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WHEN OTHERS RETIRE EARLY:
WHAT ABOUT ME?

Studies in layoff settings have documented that
the perceived fairness of workforce reductions in-
fluences remaining employees' attitudes toward
their organization {Brockner & Greenberg, 1990). In
particular, fair treatment of layoff victims is impor-
tant lo remaining employees (Brockner, 1890;
Brockner, DeWitt, Grover, & Resd, 1990; Brockner,
Grover, Reed, DeWitt, & O'Malley, 1987). However,
it is unclear whether findings based on layoff sur-
vivor research are generalizable to early retire-
ments, a workforce reduction alternative frequaently
used before or in lieu of layoffs. Following an early
retirement program, remaining employees’ reac-
tions may be more influenced by an assessment of
their own predicament. Remaining employees’ con-
cern for departing employees may be less important
to them because, unlike emplayees who are laid off,
carly retirees have chesen whether or not to leave
the organization. Further, remaining employees
know that voluntary workforce reductions, such as
early retiremenls, often precede involuntary job
cuts. Remaining employees’ self-focused attention

may thus be heightened, and their perceptions of *

and reactions to the fairness attributes of an early
retirement program are likely to be based on con-
cerns for their own future.

Wae axtend research on employees’ reactions to

workforce reductions by focusing on employess ra-

maining in an organization who were not eligible

for an early retirement program. Qur study cansid-
—_— -

The authors would like 10 acknowledge Linda Tre-
vina’s contributions 1o this study. We also thank three
anonymous reviewsss for their holpful comments on par-
lier drafts. The first author's work on this study was
partialty funded by the Summer Research Grants Pro-
gram of the Babcock Graduate School of Management.

ered two questions: First, what influence does ar-

ganizational assistance to early retireas [caretaking)
kave on the intentions to quit of remaining employ-
e6s” who are ineligible for the program? Second,
because age and tenure are demographic character-
istics that render employess eligible or_ineligible
for sarly retirement, we asked, do the age and ten-
ure of remaining employees (Their similarity or dis-
similarity to those who are retiring early) moderste

the relationships Dbetween caretaking and inten-
tions to quit? .

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Prior layoff research has suggested that remain-
ing employees’ intentions to quit are lower and
their commitment to their organization higher
when they perceive that laid-off employeas were
treated fairly (Armstrong-Stassen, 1994: Brockner
et al., 1990: Brockner, Tyler, & Cooper-Schneider,
1892; Sutton, Eisenhardt, & Jucker, 1986; Turnley &
Feldman, 1998). One characteristic of fair treatment
of layoff victims is caretaking, or compensation and
other forms of assistance provided to victims.
When an organization takes care of those laid off,
surviving employees are less likely to see the layoff
as unfair {Brocknar, 1990).

Our study focused specifically on how remaining
employess reacted to coretaking provided to early
retirees. Following an early retirement, remaining
employees are likely to scrutinize the terms of the
pension and other financial benefits provided to
early retirees. This caretaking provides a financial
bridge that helps departing employees adjust to
their change in employment status. More impor-
tantly, caretaking provisions influence remaining
employees’ expectations about how they are likely
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to be cared for if their jobs are targeted for elimina-
tion in the future. Consequently, when remaining
emnployees perceive the cpg_m;la/_gldmlhg organization
offers early retirees as adequate, they are less in-
‘clined to seek employmant elsewhere,
JLquity theory (Adams, 1965) suggests that em-

ployees may react negativel
llcln that either un ercompensutes ar overcornpen-

sates coworkers, When remaining employees
“Perceive early retirement caretaking provisions as
inadequate, they are hkely to dlstanca themsealves
from an orgdnizalion unfair. On
theother hand, remammg employees may percsive
- parly retiremanl caretaking provisions as toa gener-
ous. An early retirement decision is a choice made
by the early retiree, one that is often based upon the
individual's having preferred alternatives to con-
tinuing in the job (Feldman, 1994). Therefore, re-
maining employees may feel that early rotirees
don’t nead generous ceretaking in the way that
layoff victims do. Further, early retirees leave their
organization closer to the time their natural psy-
chological contracts would conclude. Thus, an
early retirement is less likely than a layoff to be

perceived as a violation of an implied psycholegi-

cal contract of job security {Morrison & Robinson,
1897). Remaining employees may feel that very
generous severance and benafit packages for early
retirees limit the financial resources available to
take care of their own needs and that, in addition,
they are loft to pick up the extra workload. When
remaining employees perceive that generous care-
taking provisions have been made to early retirees,
they may feel envy and jealousy and may perceive
themselves, not the early retirees, as having been
treated unfairly (Leana & Feldman, 1992; Marks,
1994). These feelings of inequity may result in
heightened intentions to leave the organization:

