University of Strathclyde

Strathclyde Business School

Was Burns right?

Leadership and Power in the Knowledge
Kconomy

by
Andrew Kelly

A thesis presented in fulfilment of the
requirements for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy




COPYRIGHT STATEMENT

The copyright of this thesis belongs to the author under the terms of the United
Kingdom Copyright Acts as qualified by University of Strathclyde Regulation 3.51.

Due acknowledgement must always be made of the use of any material contained in,

or derived from, this thesis.



ABSTRACT

Bums’ (1978) book Leadership is held to be one of the most influential books in the
leadership field in the last 50 years. Despite its pre-eminence the fundamental
concepts behind Burns® analysis of leadership have remained empirically untested.
Burns argues that ‘to understand the nature of leadership requires understanding of

the nature of power’ (p.3), but the concept of followers as power holders in the
leadership relationship has been greatly understated in much of the extant leadership
research. Power 1s regarded as a problematic and complex concept that does not
always sit comfortably with the i1deology and values espoused in much of the
management literature. Many leadership models assume that power is the natural fiat
of management and power derives from management’s control of the main resources
within the organisation and fail to recognise that power is dispersed across the
various actors in the organisation. Burns argues that motives and resources are the
two essentials of power, but whilst a review of the literature on transformational
leadership (TL) will throw up many references to TL raising followers to higher level
motives, there are scant references or discussion on the pivotal role the other

essential, resource, plays in the leadership process.

Much of the TL lterature fails to recognise the exchange aspects of the leader-
follower relationships and the influence of power upon them. It also fails to
recognise the influence of followers on the leadership style in the organisation,
assuming a top-down model of unilateral activity where organisational agents select

their behaviours whilst hermetically sealed form any external influence. Contrary to
Bumns’ theory, these models proffer a simplistic model of leadership with a clear
causality between leader behaviour and follower outcomes, rather than a series of

complex, reciprocal relationships.
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This research sought firstly to test Bumns’ theory that a demonstration of TL will
result in a higher level of motivation amongst followers, and consequently a higher
commitment of resources. Secondly, to explore in more detail the influence of
resource in Burns’ theory the research contrasted followers’ perception of leadership
levels, motivation and OCB between knowledge workers and non-knowledge
workers. It is argued that if Burn’s theory of transforming leadership is valid, the
centrality of knowledge as a resource within knowledge-based organisations will
have constructed a new leadership relationship between knowledge workers and
leaders where the satisfaction of higher level motivators will be evident. Drawing on
Crozier’s Strategic Contingency Theory (1964) it is proposed that the knowledge
workers will use their position as the main source of organisational uncertainty and
will expect leaders within organisation to recognise their control over the key

strategic resource and manifest that recognition in an enhanced content of the

psychological contract.

The research used the psychological contract as a construct to measure the level of
follower motivation and OCB to measure the level of personal resource commitment.
Measures of the six TL behaviours in the Transformational Leadership Questionnaire
(Alimo-Metcalfe and Alban-Metcalfe 2000), the Psychological Contract Inventory
(Rousseau 2000) and three elements of OCB (Podsakoft et al 1997) were obtained
from 426 employees from a range of organisations in Scotland including an
electronics company, a bio-tech company and a government department. The
research found that transformational leadership is strongly correlated to the higher
level motivators in Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy as encapsulated in the Balanced
Psychological contract, but it is also strongly correlated to the mid-range motivators
such as loyalty, securnity and belonging. The findings of the research also support
Burns’ claim of a correlation between a demonstration of transforming leadership
and a high level of resource commitment, as represented in this research as OCB.
This research suggests that where the higher level motivators are being addressed, in
the forms of a fulfilled balanced and relational psychological contract, there is a

greater commitment of resources in the form of a higher level of OCB.
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This research supports Burns’ assertion that power is the central factor in the
leadership relationship and challenges the leadership theory that dependent followers
exert little or no upward influence on the behaviour of the leader. The research has
found that TL is more positively correlated with KWs than non-KWs, more
positively correlated with a balanced and a relational psychological contract and is
also more positively correlated with OCB with KWs than non-KWs. This would
suggest that leaders in KBOs are responding to the shift in uncertainty and
knowledge workers have greater expectations of their psychological contract.
Leaders in KBOs are responding to the changes in the power balance and are
demonstrating higher levels of TL to secure more OCB, the source of competitive

advantage 1n KBOs.
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Introductory Model

To facilitate the structure of the thesis a research model at the start of each chapter

will set out the main topics covered by the chapter and how they link to the overall

research.
Example
e
Transform- _ _ Organisational
This research ational Leadership & Power Leadership & Citizenship
leadership Power resource Motives Behaviour

Why do people Leadership and Power in Leadership and Leadership and
follow?  Testing followership leadership resource exchange
Burns’ theory relationship
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CHAPTER1 THE NATURE AND IMPORTANCE OF THIS
RESEARCH

1.1 Outline of the Chapter

This chapter summarises the background to this research and offers a case for the
relevance of this research to both academics and to practitioners in organisations. It
also provides a guide to the rest of the thesis by providing an outline of the research

structure and the content of the subsequent chapters.

S = . - -
Transform- _ * Organisational
This research ational Leadership Power and Leadership Citizenship
leadership and Power resource and Motives Behaviour
- - — L —

l Leadership and

Why do people Leadership and Power in Leadership and
follow?  Testing followership leadership resource exchange
Burns® theory relationship

e

1.2 Introduction to the Research

‘Power wielders draw from their power bases resources relevant to their own
motives and the motives and resources of others upon whom they exercise
power...But all these resources must have this in common: they must be

relevant to the motivations of the power recipients.” (Burns, 1978, p.3)

There are researchers who claim that Burns® book Leadership (1978) saved the
leadership field from irrelevance and ossification (Bass, 1993; Hunt, 1999). Burns’
role in the field of leadership often nears apotheosis and consequently his influence
on the field is generally lauded, or simply accepted, but rarely criticised across the
extant transformational leadership literature. Sorenson (2000) states that ‘perhaps no
other individual has energised leadership research and influenced the emergence of

leadership studies as an academic discipline more than James MacGregor



Burns.’(p.1) Bass (1999), the architect of the popularisation, operationalisation and
organisational application of transforming leadership, states that on reading
Leadership 1n 1978 he was ‘never the same again’ (p.466). Bass (1999) credits the
work as the catalyst that inspired a new field of leadership research with empirical

studies of attributes, behaviours and influence.

What this research will argue is that one of the key, but significantly overlooked,
contributions of Burns’ work is that he has been one of the most prominent
leadership scholars to ask the much-sidestepped fundamental question of ‘why do
people follow leaders?’ Why do people follow and commit resources to leaders as
varied as Roosevelt, Hitler, Kennedy, Milosevic or Mugabe? Why would seemingly
rational people follow leaders with such differing agendas and visions? Why do
people follow and commit what Hobbes calls a ‘counter-intuitive act’? 1t will be
argued that it is his exploration and definition of the essential factors that constitute
the concept of leadership that is Burns’ most important contribution to the leadership
literature. It will also argue that the full model of transforming leadership has

remained untested empirically over the last 30 years and that this research will seek

to address this.

1.3 Background to this research

It is ironic that Burns (1978) stated that one of his primary motivations for writing
Leadership was that whilst ‘we know a lot about leaders we know too little about
leadership’ (p.3). Despite claims to the contrary, much of the extant literature on
transformational leadership is still dominated by the ‘greatr man’ paradigm that
supposes that the control of information, power and resources lie with the leader
(Meindl et al, 1985; Gronn, 1997; Yukl, 1999; Collinson, 2005). Although Burns
(1978) emphasises transforming leadership as a process of engagement with
followers on the basis of mutually held motives, values and goals (p.36), much of the
work on transformational leadership is still leader-centric, in many cases highlighting
concepts such as ‘charisma’ or ‘inspirational’ and ignoring any exchange dimension

to leadership (Barker, 1996; Yukl, 1999; Gronn, 2002). Burns rejects the arguments



of the elite theorists such as Pareto (1991) and the automatic assumption that power
lies solely with leaders (p.22). Despite this much of the transformational leadership
literature continues to operate with the same leader focus as other leadership theories
such as Path-Goal theory (House, 1971) or Situational Leadership theory (Hersey
and Blanchard, 1996), fails to recognise or explore the influence of followers on the
leadership style in the organisation (Meindl, 1995), or reduces followers to ‘static
and objectified categories’ that can be manipulated in order to control (Collinson,
2005, p.1421). It assumes a top-down model of unilateral activity where
organisational agents select their behaviours whilst hermetically sealed from any
external influence such as power or any negotiated exchange or reciprocity. Contrary
to Burns’ theory, these models proffer a simplistic model of leadership with a clear
causality between leader behaviour and follower outcomes, rather than as ‘complex,
reciprocal relationships of people and institutions’ (Barker, 2001, p.473). Leadership
1s also perceived to exist within a stable environment with stable relationships that
allow a reductionist analysis of leadership components such as traits, behaviours or
activities (Yukl, 1999). Leadership is regarded as an outcome of the behaviours and
activities of the leader rather than as the process of dynamic exchange, and followers

regarded as predictable, passive and susceptible to manipulation by a range of

leadership styles (Goffee and Jones, 2001).

1.4 This Research

Burns (1978) states that his work is based on a number of assumptions, such as the
centrality of an understanding of power to an understanding of leadership and that
motives and resources are the two essentials of power, but to date there are no studies
that seek to challenge or confirm the main assumptions on which he builds his
theory. It is perhaps surprising that little, if any, research has been undertaken that
challenges or secks to prove such a basic premise of Burns’ (1978) work: ‘the
processes of leadership must be seen as part of the dynamics of conflict and of
power...and by the satisfaction of human needs and expectations’ (p.3). In particular,
the leadership literature insufficiently addresses the issue and role of power in

transformational leadership (Gordon, 2002). Much of the extant transformational



leadership literature from 1978 onwards has been focused on the behaviours and
attributes of leaders, but the basic concept of transformational leadership as a
dynamic exchange process based on motives and resources has been largely
neglected (Barker, 1997). A review of the literature on transformational leadership
will throw up many references to transformational leadership raising followers to
higher level motives but there are scant references or discussion on the pivotal role

the other essential, resource, plays in the leadership process.

Given the claims made for Burns’ work and its influence on the transformational
leadership field it is surprising to say the least that no empirical study has sought to
support or disprove his basic assumptions about the transforming leadership model,
particularly as the work itself is a constructionist text in what is a field dominated by
positivist-leaning psychologists. Yukl (1999) states that the underlying influencing
processes involved in transformational leadership ‘have not been studied in a
systematic way’ (p.304). Even dedicated Bumns-ites such as Sorenson (2000)
acknowledge that ‘Burns has been criticised for his lack of operationalisation of key
variables and the abstractness of his constructs’. Bass (1999), largely responsible for
the operationalisation of Bumns’ model, states that ‘there has been relatively little
basic research testing of the many models of linkages proposed by Bass (1985) to
explain how transformational leadership works.” (p.9). Similarly Bass (1995)
complains that he has been particularly disappointed by the overabundance of
applied research in transformational leadership and the undersupply of basic research
particularly when Bass’s (1991) own Full Range Leadership model of

transformational leadership has undergone a number of significant modifications in

the last twenty years (Gronn, 1995).

The primary objective of this research is to empirically test validity of the
fundamental assumptions of Burns’ theory, namely that leadership is a

relationship based on power and that the two essential elements of power are

motive and resource.



Thibaut and Kelley (1959) argue that leadership can perhaps be explained in terms of
other more basic concepts of social psychology involved in the phenomenon,
particularly motivation and power. Similarly Bumns (1978) argues that reference to
other sciences, particularly humanistic psychology, enables a better analysis and
understanding of leadership. This research will seek to test the definition of
leadership that provides the theoretical basis for transformational leadership research,
namely that leadership 1s not a property but a relationship (Burns, 1978; Holland and
Offermann, 1990; Collinson, 2005), and power, and its two essentials resource and
motive, is central to the concept. It will seek to test Burn’s claim that there is a
correlation between leadership behaviour, follower motives and the commitment of
resources 1n a leadership relationship. In particular it will focus on the role of power
and resource in the leadership relationship by contrasting situations where the level
of resource controlled by followers is significantly different: knowledge workers and
non-knowledge workers. In the knowledge-driven economy the generation and the
exploitation of knowledge has come to play the predominant part in the creation of
wealth (DTI, 1998). This has given knowledge workers are much greater control
over the strategic resources within an organisation, and consequently, it will be

argued, greater power in the leader-follower relationship.

