only directly but also through the
mediation of its effects on other power bases (Gaski, 1986). It is possible that the
position power base influences criterion variables through the mediation of the
personal power base. Stated in another way, the position power base influences the
personal power base, which in turn, influences eriterion variables. Support for this
relationship can be found from Gaski's (1986) study of channels of distribution that
reported positive causal relationships of reward to expert and referent power bases.
Carson, Carson, and Roe (1993), Rahim and Psenicka (1996}, and Munduate and
Dorado (1998) reported similar relationships. The studies by Carson et al. and
Rahim and Psenicka found positive causal relationships of legitimate power base to
expert and referent power bases. These findings make sense, as supervisors who
use a performance-contingent reward power base as well as the legitimate power
base may be perceived by their subordinates as competent as well as friendly,
considerate, and fair.

Several studies indicate that coercive power is generally ineffective in
influencing individual outcomes (Rahim, 1989; Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov, 1982),
Studies by Munduate and Dorado (1998} and Rahim and Psenicka (1996), that used
structural equations, indicate that coercive power negatively influences individual
outcomes through the mediation of its effects on expert and referent power bases,
Based on this discussion we hypothesize the following;

Hypothesis I. Coercive power is negatively associated, and reward and
legitimate powers are positively associated with expert and referent powers.

Several studies found that expert and referent power bases were significantly
correlated (Gaski, 1986; Rahim, 1989). One possible explanation of this is that
subordinates like to identify and associate with a supervisor who possesses expert
power. Carson et al's (1993) meta-analysis of power bases and outcomes,
Munduate and Dorado's (1998) study with 78 Spanish subjects, and Rahim and
Psenicka's (1996) study with 578 employees found causal relationship of expert to
referent power base. Furthermore, these studies reported that the reverse influence
(i.e., referent power influencing expert power) is unlikely to happen. This is very
similar to the influence of expert power on the interpersonal attraction of
subordinates (Aguinis et al., 1996). In other words, the perception of expert power
positively influences the perception of referent power.

Hypothesis Il: Expert power is positively associated with referent power.
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CONFLICT-HANDLING STRATEGIES

There are various styles of behavior by which interpersonal conflict can be
handled. Based on the conceptualizations of Follett (1926, 1940), Blake and
Mouton (1964), and Thomas (1976), and Rahim and Bonoma (1979) differentiated
the styles of handling interpersonal conflict on two basic dimensions, concern for
self and for others. The first dimension explains the degree (high or low) to which
a person attempts to satisfy his or her own concern. The second dimension explains
the degree (high or low) to which a person attempts to satisfy the concern of others.
Combining the two dimensions results in five specific styles of handling conflict,
descriptions of these styles are presented below (Rahim, 1983, 2001).

l. Integrating (high concem for self and others) style is associated with
openness, exchange of information, and examination of differences to reach an
cffective solution acceptable to both parties. It involves the diagnosis of and
intervention in conflict so that issues are ¢ffectively dealt with.

2. Obliging (low concern for self and high concern for others) style is
associated with attempting to play down the differences and emphasizing
commonalities to satisfy the concern of the other party.

3. Dominating (high concern for self and low concemn for others) style has
been identified with win—lose orientation or with forcing behavior to win one's
position.

4. Avoiding (low concern for self and others) style has been associated with
withdrawal, buck-passing, or sidestepping situations.

3. Compromising (intermediate in concern for seif and others) style involves
give-and-take whereby both parties give up something to make a mutually
acceptable decision,

TWO DIMENSIONS OF CONFLICT MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Further insights into the five styles of handling interpersonal conflict may be
obtained by organizing them according to the integrative and distributive
dimensions of labor—-management bargaining suggested by Walton and McKersie
(1965). Following Rahim (2001), these two dimensions are renamed as problem
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solving and bargaining strategies, respectively. Figure - 2 shows the five styles of
handling interpersonal conflict and their reclassifications into these dimensions.
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Figure - 2: The Dual-Concern Model: Problem Solving and Bargaining Strategies for Managing
Interpersonal Conflict

The problem solving strategy—Integrating style minus Avoiding style—
represents a party’s concern (high—low) for self and others. The distributive
dimension—Dominating style minus Obliging style—represents a party’s concern
(high-low) for self or others. These two dimensions represent the problem solving
and bargaining strategies for handling conflict, respectively. A problem solving
strategy represents a party's pursuit of own and others' concerns, whereas the
bargaining strategy represents & party's pursuit of own or others' concerns. A
High—High use of the problem solving strategy indicates attempts to increase the
satisfaction of concerns of both parties by fi ndlng un1que solutlons to the problems
acceptable to thern. A Low—Low usé of this style indicates reduction of satisfaction
of the concemns of both parties as a result of their failure to confront and solve their
problems. A High-Low use of the bargaining strategy indicates attempts to obtain
high satisfaction of concerns. of self and providing low satisfaction of concerns of
others. A Low- —High use of this strategy indicates attempts to obtain the opposite.

Literatire on organizational conflict shows that integrating -style is positively
assoctated: with individual and organizational outcomes. Burke (1970} suggested
that, m general, a confrontation (integrating) style was related to the effective
management of conflict, while forcing (dominating) and withdrawing (avoiding)


































