Hypothesis@ Following an early retirement
program, infentions to quit will be higher when
carglaking is perceived as jnadeguate.

Hypothesi@ Following an early retirement
prograin, inténtions to quit will be higher when

caretaking is perceived as overly generous.

Caretaking should be of concern to all employees
who observe a downsizing. However, in the early
stages of a voluntary workforce reduction, when
remaining employees know that more aggressive,
personally threatening involuntary job cuts may be
forthcoming, their “sense-making” is likely to be
focused on how they might be treated. Sociodemo-
graphic attributes may form the basis for social
comparison processes relavani to employees’ as-
sessments of organizational justice {Lansberg,

£ /RE X DR

1989). Because sarly-retirement eligibility and the
level of severance payments are commonly based
on age and tenure, these indicators are especially
appropriate vantage points from which to consider
remaining employees’ attachment of relative im-
portance to caretaking atiributes,

In an early retirement setting, spacific character-
istics of carataking provisions ars likely to ba more
salient for older or more tenured employees. In
comparison with younger or less tenured employ-
ees, older or more tenured employees, although not
eligible for the early retirement, are nonetheless
more demographicaily similar to and more likely to
compare themselves with early retirees. They may
ask themselves, "How does what the early retiress
got compare with what I will get?” Similarity with
a comparison other increases the felt inequity when
that comparison other has received an underreward
or overreward {Adams, 1965). Thus, older or more
tenured employees may feel threatened when they
believe that early retirees received less than ade-
quate caretaking, perceiving this as a signal that
thoy themselves are less valued by the organization
and that subsequent workforce reductions will con-
tinue ta thin their ranks {Newman, 1988). On the
other hand, earlier we suggested that perceptions of
overly generous caretaking of early retirees could
lead to envy or jealousy on the part of remaining
employess. If older or more tenured employees per-
ceive themselves to be more similar to early retir-
ees, and therefore deserving of the same or similar
outcomes, these feelings of envy and jealpusy may
be especially exacerbated, .

We hypothesized effects for age and tenure sepa-
rately. Although likely to be correlated, age and ten-
ure may be associated with distinctly different out-
comes (e.g., Bedeian, Ferris, & Kacmar, 1992; Zanger
& Lawrence, 19689). Age is a broad social phenome-
non (Lawrence, 1995), whereas tenure'is an organiza-
tionally specific characteristic. Further, both age and
tenure are nften negatively correlated with intentions
to quit (Cotton & Tuttle, 1986} Therefore, we did not
gxpect intentions to quit to be significantly higher
among older or more tenured employees than among
younger or lgss tenured employees. What we pre-
dicted ‘was that the relationships described in Hy-
patheses 1a and 1b will be significantly more pro-
nounced for older or more tenured employees.

Hypothesis 2a. The effects of inadequate or

overly generous caretaking on intentions lo

quit will be more pronounced for older
employees. ‘

Hypothesis 2b. The effects of inadequate or
overly generous caretaking on intentions to
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quit will be more pronounced for longer-
tenured employees.