The secondary objectives of this research are:
¢ To explore the contribution of the followers to the leadership dynamic
e To define the centrality of power in the leadership relationship

e To highlight the importance of motive and resource in the leadership

relationship

1.5 Leaders and Followers

Burns (1978) states that ‘the leadership approach tends often unconsciously to be
elitist; it projects heroic figures against the shadowy background of drab, powerless

masses’ (p.5). The dominant view of leadership is based on the model of classical



elitism which assumes followers’ powerlessness, and emphasises the centrality of

powerful individuals, the ‘great men’, who unilaterally manage, plan and organise
(Clegg, 1979; Gronn, 1995; Collinson, 2005). Collinson (2005) highlights that the
inherent dualism 1n much of the leadership literature seeks to reduce the complexity
of the dynamic relationship to simplified binary opposites, and that the leadership

side of the binary 1s privileged at the expense of the followers.
Collinson (2005) states that leadership can only be understood as:

‘.Jundamentally characterised by interdependencies and power
asymmetries. Since asymmetrical power relations are always two-way,
leaders will remain dependent to some extent on the led, while followers
retain a degree of autonomy and discretion. In addition, if we re-think
followers as knowledgeable agents, we can begin to see them as proactive,
self-aware and knowing subjects who have at their disposal a repertoire of
possible agencies within the workplace. Accordingly, dialectical power
relations between leaders and followers are likely to be interdependent as

well as asymmetrical, potentially contradictory and contested. (P 1422)’

Gronn (2002) highlights the binaries of ‘leader-follower’ and ‘leadership-
followership’ that remain ‘sacrosanct’ in the leadership literature, dividing the actors
in the leadership relationship into powerful leaders and dependent actors (p.425).
Others criticise the leadership literature for its inherent dichotomy and the division of
leaders and followers into active and passive actors in the relationship, and the
underplaying of the interactive dynamic between players (Ray et al, 2004). Meindl
(1995) suggests that this romanticisation of leaders and of leadership offers a
simplified and misleading analysis of what is a complex and dynamic set of
organisational processes. The role of followers in the leadership dynamic 1s receiving
a growing level of interest and it can be argued that economic and organisational
pressures for changes now require a wider analysis of the leadership dynamic
(Meindl, 1995; Goffee and Jones, 2001; Kelley, 2004).



This research will seek to establish the influence of followers to the concept of

transforming leadership and the contribution followers make to the dynamic.

1.6 Leadership and Power

Bumn’s (1978) emphasises that power, like leadership, i1s a relationship amongst
people (p.13) but much of the extant leadership literature assumes that power is the
property of leaders and fails to recognise that in a pluralistic organisation power is
dispersed across the various actors (Molm, Peterson and Takahashi, 1999). The
assumption that leaders hold the position of power in the exchange relationship has
led to the virtual exclusion of the influence of followers, and much of the
transformational leadership literature fails to recognise the exchange aspects of the
leader-follower relationships and 1n particular the influence of power upon them
(Gordon, 2002; Collinson, 2005 and 2006). Power is usually treated as a property
that can be held by an individual or group of individuals rather than as a process
(O’Byrme and Leavy, 1997). In much of the extant literature it is assumed that power
is the natural fiat of management and that the power derives from management’s
control of the main resources within the organisation (Pfeffer, 1981; Clegg, 1990).
Despite the central position Burns® gives to power in his analysis of leadership, most
of the literature ignores or avoids discussing its role in transforming leadership,

preferring to focus on behaviours.

Why should researchers ignore such a fundamental element of Bums’ theory? Bass
(1999) in an overview of two decades of research and development in
transformational leadership research deals with culture, gender, diversity, motivation
and measurement but does not mention power once. A review of some of the main
works of Bass on transformational leadership (1985; 1990; 1993; 1995; 1997; 1999)
finds few mentions of the word ‘power’ or any discussion of 1its role in
transformational leadership. Barker (2001) highlights that where power 1s discussed

in leadership literature 1t is how individual leaders handle and direct the power they



are assumed to control, and the literature generally ignores power as a contextual

1ssue.

One possible answer is that power itself is regarded as a problematic and complex
concept and one that does not always sit comfortably with the ideology and values
espoused in much of the management literature which is replete with leadership
examples such as Kennedy, Churchill or Roosevelt who to a great extent personify
the ‘great man’ model of leadership in a liberal democracy. Burns (1978) examines
the concept of power and leadership by studying a less ‘selective’ group of leaders
and includes more negative leadership models such as Hitler or Lenin as a genuine
attempt to understand the dynamics of leadership and followership, regardless of
how uncomfortable the conclusions are to liberal democratic sensibilities. It could
also be argued that the convenient dualism that dominates the literature and the
subsequent legitimisation of leaders as the source of power and influence in the
exchange relationship has enabled much of the extant research to side-step the role of
power in the relationship, despite its centrality in Burns’ theory (Pfeffer, 1981;
Gronn, 2002; Krishnan, 2004). An open recognition that power is an element of a
dynamic relationship between leader and follower challenges the traditional model of

the leader who is superior due to natural abilities, position or technical expertise

(Gordon, 2002).

To gain a greater understanding of leadership it must be analysed in terms of power
and relationships (Burns, 1978). Burns argues that ‘the two essentials of power are
motive and resource’ (p.10). This research will seek to analyse the importance of the
role of motive and resource In the leadership/power relationship through a

comparison of the motives and resources of knowledge and non-knowledge workers.

1.7 Leadership and Resource

Burns (1978) argues that one of the two essentials of power is resource (p.12), but

again this is an area greatly neglected by the leadership literature. Resource is



typically viewed as something that is managed, such as information, materials or

even people, rather than as a bargaining factor in a dynamic relationship. Leaders and
followers in a relationship tap into each others’ motivational bases to bring together
the resources each are willing to contribute to achieve the common goal (Burns,
1978). Actors draw on their own power resource relevant to their own motives and
importantly to the motivations of the other actors in the relationship. Followers in a
leadership relationship can withhold or contribute their resources as a form of power
depending on their bargaining position in the power balance or the level of
motivation they need, want or believe will be satisfied. Mechanic (1962) states that
even when they apparently lack formal authority or power lower level workers still
hold and use considerable informal power in their ability to manage their resource
input through withdrawing cooperation or resisting change. Resource can take many
forms: knowledge, commitment or skill. Collinson (1992) states that workers can
resist formal power in organisations by distancing themselves from the leadership,

restricting output and adopting a strictly transactional relationship.

Crozier’s (1967) much neglected strategic contingency theory posits, like Burns, that
power is the property of a social relationship rather than the property of an individual
actor and is based on the level of strategically important resource controlled by the
different players in the relationship (O’Byrné and Leavy, 1997). Crozier (1967)
argues that within the relationships there is dynamic game playing, and that power
rests with the actors who have the resources that can best cope with uncertainty in the
organisational environment: ‘those who get the upper hand in the game are those
who control most of the crucial uncertainties’ (p.8). Crozier (1967) argues that
dependency is the reverse of power. Organisations are open systems that have to
cope with uncertainty but are designed on a rational model that requires certainty. As
uncertainty is a source of power in organisations then the power of a team or
individual is determined by the level to which it manages uncertainty on behalf of
others and to what it extent it holds a central position within the organisation. The
possession of key organisational resources is key to the level of power held within

the exchange relationship. Power is not the preserve or property of the leader as



‘power will tend to be closely related to the kind of uncertainty upon which depends
the life of the organisation’ (Crozier, 1967, p.9). Like Burns, Crozier identifies that
motives and resources are interdependent within the exchange relationship, and
argues that the needs and wants of individuals are dynamic and may alter depending

on their level of power within the relationship.

The concept of resource 1s central to Burns’® theory of leadership (p.3) but its role and
influence within the theory of transforming leadership is largely unexplored. In the
power asymmetries of the leader-follower relationship the mutual dependency on
resources will be central to the development of the relationship. Burns (1978) claims
that the demonstration of a high level of transforming leadership will result in a high
level of commitment of resource from the follower. This research will seek to
establish a correlation between demonstrations of transforming leadership and higher
levels of resource commitment amongst followers. It will also seek to demonstrate

the importance of resource as a factor in the leadership dynamic.

1.8 Leadership and Exchange

Burns (1978) emphasises that leadership is a special form of power, and that the
source of the power lies in engaging with the needs and wants of the followers
(p.15), and that leaders “serve as an independent force in changing the makeup of the
followers’ motive base through gratifying their motives’ (p.20). Underpinning the
leadership process is a social exchange relationship based on reciprocity. Blau’s
Social Exchange Theory (1964) has been found to be useful in analysing the

correlation between leadership relationships (Pillai, 1999). Social exchange theory
argues that social exchange relationships in organisations can be distinguished from
economic transactional relationships by the absence of overt negotiation. Classical
microeconomic theory assumes independent transactions and short term-relationships

between parties, whilst social exchange theory assumes more enduring relationships
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between the parties based on trust and mutual benefit. This comrelates with Burns®

concepts of transactional leadership and transforming leadership relationships.

The interdependence built up over time between the parties is key to the social
exchange theory (Molm, Peterson and Takahashi, 1999). Central to social exchange
theory is reciprocity, the mutual satisfaction of needs and motives that encourage
individuals to work together over the medium to long term, and to build a
relationship. The exchange includes not only tangible products or services but also
outcomes valued socially or psychologically: status, self-esteem, or friendship. Burns
(1978) argues that leadership, unlike naked power-wielding, is inseparable from
followers’ needs and wants (p.19). As a process it involves individuals establishing a
social exchange relationship where both parties believe the other will help them meet
their goals and needs (p.19). The more leaders can align themselves with the needs
and wants of the followers the greater their resource commitment will be to the
relationship, as they will perceive that a greater commitment will lead to a greater

satisfaction of these needs. The more resources committed by the followers, the more

the power of the leader will be increased (p.17).

Burns argues that transforming leadership is ensuring that goals and needs of both

followers and leader are aligned and that an exchange relationship of reciprocity and

mutuality exists. This research will seek to establish a correlation between

demonstrations of transforming leadership and higher levels of motivation amongst

followers.

1.9 Testing Burns’ theory - Knowledge workers

To test Burns’ theory empirically it was decided to choose two sample groups where
the control of strategically important resource would be significant. The two groups

selected were knowledge workers and non-knowledge workers. The emergence of
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the knowledge economy towards the last quarter of the 20™ century has witnessed

tacit knowledge emerging as the key strategic resource of organisations (DTI, 1998:
Stightz, 1999; Atkinson and Court, 1998; Chan Kim and Mauborgne, 1998;
Ridderstrale and Engstrom, 2003; Tymon and Stumpf, 2003). The knowledge-based
theory of the firm posits that it i1s a firm’s ability to generate knowledge that
determines it competitiveness (Nonanka and Takeuchi, 1995; Grant, 1996; Coff,
1997). This dependence on tacit knowledge causes the knowledge-based
organisation to be highly dependent on the intellectual capacity of its individual
employees to create competitive advantage and to be reliant on the co-operation and

commitment of the workers to apply their knowledge for the benefit of the firm’s
objectives (Von Krogh, 1998; Teece, 1998; Empson, 2001).

A knowledge company is one where the creative and innovative use of knowledge 1s
the key competitive advantage, as in businesses such as bio-tech, software,
management consultancy, electronic engineering and design (Grant, 1997). It can be
argued that the centrality of knowledge or expert power within knowledge-based
organisations has constructed a new organisational relationship (Guest and Patch,
2001; Thompson and Heron, 2001). Although much has been written on the
emergence of knowledge firms and to a lesser extent knowledge workers there has
been little research carried out on the consequences for structures and relationships

within the organisations where knowledge is the main strategic resource.