METHODS

Sample and Procadures—
The data for this study were collected as part of a

larger study of the downsizing efforts of a public
ur@mtiﬁﬁ%ﬂhaastem United
States. The firm’s downsizing efforts included an
early retirement program (the focus of this study),
followed later by a voluntary severance program
(described in DeWitt, Trevifio, and Mollica [1938]).
Employees were eligible for the early retirement if

they were at least 55 years old end had at least 5
years of service, The company enhanced the retire-

ment benefits by addin ears to each eligible
employee's years of service, so that the retirement
package was actually based on a minimum of 10-
years of service,

We developed a survey instrument in collabora-
tion with a team of the organization’s managerial
employees who were fumiliar with both the or-
ganizational justice literature and employee con-
cerns about the workforce reduction. Surveys were
sent to a random sample of 1,089 employees, ap-
proximately 21 percent of the organization's 5,178
non-bargaining-unit employees. Two cover letters,
one from the chief executive aificer and the divi-
sion presidents and one from the research team,
accompanied the survey. The letters explained the
purpose of the study and encouraged employees to
participate. Al responses were anonymous, We ad-
ministered the survey about four months after im-
plementation of the early retirement program.

A taotal of 699 usable surveys were returned
within six weeks of mailing, for a 64 percent re-
sponse rate. Twenty-four respondents were elimi-
nated because they indicated they had been eligible
for the early retirement, and 7 were eliminated
because they did not indicate whether they had
been eligible. These cuts resulted in a final sample
of 668 remaining employees who had not been
eligible for the early retirement. Respondents were
representative of the larger non-bargaining-unit

¥

population (72 percent were men and 38.5 percent .

were managerial emplayees),

Measures

Items designed to measure respondents’ demo-
graphic characteristics, perceptions of attributes of
the early retirement program, and intentions to quit
were contained in separate sections of the survey.
Unless otherwise described, the attitudina! and

perceptual variables were measured on a scale
ranging from 1, “strongly disagres,” to 5, “strongly

agroe.”

ndependent variables. Age and organizational
feiture, in years, were measured as continnous vari-
ables and self-reported by respondents. Respan-
dent age ranged from 23 to 65 years (x = 44 years);
tenure ranged from less than 1 year to 35 years (& =
15 years),

Caretaking was based on responses to two items
{a = .76) measuriog the perceived adequacy of
early retirement ‘provisions, including (1) pensions
and (2) health and/or other kinds of insurance ben-
efits. The following five-point Likert-type scale was
used: 1, “completely inadequate,” 2, “somewhat
inadequats,” 3, “adequats,” 4, “somewhat too gen-
erous,” and 5, “too generous.” This scale was de-
signed to accommodate the possibility that some
remaining employees viewed caretaking of early
retirees as inadequate while others viewed it as too
generous.

Dependent variable. Intentions to gquit were
from™ Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh
{1983}, Employses were asked to indicate the px-
tent of their agreement with the following items: “]_
often think about guitting my job,” “I am planning
to look for a new job within one year.,” and "It is
[ikely that I will actively look for a new job in the
next year,”

Control variables. Previous research has docu-
mented that explanations provided by management
during a layoff help to minimize the negative reac-
tions of survivors {(e.g., Brockner ot al., 1990). In an
early retirement setting, explarations may help
mitigate remaining employees’ concerns about how
workforce reduction decisions might be made in
the future, Therefore, we controlled for explana-
tions, measured in terms of remaining employees’
perceptions of the adequacy and clarity of explana-
tions surrounding the early retirement. Two items
(e = .71) drawn from previous layoff research
{Brockner et al., 1890) were usad: “[The corpora-
tion] provided a clear and adequate sxplanation of
the retirement program to those who were aligible

for early retirament,” snd “The manapers in m
y 8 y

company provided a clear and adequate explana-
tion of the retirement program to those who.were
eligible for early retirement."

Because remaining employees’ roactions are
likely to be influenced by their beliefs regarding the
necessity of an early retirement, we included a
measurs of remaining employees’ perceptions of
the need for the early retirement. Emplayoes were
asked to indicate the extent of their agresment with
three statements {& = .03); an example is “Consid-

0
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ering [the corporation’s] situation, the early retire-
ments wera justified.”

Remaining employses may also speculate (per-
haps accurately) that a voluntary workforce reduc-
tion will inevitably be followed by layoffs. Remain-
ing employees will react more negatively ta a
voluntary program if it is seen as the harbinger of
layoffs. We used two items (« = .82} to control for
variance in attributions about the likelihood of fu-
ture layoffs; an example is “It is likely that [the
corporation] will have involuntary severances in
the future.” .

Finally, to contral for the possibility of gender
differences in intentions to quit, we included gen-
der as a control variable (male = 1 and femalg = 0).

Analyses

We used moderated hierarchical regression anal-
ysis to test the hypotheses. In step 1, the control
variables were entered as a set; these were expla-
nations, perceived nscessity of early retirements,
likelihood of layoffs, and gender.

We creatad dummy variables to reprasent three
levels of caretaking—adequate, inadequate, and
generous. The first represented an average tating on
the two caretaking items greater than 2 but less than
4; the second, an average rating less than or equal to
2; and the third, an average rating of 4 or more.

We used methods outlined by Aiken and West
{1991) to test categorical .variables and the interac-
tion of categorical with continuous varisbles, With
inadequate and generous caretaking entered in the
regression model and adequate carstaking as the
comparison variable {constant), we were able to
determine if perceptions of either inadequate or
overly generous caretaking were associated with
higher intentions to quit than wers perceptions of
adequate caretaking. For example, if the regression

and positive, we would conclude that generous
caretaking was %mggh_agm%s to
quit then adequate caretaking.

In step 2 of the regression, age, tenure, and the
dummy variables for caretaking (inadequate and
overly generous) were entered. Although we did
not hypothesize main effacts for age and 1enurse, we
included these two variables prior to testing for
moderating effects in the next hierarchical step. In
step 3, we entered separate variables for the four
respective interactions of age and tenure with the
caretaking dummies to test for the moderating ef-
fects of age and tenure on the relationship betwean
caretaking and intentions to quit.

RESULTS

Descriptive results, including means, standard
deviations, and correlations for the study variables,
are presented in Table 1. We axpected that employ-
ees who were eligible for the early retirement but
chose to remain in the organization would be less
likely than ineligible employees to perceive care-
taking as overly generous. Indeed, our small sample
of eligible employees remaining in the organization
expressed significantly lower perceptions of care-
teking generosity (x = 2.77) than the ineligible re-
maining employees (¥ = 3.10, p < 001, tg,, =
2.93).

Regression results are shown in Table 2. The
control variables accounted for 10 percent of the
variance in intentions to quit. As expected, percep-
tions of clear and adequate explanations were neg-
atively associated with intentions to quit {8 = —.21,
p < .001). Perceived need for the early retiremants
was nagatively associated with intentions to quit
(B = —.09, p <.05), and the belief that the company
would have layoffs in the future was positively

caefficient for generous caretaking was significant associated with intentions to quit (8 = .20,
-
TABLE 1
Summary Statistics and Correlations
: Variable Maean s.d. 1 2 3, 4 5 8 7
1. Intentions to quit 2.18 1.16
2. Explanations 3.72 0.77 —.21*
3. Need for eatly retiremnants 2.84 0.94 —.16** a2
4. Likelihood of future layoffs 5.85 0.90 .20+ o0z 02 ,
5. Gonder* . 0.72 0.45 .03 —~.05 —-.03 .05
8. Caretaking 3.10 0.54 .08 RELL 08+ 08 - 13%"
7. Age 43.22 7.27 - 140 .01 —.15%" —. 11" I ~ A1
8. Organizational tenure 15.74 7.79 ~-.10** -.01 ~,18** -.07 19 -11%" 60

*Male = 1, fomale = 0.
*p<.05
“*p< .0t




SRV I . O o R R RE L E B Ve

B BXRE AR

£/Q2R ¥ 5 H

TABLE 2
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results

Intantions to Quit

Variable B R an
Step 1 10 10+t
Explonations -2
Neod for early retirements 2—.09‘
Likelihood of future layoifs L
Gander @
Step 2 14 .0qrt
tnadequale coretaking .01 '
Tao generous carelsking 13
Age -.11¢
Tenure —-.06
Step 3 .16 .02+
Inadequate caretaking X age -.09
Taa generous caretaking X age —.74*
Inadequate caretaking X tenure —.10
Toa generous caretaking X tenure .35t