Central to this research 1s Bumn’s (1978) claim that power lies in motives and
resources. Burns (1978) argues that the power process is one in which ‘the power
holder (P), possessing certain motives and goals, has the capacity to secure changes
in the behaviour of a respondent (R),..., and in the environment, by utilising the
resources in their power base, including factors of skill, relative to the targets of
their power-wielding and necessary to secure such changes.” (p.9) From a pluralist
theory standpoint it will be posited that knowledge has become the central resource
within knowledge-based organisations and the ownership of the resource has created
a power adjustment in the exchange relationship between the main actors, namely

leaders and workers. The conflicting strategies of the individual actors are integrated
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through the playing of structured games involving bargaining to secure greater
satisfaction of motives and needs, and inherent in bargaining is the balancing of
power relationships through the control of strategically important resources. On this
basis 1t will be argued that, if Burn’s theory of transforming leadership is valid, the
centrality of knowledge as a resource within knowledge-based organisations will
have constructed a new leadership relationship between knowledge workers and

leaders where the satisfaction of higher level motivators will be higher than amongst

non-knowledge workers.

Knowledge workers are aware of their strategic importance to the organisation and
will expect that their contribution and importance to the organisation are recognised
through enhanced explicit and 1mplicit aspects of the psychological contract (Flood
et al, 2001; Sparrow, 2000). Sveiby and Lloyd (1986) define a knowledge worker as
someone whose job is characterised by the following: produces a non-standardised
product or service; has a high requirement for creativity; has a key individual role to
play within the team; is involved in complex problem-solving. The cerebral and
creative nature of knowledge work makes task definition and effective supervision
difficult (Teece, 1998). It will be argued that in addition to a commensurate reward
package they will have expectations that higher order motivational factors such as
belonging, recognition and development will be provided by the organisation and its
agents (Sparrow and Cooper, 1998; Bunderson, 2001). The psychological contract
will be used as a construct to compare and contrast the motives and expectations of

workers in both knowledge-based and non-knowledge based organisations.

A demonstration of the effects of resource control in the leadership relationship
should be demonstrated in the psychological contract through the expectations of
knowledge workers and their perceived obligations within the organisation. The
heuristic construct of the psychological contract enables examination of the changing
nature of the employment contract, particularly the ‘individualising’ of the

employment relationship and the distribution of power between the individual and
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the organisation (Rousseau and Schalk, 2001; Guest, 2001). In the case of knowledge

workers this enables a study of whether the issue of intellectual capital ownership has
constructed a new employment relationship (Guest and Patch, 2000; Thompson and
Heron, 2001; Guest, 2004). The radical changes in the nature of work and the
relationship between the individual and the organisation has led to a renewed interest
in the concept of the psychological contract as a means to analysing and increasing
understanding of organisational behaviour. ‘/n a world of rapid organisational
change and loss of confidence in some of the traditional certainties of organisational
life, the psychological contract appears to provide a useful integrative concept

around which to focus an emerging set of concerns’ (Guest, 1998 p. 650).

Burns’ theory argues that to meet the higher expectations of the knowledge workers
the leaders will need to demonstrate a higher level of transformational leadership
behaviour, which will be measured through the assessment of the perceptions of the
workers. According to Burns’ exchange model, the transforming leadership will
address the higher level motivators and induce the followers to contribute more of
their resource to the common aim and goals. Burns (1978) argues that ‘power and
leadership are measured by the degree of production of intended effects’ (p.22). The
intended effect will be examined by measuring the level of organisational citizenship
behaviour (OCB) demonstrated by the workers in both the knowledge based
organisations (KBOs) and the non-knowledge based organisations. KBOs require a
high level of OCB from their knowledge workers to secure a competitive level of
creativity and innovation (Flood et al, 2001; Tsoukas and Mylonopoulos, 2004;
Mumford et al, 2004; Mumford and Licuanan, 2004). This has direct consequences
for the structural power model within the organisation as leaders do not have direct
control or even ownership of the main strategic resource of the organisation. In terms
of strategic contingency theory the structure of the game has altered significantly and
knowledge workers will adopt a strategy to maximise the advantages they have
within the organisation. In turn management need to change their own strategy to
meet the dynamics of the game and this will be evidenced in the nature of the

psychological contract established with knowledge workers.
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If, as Burns (1978) argues, leadership is inseparable from followers’ needs, motives
and resources there will be a significant difference between the leadership exchange
relationship between knowledge workers and their leaders and non-knowledge
workers and therr leaders. This research will seek to test Burns’ theory by comparing
and contrasting measures of motivation, resource commitment and leadership style

between knowledge workers and their leaders and non-knowledge workers and their

leaders.
1.10 Importance of this Research

Given the plethora of published works on transformational leadership it is difficult to
explain why no testing of the basic premise of Burns’ theory has been undertaken. It
would appear that to many leadership scholars the internal and external consistency
of the theory has been obvious and that its face validity has been sufficient to use it
as the basis of applied research (Sorenson, 2000). The absence of any rigorous
exploration of Bums’ theory may have contributed to questions about the validity of
leadership research in general and claims that the field 1s more focussed on the
accumulation of studies rather than the accumulation of knowledge on the processes
and concepts that underpin leadership (Barker, 1996; House and Aditya, 1997).
Barker (1997) states that much of the extant leadership literature has been trait or
behaviour focussed and the study of leadership as an exchange process based on
reciprocity that occurs in a context of conflict has been neglected. Yukl (1999) lists
amongst his conceptual weaknesses in transformational leadership theory the
insufficient description of explanatory processes. Bass (1995) requests more research
on why transformational Ieadership generates follower commitment and states that

much more explanation is needed about the workings of transformational leadership.

In terms of practical application Elkins and Keller (2003) argue that there 1s a
significant lack of leadership research carried out in knowledge-based organisations.

This research will argue that leadership behaviour in organisations 1s contingent on
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the power structure within the exchange relationship. As leaders in knowledge-based

organisations recognise the power shift in the exchange relationship with the
knowledge worker they will make efforts to address and meet the altered
expectations of the individuals and this will be manifested in the demonstration of a

transformational leadership style.

The research will examine Burn’s model of transforming leadership by measuring
the central variables and examining their inter-relationships. The research will focus
on the three major factors of resource, motivation and leadership style, contributing

to the emergence of a transformational leadership relationship.

1.11 Structure of this Thesis

This research will use the ‘hourglass’ model framework as a structure (see Figure 1 -

Hourglass Model Framework). Chapter Two reviews the literature concerning
transformational leadership. Chapter Three discusses the extant literature around

leadership and power, and Chapter Four reviews the literature on power and
resource. Chapter Five explores the issue of motives in leadership and social
exchange, and the psychological contract as a heuristic construct in the analysis of
exchange. Chapter Six reviews the literature on organisational citizenship behaviour.
Chapter Seven sets out the background to this research in a discussion of the

knowledge economy and the emergence of knowledge workers.

Chapters Eight and Nine deal with the research aims and objectives, and the research
methodology employed. The pilot study undertaken to evaluate the methodology and
data collection instruments 1s set out in chapter ten. The data analysis and results are
found in chapter eleven. The research results are discussed in chapter twelve, and

chapter thirteen covers the specific findings and implications of the research. The
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final chapter covers conclusions, limitations of the research and recommendations for

further research.
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CHAPTER 2  TRANSFORMING LEADERSHIP THEORY:
BACKGROUND TO THE RESEARCH

2.1 Outline of the Chapter

This chapter gives an overview of Burns™ transforming leadership theory and the key
concepts that underpin it. Firstly 1t explores the development of the theory and the
background from which 1t emerged. Secondly, it reviews how the concept of
transformational leadership has been developed and applied through the work of
academics such as Bass. Thirdly, 1t reviews the main areas of research into
transformational leadership and examines how and why Burns’ basic theory linking

power, motivation and resource has been i1gnored or neglected. This last point is

particularly important given the aim of this thesis.
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2.2 The Development of Transforming Leadership Theory

Burns® book Leadership was first published 1n 1978. Although an analysis of
political leadership 1t was quickly adopted by organisational leadership practitioners
and researchers as a model with application 1n organisations (Bass, 1985). His main
motivation for the book was his frustration at the apparent fixation with the ‘grear
man’ theory of leadership that has dominated leadership research since its earliest
days. Burns (1978) argues that the focus on individual leaders rather than the process
of leadership had led to a position where much was known about leaders but too little

about the actual underlying process of leadership (p.1). He argued that leadership,
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despite the wealth of research, was still the least understood phenomenon on earth. In

developing the analysis of transformational and transactional leadership Burns’
argued that he had made an ‘intellectual breakthrough’ that would allow a clear
general theory of leadership to emerge (p.3). Burns’ emphasis on leadership rather
than leaders focuses on the complexity of interchange between the follower and
leader that enables an analysis of the main forces and processes involved. He
expresses frustration with the on-going fixation of leadership research with the ’grear
man’ theory and argues that this focus is taken because it is easier to ‘look for heroes
and scapegoats than to probe for complex and obscure causal forces’ (p.51). He
posits that leadership theorists eschew a pluralistic analysis and assume that the
leader 1s a heroic figure who is contrasted to a powerless mass of obedient followers
and that any social, political or organisational change is a result of their unilateral

action (p.3) rather than a dynamic interplay of forces.

The exchange element of Burns’ theory is built on the insight that the ‘most powerful
influences consist of deeply human relationships in which two or more people
engage with one another (p.11). Bums describes the leadership process as a
continuous flow of developing exchanges that involve on-going and varying appeals
to the higher level motivators of the followers. He highlights that one of the major
failures in previous leadership theory was the focus on leaders and the failure to unite
leaders and followers 1n a single process (p.3). Transforming leaders attempt to raise
the consciousness of followers by appealing to potentially unconscious higher level
motivators such as higher ideals and morals (Yukl, 1989). Transforming leadership
can be identified in dyadic situations but also at a macro level in social movements or

political change.

Bums emphasises that leadership is a process which exists within the dynamic of
power and conflict and can only be understood when the needs and motivations of
both followers and leaders in the relationship are examined. Power and conflict have

a central role in the leadership relationship, and contrary to much of the charismatic
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leadership literature, Burns argues that ‘leadership as conceptualised here is
grounded in the seedbed of conflict’ (p.38). He also uses a direct quote from James
Madison to express his Hobbesian conviction that conflict is inherent in the nature of
man, and therefore is an ineluctable aspect of leadership that requires confronting
and addressing rather than being ignored. In this Burns differs greatly from many
other leadership theonies where the influences of power and conflict are minimised or
omitted altogether (Janda, 1960). To Bumns a genuine understanding of leadership is
dertved from an analysis of power in relationships, and the role of motives and

resources in the power balance within relationships. Through this power and

leadership can be regarded as parts of a system of social causation (p.13).

Burns’ argument is based on a number of assumptions. Firstly that power is a
relationship and not a property. Secondly, it involves the intentions and purposes of
both the power holder and the power recipient. Thirdly, it 1s part of a pluralistic,
collective process and not the behaviour of one individual. The process involves the
motives and resources of the power holders, the motives and resources of the power
recipients and the relationship amongst these various actors in the leadership
exchange. Burns defines power ‘not as a property or entity or possession but as a

relationship in which two or more persons tap motivational bases in one another and

bring varying resources to bear in the process’ (p.15).

2.3 Transforming and Transactional Leadership

Burns 1dentified two basic types of leadership: transforming and transactional. Burns

argues that most leadership 1s transactional: leaders enter into relationships with
followers on the basis of exchanging one thing for another, such as money for labour,
or jobs for votes. In transactional exchanges the actors are satisfying each others’
needs without any consideration of the medium to longer term consequences (p.258).
Both sides to the bargain are seeking to maximise their short term return on

investment. Burns goes as far to state that the exchange may be a ‘superficial and
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trivial one’ (P.258). The focus in transactional leadership is on the immediate
gratification of needs and wants, and each actor within the relationship sees the other

as a means to achieve their desired end.

2.4 Transactional Leadership

It can be argued that the dominant model of leadership theory is transactional
(House, 1971; Popper and Zakkai, 1994). The situational leadership. model of

Hersey and Blanchard (1972), the contingency model of Fielder (1967), the Path-
Goal theory of House and Mitchell (1974) and the decision based theory of Vroom
and Yetton (1973) can be argued to be essentially transactional. Bumns’ (1973)
concept of transactional leadership is essentially a process of contingent
reinforcement based on an economic arrangement of exchange between leader and
follower where the power balance is significantly in favour of management. It 1s

essentially undertaken for ‘the purpose of an exchange of valued things’ (p.19). This
exchange can be economic, psychological or political in nature, but both sides to the
exchange are aware of the power, resources and attitudes of the other. Burns (1978)
stresses the level to which the relationship goes: the two parties have ‘no enduring
purpose that holds them together’ (p.21), and although a leadership act may have
taken place it is not one that unites the follower and leader in a mutual pursuit of a
higher purpose. In terms of motivation transactional leadership is aimed at satistying
hygiene factors' rather than higher-order needs. There are values within the
transactional leadership relationships but these are designed to support the

transaction, such as honesty or fairness (Yukl, 1989).

Bass (1985) describes the transactional leader as one who operates within a stable
structure, is process-orientated and is risk averse. The transactional leader 1s most

skilled in monitoring performance against targets and planning incremental change.

! Herzberg (1966)
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This leadership style is consistent with the leader-member exchange where leaders

set targets or objectives and reward followers on achievement of these.

2.5 Transforming Leadership

Transforming leaders, like transactional leaders identify and exploit a motive or need
in followers but they also look beyond to potential higher-level motives and appeal to

these. Burns argues that transforming leadership is a process ‘that changes both
leader and follower,” and transforming leadership ‘occurs when one or more persons
engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to
higher levels of motivation and morality’ (p.20). The emphasis on the two-way
influence inherent in the transformational process recognises that power is located in
both sides of the exchange relationship. Their separate goals become unified and
their resources are combined in a common purpose. The outcome of this relationship
is a long term exchange that is mutually beneficial and develops and elevates both
leader and follower to focus on satisfying higher level motivations. The socio-
emotional emphasis of transforming leadership is contrasted with the rational model
of traditional leadership theories (Yukl, 1999). The relationship between leaders and
follower is not based on formal contracts, rewards or punishment but on mutual

confidence and trust (Podsakoff et al, 1990; Yammarino et al, 1997; Pillai, 1999).

Burns (1978) posits that a common goal emerges from a reciprocal exchange
between organisational actors with conflicting needs, wants and objectives. The
model of leadership as a process is mutual, reciprocal and dynamic. Burns views
leadership ‘act as an inciting and triggering force in the conversion of conflicting
demands, values, and goals into significant behaviour.’ (p.10). He contrasts the
transactional political leader with the transforming one and argues that a
transforming leader can have a much greater influence on followers, inspiring them

to realise their own potential and to align their own goals with that of the

organisation.
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It is emphasised that although the follower and leader have a common purpose they
have distinct roles within the relationship. The leader is more proactive in initiating
the relationship, evaluating and anticipating followers’ motives and in the
maintenance of the leadership relationship. Most importantly, leaders identify and
address followers’ needs, wants and motivations and serve as an ‘independent force

in changing the makeup of the followers’ motive base through gratifying their

motives’ (p.20).

2.6 Development and Application of Transforming Leadership

It was Weber (1947) who first described a form of leadership authority as
charismatic and ascribed it to leaders who appear to have a natural gift for authonty
or attraction that encourages people to follow them. Initially the concept of
charismatic leadership was the preserve of the study of political, religious and social
leaders. Since the 1970s there have been a number of transformational or
charismatic leadership theories including House (1977), Burns (1978), Bass (198)5),
Tichy and Devanna (1986), Bennis and Nanus (1985), Conger and Kanungo (1987)
and House and Shamir (1993). Hunt (1999) goes so far as to argue that it was the
emergence of the charismatic and transformational leadership schools that saved
leadership as an academic topic from ossification and irrelevance. The influence of

Bass’s transformational model on leadership thinking has been significant (Lowe et

al, 1996).

It is Bass (1985; 1990) who must be credited with the operationalisation and
application of transforming leadership (Bycio, Hackett and Allen, 1995). On
encountering Burns® concept of transforming leadership Bass immediately set out to
collect data to identify what behaviours constituted transforming leadership. On

accepting the basic premise of Bumns’ theory, Bass focussed on operationalising the

concept, and moved to identifying attributes and behaviours that constitute
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transforming leadership. Bass (1995) describes how his initial study involving the
development of the transformational leadership model encompassed reviews of the
charisma literature, reflections on great historical figures and finally quantitative

studies to define the behaviours of transactional and transformational leaders.

In adapting Burn’s political concept of transforming leadership to organisations Bass
(1985) developed the Multufactor Leadership Theory and claimed that
transformational leadership led to ‘performance beyond expectations’, but he
emphasised that both parties to the leadership process are changed through the
dynamic exchange process. His main focus was on how leaders affect followers, and
little consideration was given to followers’ part in the mutual influencing process.
The emphasis in much of Bass’s work 1s on how leaders engender trust, admiration
and loyalty in followers to inspire them to transcend their own self interests for the
sake of the greater goal (Yukl, 1989). Little consideration is given to the followers’
influence or participation in the exchange. The research inspired by Bass’s model of

transformational leadership 1s defined mainly in terms of leadership behaviour and its

effect on followers (Yukl, 1999).

There are a number of fundamental changes that Bass made to Burns’ concept of the
transforming leader. Firstly, Bass changed the label from transforming to
transformational, shifting the emphasis from the actual process to the outcome. It can
be argued that this subtle change does demonstrate a significant difference in focus
between the concepts of Burns and Bass (Gronn, 1995). Whereas Burns focuses on
the actual leadership relationship and how it is transforming the participants, Bass
focuses on the end changes the leader can effect in the people or the organisation.
Followers move from contributing actors in an exchange relationship to objects of
the leaders’ activities. Secondly, Bumns argued that transactional and transforming
leadership were distinct and mutually exclusive whereas Bass regards transactional
and transformational leadership as different but mutually reinforcing. Bass (1997)

argues that a leader can demonstrate both transformational and transactional
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behaviours and cites Roosevelt’s political manoeuvring with his inspirational
speeches. In this sense an effective transformational leader is both transformational

and transactional (Lowe, Kroeck and Sivasubramaniam, 1996).

In Bass’s (1985) model transformational leaders seek to change and shape the
environment and the organisation, intellectually stimulating followers to challenge
the status quo and to identify a new modus operandi. They are proactive rather than
reactive and encourage followers to be aware of the importance of the collective
goals. They also invest time and energy in considering and addressing individual
needs and motives. Their primary aim is to enable a group of followers to recognise
that they can achieve their own individual motives by contributing to the collective
vision or goal (Bass, 1985). In transformational leadership followers are not leader-
dependents; rather individual actors choose to follow the leader because they believe

that their own objectives will be best served through collaboration. The leader seeks

to encourage followers to raise their own awareness and decision-making capabilities
and to reduce their dependence on a leader who prescribes one set approach or
outcome. The emphasis in transactional leadership is on control of followers; in
transformational leadership it is on mutual development and satisfaction of needs

through a process of reciprocal exchange (Burns, 1978).

2.7 Bass - Transactional leadership

In transferring the theory to organisations, Bass (1985) identified the transactional

leader as working within an existing structure or culture, preferring risk avoidance,
emphasising efficiency and time management and focusing on process and system
over content in order to control the performance and behaviours of the followers. The
transactional leader is more effective in stable environments where output is
predictable and improvement against prior performance is the most effective strategy
(Lowe et al, 1996). Bass (1985) argued that the transactional construct incorporates a

number of leadership behaviours including contingent reward and management by
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exception. Transactional leadership behaviour seeks to secure follower agreement to

perform work-based tasks that contribute to the leader’s goals through a social
exchange mechanism (Tejeda et al, 2001). In management by exception (passive), a
manager sets objectives or targets for an employee but only intervenes when
something is not working. In management by exception (active) the leader
proactively looks for errors to ensure comphance with specified performance. All of
these approaches are criticised as essentially economic transactions (Bass, 1985).
They are forms of reward and punishment to reinforce conformism and to ensure that
the goals of the leader are met, and not enough consideration is given to people’s
socio-emotional needs (Gill, Levine and Pitt, 1998). The emphasis is on the control
of followers to complete the leader’s task through the promise of reward and the

threat of punishment, with little or no consideration of development.

2.8 Bass - Transformational leadership

Bass’s (1985) Multi-factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) questionnaire was
developed and validated to demonstrate the complementary dimensions of
transformational and transactional leadership behaviours with sub-scales to further
distinguish between the leadership behaviours. An initial set of 142 items were
collected from a literature review and the results of an open-ended survey involving
70 executives who were required to offer a description of the characteristics and
competencies of transactional and transformational leaders. These items were then
assessed and categorised by 11 graduate students under transactional or
transformational labels and these formed the basis of the 73-item MLQ questionnaire
that was administered to a selected group of 177 U.S. military officers who were
asked to rate their immediate superior using a five-point Likert scale where zero
denotes a complete absence of the behaviour to five where the behaviour is displayed
consistently. Principal component factor analysis of the 73 items in the questionnaire
resulted in two transactional factors, three transformational factors and a passive-

avoidance laissez-faire factor that were proven to have acceptable internal

consistency reliability. The transformational factors were:
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 Charismatic leadership (leader can 1dentify what 1s important; communicates

an inspiring vision; instils a sense of pride and faith)

o Individual consideration (leader seeks opportunities to develop individuals

through delegation, coaching and training; treats followers as individuals with

their own needs and wants)

o Intellectual stimulation (leader encourages individuals to challenge accepted

ways of thinking; problem solving is delegated to the appropnate level I the

organisation)

The transactional factors were:

e (Contingent reward (leader rewards followers if they meet agreed

objectives/targets or display appropriate behaviour)

e Management by exception (leader communicates performance/ behaviour

expectations and intervenes only when these are not being met)

A number of MLQ studies identified that the correlations of effectiveness and
satisfaction are higher for charismatic leadership than all the other factors, including

consideration and initiation of structure. A factor analysis carried out on a revised
version of the MLQ (Form 4R) split management by exception into active and
passive, and charisma and inspirational leadership were scored as two components of
the same factor (Hater and Bass, 1988). There are concerns expressed that charisma

is not a leadership behaviour but is rather an attribute followers make of their leader.

(Carless, Wearing and Mann, 2000)
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Bass (1985) characterises transformational leaders as seeking new approaches to

work, to intellectually stimulating their followers and promulgating common goals
and values. They try to shape and influence the environment within which they
operate. Transformational leaders seek to encourage followers to transcend their own
needs for the wider needs of the group organisation or nation. Bass’s definition of
transformational leadership requires the empowerment of the follower, enabling
followers to take responsibility for their own activities (Lowe et al, 1996). Avolio

and Bass (1993) posited that transformational leadership is a combination of a series

of leadership factors comprising the following:

 Individual consideration — each employee is considered as an individual with

his or her own unique feelings and motives, and the leader provides

coaching, mentoring and growth opportunities

o Intellectual stimulation — the leader creates opportunities for followers to

become more involved in their role, question assumptions and generate

creative solutions to problems

e Inspirational motivation — the leader seeks to inspire followers to surpass

previous levels of performance and sets out a vision for the organisation to

which all employees can relate

o Idealised influence — the leader demonstrates the behaviours and values of

the organisation and acts as a role model for followers

Bass (1997) argues that, whilst other transactional leadership theories are based on
economic and task control, the psychological contract between leader and follower in
transformational theory i1s based primarily on trust: ‘Trust is the biggest single most
important variable moderating the effects of transformational leadership on the

performance, attitudes and satisfaction of the followers’ (p.4). Transformational

leadership builds on the concept of transaction as it must ensure that the hygiene
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factors in motivation are in place before it moves to develop higher-order motivators.

In motivational terms transformational leadership focuses on the higher order needs,
seeking to engage, involve and develop followers (Bass, 1985). The exchange
relationship between leader and follower is based on a shared vision and goals where
each is meeting his and her needs through collaboration. The transformational leader
goes beyond the task focus and concentrates on the needs, both performance and
socio-emotional, of the followers. Compliance is replaced by commitment to a

shared vision and values, and leaders proactively support and develop the followers

to attain performance beyond expectations (Bass, 1997).