* Mate = 1, female = 0.
*p<.05
*tp <0l
*** p < 0M

TABLE 3
Means for Intentions to Quit by Age and Tenure®

Perceptions of Caretaking®

Group Adequate Too Generuus
Age .
Older employess 1.94 2.29
Younger employess 2.23 2.67
Tenure
Maore tenured amployaes 1.87 2.84
Less lenured amployees 2.29 2.42

* Means for intentions to quit are bosed on median splits of
age and tenure, respectively.

b “Adequate” rapresents >2 and <4 on a five-paint scale
where 3 = “adequate.” “Too genercus" represents =4 on a
five-point scale where 4 = “somewhat too generous” and 5 =
"too genercus.” )

p < .001). There was no relationship between gen-
der and intentions to quit.
In Hypotheses 1a and 1b, we predicted that in-
tentions to quit would be higher when the organi-
_ zation's caretaking of early retirees was perceived
as either inadequate or too generous. Hypothesis 1a
was not supported. The dummy varisble represent-
ing perceptions of inadequate caretaking was not
significant. Thus, perceptions of inadequate care-
laking wore not associated with higher intentions
16 quit than were perceptions of adequate caretak-
ing. However, Hypothesis 1b was supported: in

step 2 of the regression analysis, the coefficient for
the dummy variable representing perceptions of
too generous caretaking was positive and signifi-
cant (f§ = .13, p < .001).

In Hypotheses 2a and 2b, we predicted that age
and tenure would moderate the relationships be-
tween caretaking and intentions to quit. In step 3 of
the regression, the coefficients for the interactions
of inadequate caretaking with age and tenure were
not significant; therelore, we concluded that nei-
ther age nor tenure moderated the effect of inade-
quate levels of caretaking on intentions to quit.
Howevar, the regression coefficients for the inter-
action of generous caretaking with age (8 = —.74,
p < .05) and tenure (8 = .35, p < .01) were signif-
icant, suggesting that age and tenure moderated the
relationship between levels of caretaking percaived
to be overly generous and intentions to quit. To
further investigate the relationships between age,
tenure, caretaking, and intentions to quit, we per-
formed median splits on the age and tenure dals
and computed the mean intentions to quit for each
group. Although the differences in intentions to
quit hetween two levels of caretaking were not
large, we note that these intentions increased the
most when adequate and overly generous caretak-
ing were compared among the more tenured em-
ployees. Contrary to our pradiction, intentions to
quit increased less among older than emong
younger employses when caretaking was perceived
as overly generous rather than as adequate, explain-
ing the negative coefficient for the interaction of too
generous caretaking and age in the regression.

Additional Analyses

" We conducted two additional analyses. First, we
explored the role of gender as a moderator of the
influence of caretaking on intentions to quit, a pos-
sible ralationship similar to the predicted relation-
ships for age and tenure. Using the same regression
procedure described abovs, we did not find signif-
icant moderating effects for gender. Table 3 gives
results of the moderation tests.

. Second, a dependent variable that is often in-
cluded in studies of employes reactions to work-
force reductions is organizational commitment
{e.g., DeWitt ot al., 1098). We measured organiza-
tional commilment in this sample using eight items
(« = .91) from a scale developed by O'Reilly and
Chatman (1986). We conductad a regression analy-
sis with commitment as the dependent variable.
There were no significant main effects of caretaking
on orgenizational commitment, nor were lhere
moderating relationships between age and caretak-
ing or tenure and caretaking.
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DISCUSSION

We extended organizational justice inquiry to
consider the reactions of ineligible remaining em-
ployees to their coworkers’ early retirements, thus
examining a voluntary rather than an involuntary
warkforce reduction setting. The relationship be-
tween perceived organizational caretaking and re-
actions was different from those indicated in re-
search on layoffs. The latter has demonstrated that
greater levels of caretaking provided to victims is
associated with lower intentions to quit on the part
of survivors. On the contrary, we found that per-
ceptions of ovarly generous carataking were asso-
ciated with higher intentions to quit on the part of
ineligible employees who remained in the organi-
zation following an early retirement program. As
eligible employees remaining in the organization
expressed significantly lower perceptions of care-
taking generosity than did ineligible remaining em-
ployees, our findings do not generalize to those
employees who chose to stay in the organization

even though they were eligible for the early ratire-.

ment.