Yukl (1999) highlights a number of conceptual weaknesses in the transformational
leadership literature. The transformational leadership literature is found to contain
ambiguous constructs, focussed too narrowly on dyads, lacking in consideration of
contextual variables and heavily biased towards the ‘great man’ concepts of
leadership. Yukl (1999) does concede that there is evidence that transformational
leadership is effective in achieving various desirable outcomes generally linked with
leadership. A meta-analysis of 39 studies identified that transformational leadership
is positively correlated with outcomes of leadership behaviour including improved
performance, increased motivation and employee satisfaction (Lowe, Kroeck and
Sivasubramaniam, 1996). A meta-analysis of leadership in Research and
Development (R and D) organisations also found that the display of transformational
leadership behaviours was positively correlated to R and D project success (Elkins

and Keller, 2003). Another by Mumford et al. (2002) highlighted the correlation

between transformational leadership behaviours such as intellectual stimulation and a

high level of creativity in knowledge-based organisations.

2.9 Summary

It can be argued that Bass (1985) significantly changed Burns’ concept of

transforming leadership through the semantics of altering the name to
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transformational leadership. The subtle change shifted the emphasis from a
relationship based on mutuality to one where followers are objectified and power
assumed to be the preserve of leaders. Although Burns and Bass have differing views
of the distinctions between transactional and transformational leadership, both argue
that the two styles should engender different responses from the followers in terms of
motivation and resource commitment. The transactional leader will seek to engage
with the follower on a limited-time basis, with a focus on a specific economic

exchange of reward for activity. The transformational leader will seek to establish a
more socio-emotional relationship with the individual follower, where the exchange
is longer-term and less well defined. This research will focus on testing Burns’
theory that the leadership relationship is based on mutuality and reciprocity through
contrasting situations where followers have greater or lesser power in the

relationship. The next chapter examines the concept of power and its role 1n Burns’

theory and in leadership research at large.
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CHAPTER 3 LEADERSHIP AND POWER

3.1 Outline of the Chapter

This chapter examines the central role of power in Burns' general theory of
leadership. It discusses the different definitions of power and also reviews the
literature on leadership and power in organisations. It highlights that power is a much
neglected topic in the canon of leadership research and argues that an understanding

of power in the leadership relationship is essential for any analysis of leader-follower

relations.
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3.2 Definitions of Power

In organisational literature the bulk of the work on power can be divided into two
main camps: the functionalist managerial-based school, who accept the model where
power is distributed in formal organisations, and the radical structuralists, who look

to politics for their models and who regard power as domination of one section of the
workforce by another (Hardy and Clegg, 1996). The radical school challenges the
accepted functionalist organisational model and examines how power in
organisations 1s designed to protect the interests of certain groups to the disadvantage
of others, and 1dentify power within a society-wide institutionalisation of power in
technology, economics and social control ((Lukes, 1974; Clegg, 1979; Foucault
1980). In contrast the functionalist model offers a description of managerial power

where the underlying hierarchy power 1s rarely articulated or challenged. Managerial




power 1s referred to as ‘legitimate’, follower power is regarded as ‘resistance’, and
within this model it i1s generally accepted that in organisations power is hierarchical
(Collinson, 2005). This model neglects the power of followers in shaping

relationships and social dynamics in organisations.

One of the main issues with the concept of power is its pervasiveness (Pfeffer, 1981).

Dahl (1957) highlights how a concept that can be labelled or interpreted in a plethora
of different ways is probably ‘not a Thing at all but many Things’(p.203). 1t is
argued that power 1s essentially a relationship between social actors who need to
interact but who possess different levels of power within that relationship. Power is
contextual, and actors’ power is contingent on the situation they are in and the other
actors they relate to (Pfeffer, 1981). A clear, operationalised definition of power

remains elusive, but the concept continues to be central to any critical analysis of

organisations (Kearins,1996; Lukes, 1974).

Power in organisations has traditionally been viewed as the ability or authority to get
someone to do something that you want them to do, whether they want to or not
(Weber, 1948; Dahl, 1957; Emerson, 1962; Hardy and Clegg, 1996). Handy (1999)

states that power enables one individual to change the attitudes or behaviours of
another. Russell (1986), like Burns, defines power as the production of intended
effects. Hickson et al. (1971) posit that power is the determination of the behaviour
of one social group by another, whilst Bacharach and Baratz (1962) state that power
is the ability to control the premise of the action and to determine the issues at stake.
Others state that these views are too individualistic and behaviourally focussed and
that power is in the ability to actually, overtly and covertly, manage the meaning and
form of cultural issues, concepts and values in an ideological way (Lukes, 1979;
Foucault, 1979; Hardy, 1996). It can be argued that such a wide structural

interpretation of power offers little insight into how one individual can produce

changes in another’s behaviour.
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Organisations are essentially a senes of intertwined dependent power-relationships
that create a dynamic, complex environment of shifting levels of power, and power
itself can be defined as the ability to induce change in the behaviour of other actors
(Blau 1964; Crozier 1967; Kahn 1964; Pfeffer 1981; Molm 1997). In a mechanical
and behaviourist view of the world power is measured through responses, as these
are an indication of power as the cause of a measured reaction (Dahl 1957). Dahl
defines power as the determination of the behaviour of one social unit by another. He
emphasises that power is a property of social relations and focuses on the behaviour
actually involved in the making of decisions involving important or contentious
issues (Lukes, 1979). Empincal exactitude is achieved by setting clear boundaries on
the definition of the application of power and observing its effects. In this pluralistic
viewpoint power within an organisation is intercursive and no individual or group
has a monopoly on organisational power (Burrell and Morgan, 1989). Pluralist theory
argues that power 1s dispersed and shared across an organisation and is contingent
within organisations. Within this context power can be seen as the property of a

social relationship, not of the actor, and that power as a concept refers to a

relationship and not a thing (Emerson, 1962).

Burns (1978) concurs with Dahl’s definition of power and argues that power lies in
the motives of the people involved 1n a relationship and that by appealing to these
motives a leader can convince others to commit their resources to achieving a
common goal. His view of power has three central elements: ‘the motives and

resources of power holders; the motives and resources of power recipients; and the
relationship among all these’ (p.13). The behavioural conception of power consists

of a focus on the individual and the demonstration of power in their actual

behaviours.
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3.3 Power - Enactment or Potential

There 1s an on-going debate on the basis of power, on whether it lies in enactment or
in potential, and this argument extends to whether power is structural or behavioural.
Does power lie in the capacity of a group or an individual to cause or effect a change
or in the actual production of the change itself? (Lukes, 1986) There are a number of
conflicting viewpoints. Wrong (1979) argues that power can be located in a set of
capacities and highlights the differences between potential and actual power, whilst
Weber (1947) defines power as the capacity to carry out one’s will despite resistance
from others. Similarly Parsons (1967) states that power is the ability to get things
done, a combination of potential power and the ability to use it effectively. The
argument that power i1s a structural phenomenon is based on a macro analysis of
organisations where structure 1s based on socially shared patterns of behaviour and
interpretation (Brass and Burkhardt, 1993). Taylor (2002) highlights the existence of
‘deep structures’ within organisations that restrict the transfer of power from one
group to another. These structures are less easily identifiable than overt structures
such as job descrniptions, organisational charts or systems. Deep structures
differentiate people on the basis of power and influence how relationships develop
within organisations. Organisational structures have been designed to reflect the
allocation of power with some positions given positional authority to make others
carry out orders. Structural power is regarded by functionalists as the latent

legitimate power that comes from position or status in the organisation.

These macro-analyses offer little insight into power in the dyadic context,
particularly into why a group of individuals, in a context of choice and no coercion,
allow their behaviour to be shaped by another individual. The micro-analysis of

organisations argues that power 1s behavioural and that power 1s only observable in
actions rather than in potential actions (Mintzberg, 1983). It 1s behaviour, however,

that tumns structure into power, and it is in behaviour that power 1s observable (Brass

and Burkhardt, 1993).
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Hobbes and Locke regard power as directly observable and measurable, and Hobbes®
descriptions of power make extensive use of scientific and mechanistic metaphors
(Tuck, 1989). Hobbes (1962) postulates that ‘the power of a man...is his present
means, to obtain some future apparent good (p.262)." Man is motivated by appetites
or desires and directs his activities either towards the achievement of these through
his means of powers or away from detested objects. To satisfy these needs or desires
requires the individual to use power as the means of securing possession, and as such
power 1s causal: “Power and Cause are the same thing. Correspondent to cause and
effect, are Power and Act; nay, those and these are the same thing.” (Hobbes, 1962
pP.264). Clegg (1979) argues that Hobbes theorises actors as ‘self-possessedly
contained atoms impelled by mechanistic, causal and competing subjectivities’
(p.157). Hobbes focuses on what power is and offers a rational description of the
state and its power based on the agency model. In Hobbes, individuals are at the
centre of the analysis; power is held by individuals rather than by organisations and
is observed in 1ts application rather than in its potential. Participation in an
organisation 1s counter-intuitive; a human construct created to solve problems

requiring collective action, but the participation in the collective activities is

motivated by personal wants and needs.

Recognising this diversity of individual and group interests within an organisation,
pluralist theory argues that individuals and groups are concemed with the wider
purpose of the organisation only in how far it helps to achieve their own

individual/group interests (Burrell and Morgan, 1989). Clegg (1979) states that

pluralists regard power as:

‘...most likely to be dispersed among many rather than fewer people; to be

visible in instances of concrete decision making rather than through
reputation; to be competitively bargained for rather than structurally

pervasive; to be best viewed through relatively formal instances of voting and

to be more widely dispersed than narrowly concentrated in communities.’

(p.9)
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Within the organisation individuals will cooperate for mutual advantage rather than

for the benefit of an abstract organisation. The organisation consists of a collection of
autonomous actors pursuing diverse and often conflicting interests whilst cooperating
in achieving a common good. The pluralist view of the organisation regards conflict
as inevitable within an organisation consisting of stakeholders each with their own
agendas. As conflict cannot be eradicated the leadership of the organisation must
seek structures and processes to minimise it and seek areas of commonality that
allow cooperation. The pluralist standpoint does not recognise the legitimised right
of leaders to move the organisation towards set goals; rather it identifies power as the
means to resolve conflicts. Crozier and Friedberg (1977) argue that power is
introduced into a relationship when two or more actors enter into it to achieve a
common objective that modifies their personal objectives. It develops through an
exchange amongst the actors, and can be a balanced relationship based on
reciprocity, but where there 1s an inequity in contribution or possession of resources
there is a relationship of power. Consequently power can be defined as ‘a relation of
exchange, hence a reciprocal relation, but one in which the terms of exchange favour

one of the parties involved’ (Crozier and Friedberg, 1977, p.43).

The argument that power 1s a dynamic relationship between individual actors is
premised on the belief that all actors possess an element of power, even if that is the
withdrawal of their co-operation. Mechanic (1962) argues that no individual in a
relationship 1s entirely powerless. Braverman (1974) highlighted the struggle within
organisations between the management’s need for control and the workers’
resistance to the use of coercive power. Similarly, Collinson’s excellent work on
control and resistance 1n organisations has explored the perceived power
asymmetries in organisations and has argued that resistance 1S a response to

managerial control. Giddens (1987; 1991) challenges the inherent dualism in social

theory and highlights the dynamic relationship between power and agency in all
social relations, and stresses that individuals are knowledgeable social actors who

have the potential to influence any situation in which they find themselves. Power

relations, regardless of balance, are always contingent and interdependent: ‘In all
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social systems there is a dialectic of control, such that there are normally continually
shifting balances of resources, altering the overall distribution of power.” (1982,
P.32) Similarly Mann (1986) any analysis of power and control should be based on
‘multiple overlapping and intersecting power networks.” (P.2) The opinions that
power is based on a dialectic of control challenges the conception underpinning
much of leadership theory that social power is hierarchical, with an individual or
group having power over others: ‘this is power as domination.” (Giddens 1982;
P.111) In terms of much of the great man based leadership theory, power over others

seeks to promote the pursuit of dominance, control and compliance, rather than

mutuality.

3.4 Leadership and Power

Janda (1960) stated that a comparative review of the extant literature on leadership
and on power highlighted no overlap between the two, and in the 46 plus years since
that paper there has been little research done on the linkage. The bulk of leadership
research continues to correlate the needs and aims of the leader with those of the
organisation and assumes the leader is the controller and dispenser of power rather
than involved in an exchange relationship where power can shift between worker and
leader (Clegg, 1990). The bulk of the leadership literature neglects power as a
concept as the terms power and politics are regarded as pejorative and contrary to the
assumed context of ostensibly rational, bureaucratic organisations, particularly in
US-based management and organisational theory. Pfeffer (1981) argues that in much
of the management wrnting contentious issues such as power and politics are
basically incompatible with the values and ideology being developed; therefore it is
reasonable if not theoretically useful, to ignore topics which detract from the
functions being served by the writing, and this includes tending to ignore or
downplay the topics of power and politics. It can be argued that the ideology of the
Bass’s (1985) model of transformational leadership in particular, with its focus on a

more consensual and emotional approach to leadership, is one of the main reason for

the absence of power as a concept within the relevant literature.
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Much of the extant literature on leadership assumes, consciously or not, an almost
classical elite model of power (Mosca, 1939; Pareto, 1991). It focuses on a dominant
leadership elite, on whose planning, organisation and management the rest of society
are dependent. This school of leadership theory assumes an elite group with
legitimised position power operating in a bureaucratic, hierarchical situation
dominating a group of dependent followers who exert little or no upward influence
on the behaviour of the leader (Bumns, 1978; Peffer, 1981; Yukl, 1999; Gronn 1995;
Gronn 2002; Collinson 2005). In the dominant leadership models, as exampled by
LMX theory (Dansereau et al., 1975), Contingency Leadership model Fiedler (1967),
Path-Goal theory (House, 1971) or Situational Leadership theory (Hersey and
Blanchard, 1996), the control of the key resources and consequently uncertainty lies
with the leadership. As a result the majority of leadership theories have concentrated
on the leader, giving the impression that leadership is fundamentally manipulative,
something that 1s done to followers by an individual or group of individuals from a
position of power to coerce, bribe or persuade them to do something they otherwise
would not want to do. The traditional leader-centred approach to leadership study
neglects the important role of followers in defining and shaping the scope of a
leader’s action (Hollander, 1997), and also neglects to recognise that power in

organisations 1s pluralist, a structural phenomenon created by functionalisation and

the division of labour.

Although Burns’ model of leadership emphasises an exchange process between

followers and leader stresses the importance and influence of followers on both the
style and content of leadership, the concept of leadership in a pluralist context is
greatly under-researched. Despite Burn’s (1978) emphasis on transforming
leadership as a mutually developmental process, discussions of power in much of the
charismatic leadership theory continues to be focussed on a leadership elite
modelling or communicating the behaviours desired from employees. Again this
presumes that the interests of the leader are identical to the interests of the workforce,

that the source of power lies with the leadership and is underpinned by a
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leader/follower dualism (Clegg, 1990). Leaders are differentiated from followers by
their superior power and a legitimised position that followers will recognise and
respect, and this hierarchy 1s embedded in the deep structures of the organisation and

in the power relationships between followers and leaders (Collinson, 2005).

In organisations structural power comes not from hierarchical position but from the
structural attributes of exchange relationships (Molm, 1990). Traditionally the
analysis of power in organisations has been heavily biased in favour of management
because management have controlled the main sources of uncertainty, namely
information and capital (Clegg, 1990). The agency concept of power has been
regarded as central to the discussion of power within organisations, and the majority
of leadership/power theones (trait/behaviour/charismatic) share an adherence to the
more orthodox structures and control models of organisation, with leaders having
power over followers, controlling their activities and their expectations (Gordon,
2002). Leaders are given structural power through a position of privilege and
considered to be superior to followers through either innate traits or learnt abilities:
the argument being that if leaders were not supernor people would not follow them
(Clegg, 1990). In much of the traditional leadership theory the supeniority of leaders
is inherent and assumed whilst followers are marginalized. Hardy and Clegg (1996)
highlight the use of semantics in management literature to bias the power
relationship towards the management. When leaders use power it 1s called
influencing or directing, but when employees use power it 1s called resistance, or
illegitimate power, emphasising the inherent assumption that the power of leaders is
legitimate and that of the workers’ illegitimate. French and Raven (1960) stated that
the management literature often makes legitimate power synonymous with office

(position) and see the interest of the leadership and the organisation as identical.

Haugaard (1997) argues that leadership roles have acquired a form of social capital
over the years, and the need for leadership and the power inherent in the title or
concept has become a reified truth and consequently no longer open to debate.

People who hold these roles are accepted as ‘legitimate carriers of meaning’ and

‘producers of the truth.” The possibility that leaders may act in their own interests
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rather than in the interests of the organisation is not contemplated (Gordon, 2002).
Clegg and Hardy (1996) argue that concepts of dominance such as leadership, culture
and structure are regarded in leadership theory as neutral or objective rather than
conferring or reinforcing power in any group. Much of leadership theory fails to
recognise that leaders are autonomous individuals with their own motives to operate
not only as agents of the organisation but also in their own interests. Mainstream

management literature appears to endow leaders with an unquestionable functional

superiority and assumes that they always act in a rational manner, regardless of their

own 1nterests.

3.5 Followers and Power

The legitimisation of power into authority enables management in organisations to
access power that 1s no longer dependent on the resources that initiated the power
relationship (Pfeffer, 1981). Mechanic (1962) highlights that, whilst employees at
subordinate levels in organisations have a great amount of power available, in terms
of refusing to follow instructions or withholding their technical expertise, they rarely
use it. Additionally the powers of the management to punish non-conformity are also
rarely used. Social pressures and norms legitimise power into authority, often

regardless of the actual power balance within the relationship (Pfeffer, 1981).

There is little recognition in leadership theory of the pluralistic standpoint that
leaders and their behaviours are subject to influence from the workforce and that
power within the leader-follower relationship is dynamic. Graen and Uhl-Bien
(1995) argue that, whilst much of leadership research has focused on the leader, the
other two main domains of leadership theory, namely followers and the dyadic
relationship between the follower and leader, have been neglected. Leader-based
studies have concentrated primarily on the traits and behaviours a leader requires to
achieve desired outcomes, and they have presupposed the power in the exchange

relationship as being mainly on the side of the leader. The relationship approach
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concentrates on the dyadic relationship between the leader and follower and the

relational characteristics required to be effective.

The Leader-Member Exchange theory (LMX) 1s an example of a leadership theory
that ostensibly promotes an exchange model but is underpinned by an assumption
that power is the preserve of leaders in an organisation. LMX adopts a relationship-

based approach to the study of leadership founded on the principles of social
exchange (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Schriesheim, Castro and Cogliser, 1999).
Central to the theory is the principle that effective leadership relationships are
established when there 1s a perception of equitable reciprocity within the social
exchange between the leader and the follower. Initially LMX theory posited that
leaders do not use a uniform leadership style with all their people; rather they
establish differentiated dyadic relationships with each member of the group
(Dansereau et al, 1975). It was argued that leaders establish high-quality
relationships with some group members (the in-group), based on trust, mutual respect
and obligation, and a more transactional relationship with others (the out-group)
where the exchange focussed on economic factors and direct supervision. As the

theory developed research identified a significant positive relationship between the

quality of the social exchange and specific outcome variables (Graen and Uhl-Bien,
1995). LMX theory has evolved and more recent research has moved from the
discriminatory process of establishing an in-group and an out-group to the dyadic

relationship the leader has with each member of the group (Keller and Dansereau,

1995).

LMX theory concurs with Blau (1964) that the social exchange inherent in the
leader-follower relationship is not an explicit contract but an 1mplicit social
exchange. The theory proposes that leaders make an investment in their subordinates
of support, development and empowerment, and subordinates reciprocate with
increased commitment to the organisation (Keller and Dansereau, 1995). Although

there is an emphasis on an exchange process, the authors’ model of LMX
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presupposes that the power in the dyadic relationship lies mainly with the manager,
and it is accepted a priori that giving an employee latitude to make decisions and
support their self esteem is the most effective form of leadership. It also 1s structured
on the leader ‘empowering’ the employee, a process where the leader willingly gives
up power to the employee. It is argued that the employee can initiate the exchange by
demonstrating behaviours that the supervisor will ‘solicit negotiating latitude and
support for self-worth from superiors’ (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). The failure to
reciprocate by superiors will result in the withdrawal of the organisational citizenship
behaviours. The emphasis is on the superiors granting latitude and support, not being
forced to respond to a power imbalance in favour of the worker. In the LMX model
the power imbalance is assumed to be firmly on the side of the supervisors who are
dispensing power rather than negotiating it or reacting to it. Power 1s a property that
leaders can decide to retain or share with employees and little 1s said about how

followers influence the leader-member relationship (Howell and Shamir, 2005).

IL.MX is based on the social exchange principle of reciprocity but it fails to recognise
the centrality of power within that theory. It does not envisage a situation where the
exchange is dictated by a power imbalance in favour of the follower. The emphasis
within LMX theory is on the superiors granting latitude and support, not being part
of a relationship where either actor can be subject to a power imbalance 1n favour of
the other (Collinson, 2005). There are undoubted circumstances where leaders may
choose to adopt a more transformational leadership style and establish positive
partnership relationships with followers on a dyadic level through a commitment to a
set of leadership values, but in a leadership relationship based on a power dynamic as

argued by Bums the influence must be bi-directional.

3.6 Transforming Leadership and Power

Russell (1938) states that power is the fundamental concept in the social sciences,

and Burns (1978) insists that ‘fo understand the nature of leadership requires
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understanding of the essence of power, for leadership is a special form of power’
(p.12). Despite this it 1s difficult to find any transformational research papers that
address or incorporate the concept of power in any detail or assumes a leader-centric
interpretation of power (Collinson, 2005; Molm, Peterson and Takahashi, 1999;
Pfeffer, 1981). Gordon (2002) refers to the ‘lacuna in the leadership literature — the

insufficient coverage of power.’(P.151)

Bums (1978) argues that much of the leadership research analyses power as
resources and tries to calculate them into a definition of the leader’s power base.
Burns (1978) argues that leadership research makes this assumption to the extent that
the followers are considered as objects rather than participating actors. He states that
such an analysis ignores the role of motive in the equation; people may have power
but they must be motivated to use it. Burns’ theory assumes a pluralistic standpoint,
where power is distributed across organisations and all actors have a degree of power

that they must be motivated to contribute or apply. The role of the leader 1s to appeal

to the higher-level motives to secure the highest commitment of resources from the

followers.

Burns argues that the two essentials of power are in motive and resource and that the
two are inter-related. Without motive resource is unused, whilst without resource
motive is unfulfilled. No power exists unless both are present. Power 1s a relationship
amongst actors, and the desire and commitment to work together are based on the
desire to address and meet the needs and wants of the participants in the relationship.
Burns (1978) argues that ‘power and leadership are measured by the degree of
production of intended effects’ (p.22). In the leadership relationship, the more

effective the leadership is in addressing higher level motives the greater the level of

intended behaviour change evidenced.

3.7 Summary

The traditional model of leadership assumes a significant imbalance in power in

favour of the leader. The transforming leadership theory proposes that the leadership
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recognises that power is dispersed across the actors and that the role of the leader is

to access and direct these resources by securing the commitment of the followers.
Burns states that to secure a proper understanding of leadership, it must be
recognised that power and leadership are ‘not things, but relationships.” The next
chapter will explore in more detail the how resources can be the source of power and

how different actors can use their resources to satisfy their motives, needs and wants.



CHAPTER 4 POWER AND RESOURCE

4.1 Outline of the Chapter

This chapter highlights Burns’ emphasis on resource as one of two essentials of
power. It examines the extant literature of the sources of power in organisations and
highlights 1ts continuing focus on the elite concept of leadership. It explores Burns’
idea that power lies 1n resources and discusses resource based theory and knowledge
based theory 1n detail. It also introduces Crozier’s strategic contingency theory as a

means of analysing resources and power as part of a dynamic exchange relationship

between actors.
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4.2 Power and Resource in Transforming Leadership

Yukl (1999) states that ‘one essential leadership function is to help the orgeanisation
adapt to its environment and acquire resources needed to survive' (P.287). The

concept of resources and their strategic importance in leadership relationships is a
central element of Burns® theory. Burns emphasises that whilst he contends that

power is a relationship, resource in either an abstract or concrete form, ‘plays an
indispensable part’ (p.19). He argues that power per se over other actors in a
relationship 1s activated when one actor commits certain of their power base
resources to achieve specific motives that enable them to influence the behaviour of
others to activate their resources relevant to achieving those motives: ‘persons with
certain motives and purposes mobilize, in competition or conflict with others,

institutional, political, psychological, and other resources so as to arouse, engage,

45



and satisfy the motives of followers (p.18). Within the leadership relationship the
followers and the leader seek to realise mutually held goals, but this process exists
within a condition of conflict and competition where the followers have a choice to
commit their resources to the leader’s goals or to withhold or redirect their resources

elsewhere. The leader’s role is in unifying the different resource contributions to

achieve a common purpose.

4.3 Resource Based Theory

Resource based theory proposes the analysis of organisations in terms of resources,
such as land, capital, labour and knowledge (Wernerfelt, 1984). It is argued that the
role of company strategy is establishing equilibrium between the exploitation of
existing resources and the development of new resources (Hax and Majluf, 1991).
Wemerfelt (1984) defines resource as ‘anything that could be thought of as a
strength or weakness of a given firm. More formally, a firm’s resources at a given
time could be defined as those (tangible and intangible) assets which are tied semi-
permanently to the firm’ (p.171). The resource-based theory of the firm seeks to
explain and predict why certain organisations are able to create competitive
advantage and secure enhanced returns (Grant, 1996). The theory proposes that as
organisational capabilities are scarce in the market place and are difficult to replicate
they have the potential to be a source of competitive advantage to the firm. Resource
theory argues that it is the main role of the leadership within an organisation is to
identify its unique resource base and to exploit these to the optimum, but
simultaneously seeking to extend and develop the firm’s future resources. The
knowledge of an organisation is recognised a key source of differentiation between

firms (Teece, 1996; Alvesson, 2001; Tsoukas, 2002; Ridderstrale and Engstrom,
2003).

Resource based theory highlights the influence external factors have on the

organisations and argues that the analysis of dependencies between an organisation
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and the providers or sources of resource can assist leaders to understand the

dynamics of power relationships (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Every organisation is
dependent on resources based in its external environment, such as materials,
knowledge, capital or equipment, and this dependency creates a power imbalance
with which managers must seek to cope. The level of dependency enables the
organisation and the source of the resources to set a value on the various resources
the organisation requires and the level of rent they will generate (Coff, 1999). Within
an open systems model the organisation can identify and sources its resources but it
will have to compete for access with others 1n its own sector. Organisations will
focus on sourcing the resources most critical to their competitive advantage and the
scarcer these resources are in the environment the greater the influence they will
have on the organisation’s operation and the greater the level of power the sources of

these resources will have in their relationships with the organisation (Barney, 1991).

4.4 Sources of Power

Attempts to identify the sources of power have been made by a number of pluralistic
theorists (French and Raven, 1959; Blau, 1964; Crozier, 1967; Hickson et al., 1971;
Yukl, 1989). Weber (1947) states that power is derived from controlling the key
means of production in any organisation. This includes knowledge of how the
operation works and not simply ownership of the means of production as argued by
Marx. Weber (1947) argues that rather than power being concentrated in the hands of
a few managers with legitimised authority, power is more widely spread across
organisations in the social relationships within the organisations and these can be
influenced by the individuals involved. Individuals in the workplace are not
powerless to influence activities and their outcomes and the balance of power in the
employment relationship is much less one sided that the Marxist view will often
maintain. Hardy and Clegg (1996) highlight that ultimately labour ‘retain ultimate
discretion over themselves, what they do and how they do it.” Individuals can display,

overtly or covertly, resistance to management power and managers in turns seek out

new methods of overcoming resistance to maximise the input of employees.
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French and Raven (1959) argue that power is the force an actor exerts on another to
induce a change in attitude or behaviour. They propose five main sources of
organisational power: reward, coercion, legitimacy, expertise and reference. Reward
and coercive power rely on individuals believing that the other actor has the
resources and authonity to either award or withhold rewards or punishment
depending on the individual meeting the requirements of the agent actor. Legitimate
power is structural and based on recognition amongst the actors that an individual,
through position or authority, has the legitimate right to exercise power over others
due to accepted social or organisational customs, norms and laws. The concept of
referent power 1s based on the individual identifying with the actor and accepting
their authority on the basis of a mutually beneficial relationship. Expert power relies
on the target individual acknowledging that the other actor has a useful and relevant

knowledge or skills set upon which they are dependent, and therefore will accept

their direction in the belief that they are better informed.

4.5 Strategic contingency theory

Strategic contingency theory argues that individuals and groups in organisations
acquire power through the control of strategically important resources (Hickson et al.
1971; Crozier 1967; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978; Dahl 1986). Crozier (1967) states
that the source of power in any relationship is the not the actual strength of each
actor, but the possibilities to activate these strengths and oblige the other actor in the
exchange to carry out specific actions or behaviours that will allow the achievement
of pre-determined objectives. Power also lies in the actor’s level of choice or
freedom to avoid dependency and to resist the strengths of the other party in the
exchange. Within a resource dependency model that power is the inverse of
dependency and lies with individuals who are in central positions of controlling or
influencing the strategic means of production within the organisation (Emerson,
1962). An employee’s centrality in the intra-organisational network is related to their
level of power within the organisation (Brass and Burkhardt, 1993). Individuals
acquire power by having access to a scarce resource that others require or desire. The

level of power of a group or individual will depend on its level of control of the
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resource, 1ts scarcity and the centrality of the resource to the overall operation of the
organisation. Individuals and groups will seek to control their relationships with
other stakeholders by maximising their dependency on their resources and thereby
increasing their own power levels and influence within the organisation. The key to
organisational power is the ability to acquire and manage scarce resources (Pfeffer
and Salancik, 1978). All organisations must manage strategic contingencies that are

inherent in the dynamic environments in which they operate.

The analysis of power in a relationship is based on two main issues:

a) The level of resource available to an actor and how they use them to increase

their margin of freedom from dependency; and

b) The structural constraints on the actors when they are using their advantages.

The first issue concerns the strategic capacities of an individual to move the situation
into a position that enables them to achieve their motives. Although an
understanding of the different strategic capabilities of each actor gives an insight into
the balance within the relationship the crucial aspect is the individual’s ability or
willingness to apply their advantages in the exchange. Key factors in the equation
are the structural constraints within which the relationship exists. Actors within an
organisation collaborate to achieve a collective objective and this over-riding
concemn directly conditions their exchange relationship. Organisations have rules,
systems and procedures that are designed to restrict individuals® ability to activate
their resource advantages to the maximum. Organisations seek to actively reduce

their level of dependency on any external resource (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).
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Crozier (1967) developed strategic contingency theory from his study of
maintenance workers in French tobacco monopoly in the 1960s. In a centrally
planned and managed plant the only major source of uncertainty was machine
breakdown. The machine stoppages could not be predicted and this was the crucial
uncertainty in the midst of a predictable routinised bureaucracy. The maintenance
engineers operated a craft system where knowledge of machine repair was passed on
through word of mouth and refused to make their tacit knowledge explicit: no written
guidelines, no annotated blueprints, no sharing of information. Supervisors could not
inspect or understand their work and consequently were unable to manage their
performance. Faced with this situation both production workers and management
deferred to the maintenance workers and created a significant power imbalance in the
plant. Crozier states that ‘the situation, in which certain individuals control variables

unpredictable to other people...is the indirect result of the power struggle within the

organisation.” (p.162)

Hickson et al. (1971) raise the strategic contingency theory from the dyadic to the
group level and argue that organisations are interdependent systems, each
contributing an element of the overall task through division of labour, in which the
main factor is coping with uncertainty. The interdependency between departments or
sub units 1s created by dividing a task, which 1n turn engenders power relations and
imbalances. Within an organisation each department or team must recognise and
accept a limit on its autonomy caused by their dependency on the other parts of the

business. There are three contributing variables to intra-organisational dependency:

a) The level to which a unit/team is central in the management of uncertainty for

others;

b) The level to which the unit’s activities are substitutable; and

c) The level of interdependency between the units.
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Hickson et al. (1971) propose that the uncertainty itself is not the source of advantage

and power but the ability to cope with it. Dependency is the converse of power. As
uncertainty is the source of power in organisations then the power of a team or unit is
determined by the level to which it manages uncertainty on behalf of others and to
what it extent it holds a monopolistic position within the organisation. The centrality
of the group coping with uncertainty can be operationalised into immediacy and
pervasiveness (Hinings et al., 1974). A group may be central in solving technical
problems in an organisation but have very little power to influence others whereas a

team or department such as finance can influence all departments and therefore have

a high degree of power.

Crozier and Friedberg (1977) argue that power in organisations is more dispersed
than structural and propose that organisations are based on four main elements:
collective action, games, uncertainty and power. They posit that organisations are not
‘natural’: they are human constructs to solve problems of collective action. To
secure the co-operation of relatively autonomous social actors pursuing diverse and
conflicting interests to work together toward a common goal people must be either
coerced or bargained with. Organisations and the organised systems of which they
consist have the benefits of providing a reliable and useful means of structuring the
relationships between the various contributing stakeholders. Crozier and Friedberg
(1977) concur with Hobbes in that the effects of organisation are counter-intuitive:
individuals must sacrifice and compromise their own individual objectives and goals
to work towards a common goal. Each individual will intuitively try to achieve his
own priorities and to counter these instincts actors must rely on their ability to trust

each other. This in turn creates other non-rational social constructs such as loyalty,

responsibility, commitment, etc.

Although these emotions and constructs allow people to cooperate and interact they

do not dictate behaviour. The conflicting strategies of individuals are integrated

through the playing of structured games involving bargaining, and inherent in
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bargaining is the balancing of power relationships and the consideration of

consequences (Molm, 1999). Bargaining by its very nature involves risk so
individuals develop protective devices to enable them to participate in bargaining
such as morality, contracts or the law. The best structure for a bargain is a win-win
situation where a problem is defined so that actors can achieve their ends without
loss. In this situation cooperation is achieved without any loss of freedom. If the
actors are unable to strike a bargain then they will not pursue the issue any further,
but if a bargain 1s pursued it will develop according to the structure of the problem
and the strengths and capacities of the individual actors. ‘Those who get the upper

hand in the game are those who control most of the crucial uncertainties’ (Crozier

and Friedberg, 1977, p.8).

4.6 Resource and Uncertainty

Crozier (1967) concurs with Weber that individual employees in the workplace are
not powerless and argues that dynamic exchange relationships in the workplace are

focused on power, and it lies with those who can control the relevant sources of

uncertainty. The concept of uncertainty is central to the theory: ‘Uncertainty is the
basic resource in any kind of bargaining’ (Crozier and Friedberg, 1977, p.8). The
actor(s) in an organisation who can cope with the most strategic elements of
uncertainty will have a high degree of power and be in a strong bargaining position
to shape their contract with the organisation. All organisational situations have an
element of uncertainty that allows actors to choose a strategy, and play the game
according to their perceived position of power against the other actor(s). Crozier and
Friedberg (1977) state ‘what is uncertainty in the logic of the “objective’ problem is

also power from the point of view of the actors and for the organisation.

Organisation as a human construct deals basically with power’ (p.9).

One of the main sources of power in an organisation is the control of a resource that

creates a significant source of uncertainty (Bacharach and Lawler, 1980). Whatever
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the source of an imbalance of power, the other actors in the relationship will strive to
establish equilibrium by creating artificial uncertainties. ‘The more complex and
dynamic the system of power relationships and of bargaining, the more likely are
social controls to be directly and consciously enforced by management’ (Crozier
1967, p. 171). Crozier (1967) argues that actors will seek to control the ultimate
strategic sources of uncertainty, and recognise that their ability to control these will
dictate the level of benefit or advantage they will gain from the exchange. Although
managers will seek to communicate collective goals or objectives that will offer
benefit to all the actors, each actor has their own individual objectives and they will
devise ways of improving their position in the power struggle within the
organisation. Managers themselves are invested with legitimate power by the
organisation to control areas of uncertainty such as reward, promotion or punishment
that allow them to gain an advantage in exchanges with the workforce, but this
advantage can be threatened by any group of workers who can gain control of a
source of organisational uncertainty. The result of this power 1mbalance 1s a dynamic

exchange where the various actors play their advantages and seek to minimise their

obligations.

Crozier and Friedberg (1977) state that there are four broad sources of power in an
organisation, each corresponding to a different source of uncertainty. The first is
based on expertise or functional specialisation that holds a monopolistic position
within an organisation over a strategically vital task or process. Power also arises
from the uncertainties connected with an organisation’s relationship with its
environment. Individuals within an organisation who can control the uncertainty
caused by the environment, such as sales, recruitment, client management, etc, will
have an advantage in relationships. The flow of communication and information is a
source of uncertainty that different actors will attempt to influence others through the
presentation and content of communication. The final source of power 1s the
utilisation of organisational rules. Rules are designed to reduce uncertainty but their
application can lead to other areas of uncertainty appearing, and this limits

management’s action by applying the rule as much as the actors whose behaviour the
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rule is meant to constrain. It is possible for a group of individuals such as knowledge
workers to have at least the first three of these sources of power: expertise or
functional specialisation, strategically important resources and controlling the flow
of information. This could provide them with a significant level of power in the

organisation and in the leader-employee relationship.

In this resource-based conceptualisation ‘power is exercised by actors to influence
decision outcomes and bring about the desired behaviour through the deployment of
key resources on which others depend’ (Hardy, 1990, p.4). Organisations will seek to
build control of resources into their structures to ensure that the derived power is
concentrated in the hands of the leadership and can be controlled through various
mechanisms such as reward and punishment. Kahn (1964) states that power in
organisations is demonstrated through a process where the control or resources and

the control of people happen sequentially. The less the control of resource, and
consequently power, out with the control of the leadership, the more uncertainty will
affect the planning and management of the organisation’s operations. Access to
greater resources, such as financial rewards, training, overtime or information,

enables a leader to influence the behaviour of followers to meet the needs of the

leaders and/or the organisation.

The uncertainty caused by the control of strategic contingencies must be managed,
and those in the organisation who are most effective or best placed to control the
resources required to manage the uncertainty will have a commensurate high level of

organisational power. The leadership can seek to minimise the impact of the
uncertainty through prevention, forecasting and planning, or through absorption
where the uncertainty is addressed or managed. Where control of resource is out with
the control of management they will seek ways to reduce their level of dependency

or will create alternative levels of uncertainty designed to restore the balance of

power (Hickson et al., 1971).

>4



Crozier’s Strategic Contingency Theory (1967, 1977) offers both an explorative and
prescriptive analysis of the role of power in the exchange process. The behaviour of
an actor in the exchange relationship must be viewed as a rational strategy aimed at
maximising the return from their investment in the exchange. The actor will adopt
two simultaneous strategies in the exchange: an offensive strategy that will seek to
maximise the return they can secure from the other parties in the relationship and a
defensive strategy that seeks to minimise their level of investment. Again from a
pluralist theory standpoint Crozier (1964) argues that power is the central issue in the
exchange relationship, as a relation of the exchange and reciprocal adaptation
between the parties. Crozier and Friedberg (1977) posit that power is contextual, and
that it is a relation and not a trait of the actors involved. It emerges from an exchange
between the actors and is ‘a relation of exchange and therefore negotiation’ (p.9).
Crozier argues that relationships are based on reciprocity, but in most cases the
relationship will be unbalanced leading to an inequality of exchange and a power
differential. One party to the exchange will have more power than the other and be
able to obtain more from the relationship, yet neither of the actors 1s defenceless.
Power is a property of a social exchange relationship rather than the property of an
individual actor (O’Byme and Leavy, 1996), but the power struggle within the
organisation is limited by a range of shared interests such as the survival of the
organisation (Burrell and Morgan, 1989). Crozier’s pluralistic view of the
organisation highlights the role of conflict as the outcome of an on-going power

struggle between conflicting interests.

4.7 Power Games in Organisations

From a pluralist standpoint organisational life is a power-play between individuals
and groups who draw upon their various sources of power in order to control their
work situations and to achieve the objectives they value (Burrell and Morgan, 1989).
The organisation consists of a range of stakeholders who have varying levels of
power derived from a variety of sources and who undertake a process of exchange
and bargaining to achieve mutually beneficial goals. Crozier and Friedberg (1977)

argue that this is the ‘game’ that organisational actors must play. The agents of the
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organisation must create a game where individuals they have negotiated with to

participate in achieving a common objective still believe that they are simultaneously
satisfying their own objectives. In terms of Burns’ transforming leadership model the

actors controlling a strategic resource should seek to commit the most resources

when they perceive they will secure the greatest returmns.

Crozier (1967) stresses the importance of game playing within the reciprocal
exchange relationship in organisations. Games within organisations have evolved to
allow the structuring of power relations that will enable cooperation whilst allowing
a degree of liberty to individuals to pursue their own goals. An actor within the
organisation adopts a rational strategy to use their power to maximise their
‘winnings’ in their exchanges with others. Each actor seeks to modify their role
within the organisation to increase their margin of liberty through avoiding
predictability in their relations with others. Within the game individual actors must
choose their strategies: as long as individuals wish to participate in the game they
must adopt a strategy whereby they can contribute to the game and to the collective
good. If they only pursue their own ends and ignore the collective goals they are in
danger of being excluded from the game or bringing an end to the game itself. Each
player in the game will understand that the game 1s dynamic, and each actor will

select a strategy that will recognise the current environment and the game itself, to

best realise their own objectives.

Games in organisations are not based solely on power but are structured by law or

other forces to limit possible gains and losses to acceptable levels with artificial
uncertainties created to balance the objective uncertainttes (e.g. law, distribution of
authority). A number of restraints are accepted by players to enable all the actors to
participate. A player in a game who can see no benefit or possibility of realising
some of their own ends will quickly withdraw from the game and take their
investment with them. The main source of uncertainty that restrains players is the

ultimate survival of the organisation, and consequently the game. This uncertainty is
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the key source of power for all organisational agents. Ultimately they have the ability
to terminate the game. It is the aim of the leaders in organisations to use this level of
uncertainty to gain control over the abstract uncertainties within the organisation and

create structures and rules that seek to retain the power and uncertainty within the

control of the organisational agents.

To the actor within an organisation uncertainty 1s a source of power to be used as a
bargaining chip and a source of advantage within the conflicts of interest between the
various power holders in the organisation. When an individual actor has freedom of
choice they will bargain differently because the existence of real alternatives allows
an individual to take risks. They create an uncertainty for the agents of the
organisations who realise they cannot rely on the individual actor to behave the way
that they want. Traditional authority disintegrates not so much because of value
change as because of the changing structure of the conventional game. The older

traditional games change and there is a trend towards more complex and open kinds

of collective action.

4.8 Summary

Actors who can choose amongst several games are much less predictable and
therefore much more difficult to lead (Crozier and Friedberg, 1977; Molm, 1990).
Leaders must invent new games that recognise that a high degree of uncertainty and
therefore power has shifted to the individual actors. These changes force an

increasing level of complexity onto organisations and leaders. According to Burns’
model, leadership is the ability to secure resources from followers by appealing to
their higher level motives. Burns’ theory recognises that leaders are operating in a
‘condition of conflict or competition in which leaders contend in appealing to the

motive bases of potential followers’ (p.18). The transforming leadership model 1s

dynamic and leadership involves recognising the variations 1n resource control and
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adjusting the appeal to motives accordingly. The next chapter will set out how

motives and resource commitment are linked.
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CHAPTER S LEADERSHIPAND MOTIVES

5.1 Outline of the Chapter

This chapter examines the central role of motive in Burns® general theory of
leadership. It discusses the different definitions of motive and also reviews the
literature on leadership and motive in organisations. It proposes the psychological
contract as a heuristic construct to examine motive satisfaction in the leader-follower
relationship. It also examines 1n detail Blau’s theory of social exchange and develops

the concept of reciprocity and mutuality 1n the dynamic leadership relationship.

This Transform- | Leadership _ Organisational
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5.2 Motive in Burns’ Leadership Model

Burns (1978) argues that ‘the original sources of leadership and follower-ship lie in
vast pools of human wants and in the transformation of want into needs, social
aspirations, collective expectations and political demands’ (p.61). The concept of
motivation is key to Burns’ theory of transforming leadership. It 1s inter-related with
resource, and without motive, resource commitment is diminished and power
collapses (p.12). In the leadership relationship the leader seeks to identity and
address the motives of the followers to gain the commitment of their resources to a
common end. The leadership relationship exists per se because the actors mvolved
believe that they will gain satisfaction of certain motives through participation.

Leadership that does not consider or address follower motivation ceases to be

leadership and becomes coercion (p.18).
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The 1ssue of motivation does not always sit comfortably with transformational
leadership theory, and 1t can be argued that a number of leading Transformational
Leadership figures reject or ignore the motivational issues at the core of Burns’
(1978) theory 1f 1t does not fit with a more idealised view of leadership and indeed
humanity. Handy (1994) questions the ‘bitter aftertaste’ of Maslow’s theory, despite
acknowledging 1ts expenential validity, and proposes the need for a higher level of
idealised motivation. Bass (1999), in his overview of two decades of research in TL,
attempts to side step the awkward issues of self-interest at the heart of Maslow’s
(1970) model by arguing, with little reference to studies or theory, that the hierarchy
of needs must be developed and elevated beyond self-orientation to a higher level of
motivation characterised by °‘selfless ideal causes’. Interestingly and perhaps
controversially, Bass (1999) cites the concept of serving one’s country to the best of
one’s ability as a powerful example of this type of selfless ideal cause. Bass (1999)
goes as far to argue that the transformational leader must be careful not to focus too
much on the self-actualisation needs of followers or they may neglect transcending
their own self interests for the interests of the wider society. Bass (1999) does not
elaborate on what these wider interests would be, who determines what they are and
why individuals may want to transcend their own needs to meet them. It could be
argued that these vague value-laden statements are typical of much of the TL
research and offer little in the way of challenging or supporting Burns’ exhortation

that we need to know more about leadership and how it functions.

Burns stresses the need for a distinction between needs and wants and offers a
separation on the basis of objectivity and subjectivity. Needs can be regarded as a
requirement that others would also identify, whereas wants are individualistic. Burns
also states that a key element in understanding the concept of transforming
leadership is in recognising that subjective wants can become, through social
influence, perceptions of need that remove or erode the underlying volition and
purpose to activity. Burns recognises that the process of identifying and addressing

needs and wants is dynamic and that ‘followers’ definitions of wants and needs will
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also change in the continuing interplay with leadership’ (p.69). The frustration of a
lower need increases the follower’s desire and motivation to realise it, but the
gratification of the needs places pressure on their leaders to raise their own objectives
as the followers seek to address their higher-level needs. The leadership relationship

that fails to meet these needs will find a withdrawal of resources by the followers

who will look elsewhere to gratify their needs.

5.3 Motivational Theory

‘Human beings find it profitable to live in communities, but their desires,

unlike those of bees in a hive, remain largely individual.’ Bertrand Russell -

Power, 2006

Motivational theory 1s based on the principle that behaviour is determined by goals
that an individual or group seeks to attain. Hersey and Blanchard (1988) define a
motivator as ‘something defined as needs, wants, drives, or impulses within the
individual. Motives are the ‘whys’ of behaviour’ (p.230). Burns’ model of
transforming leadership draws heavily on Maslow’s proposed hierarchy of needs.
Maslow (1970) states that when a need is satisfied it is no longer a motivator of
behaviour and consequently proposed a hierarchy of needs, ranging from
physiological needs to safety needs, the need for affection and belonging, to the need
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