Following a voluntary workforce reduction, inel-
igible remaining employeas may ba likely to ask the
sell-interested question, “What about me?” Our re-
sults suggest that the survivor and victim distine-
tion made in layoff research may not be applicable
to a voluntary workforce reduction setting. In an
early retirement, eligible employees have a choice
about leaving. Further, employees wha remain of-
ten confront a more uncertain employment picture,
decreased resources, and more work. Layoff studies
(a.g., Brockner et al., 1987, 18490) have not consid-
ered that survivors might perceive caretaking as too
generous because layoff viclims are forced to leave
their organizations. It is interesting that we found
no relationship between perceptions of inadequate
caretaking and intentions to quit, as would be ox-
pected in a layoff setting. One conclusion that
could be drawn from our findings is that in an early
retirement program, as opposed to a layoff setting,
remaining employees do not necesserily view the
underrewarding of retirees as a negative outcome.
However, since we examined only one type of em-
ployee reaction—intentions to quit— further re-
search is needed to support this conjecture.

Mishra and Spreitzer (1998) encouraged rs-
searchers to examine the roles of age and tenure in
employees’ reactions to waorkforee reductions. Our
study shows that more tenured employees are more
sensitive than less tenured employees to the per-
ceived overrewarding of sarly retirees, reacting
with increased intentions to leave. More tenured
employees may have a different frame of reference

in terms of what they see as an appropriate
exchange relationship with their organization.

Robinson; Kraatz; and Rounsseaun (1994} found. that,---

compared with employees with less seniority, em-
ployees with greater seniority perceived thair em-

ployees as owing them more and themselves as -

owing their employees less. Regardless of age, the
length of time that an employee has been with an
organization may increase feelings of entitlerment,
and tenure may play an important role in forming
the basis for employees’ expectations regarding
carstaking provisions during an early retirement.

Our finding that intentions to quit increased less
among older than among younger employees when
careotaking was perceived as overly generous rather
than as adequate was puzzling. This pattern may be
explained by considering both age and tenure to-
gether. Prior to the workforce reductions, the or-
ganization that we studied had engaged in hiring
practices that resulted in a cohart of older employ-
ees with less tenure. Among the respondents in the
study, 17 percent were older than the mean age for
the sample but had lower than the mean organiza-
tional tenure. We compared this group of employ-
8es with those who were higher than the sample
mean on both age and tenure; the latter group rep-
resented 35 percent of the sample. The relationship
between overly generous caretaking and intentions
to quit did not hold for the group of older, lsss
tenured employees; these employees did not ex-
hibit higher intentions to quit when caretaking was
perceived to be too generous. Apparently, despite
the fact that these employees were closer in age to
the early retirees than younger employees, their
lower tenure with the organization may have less-
ened the extent to which early retirement caretak-
ing provisions were salient to them.
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— ~ Jeffrey Pleffer 48 1994 i i 6y —AEE LA “Competitive Advantage through
People: Unleashing the Power of the Work Force” b & — £ 3 BE

People and how we manage them are becoming more important because many
other sources of competitive success are less powerful than they once were. ...
Traditional sources of success—product and process technology, protected or
regulated markets, access {o financial resources, and economies of scale— can stj]l
provide competitive leverage, but to a lesser degree now than in the past, leaving
organizational culture and capabilities, derived from how people are managed, as
comparatively more vital, (p. 6)

IR T, BT S5 R CRUEBBBAEL ? AN BTREITY
ﬁ%%%%ﬁﬁ%%?ﬁﬂﬁ&i?%%%%ﬁ? WP XL, =+ 54
= TR KAt AR H R E 32 (strategic huiman resource management) ? 5 #h 35k
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Individual difference approaches

Unsurprisingly perhaps, the personality profile considered to be characteristic
of the person prone to the use of coercive power is not especially flattering.
Indeed, many of the ideas here were borrowed directly from Adomo, Frenkel-
Brunswik Levinson and Sanford’s (1950) depiction of the person prone
to extreme prejudice and fascism in their influential text The Authoritarian
Personality. These researchers administered a range of psychometric tests and
interview schedules to people and identified a number of distinctive patterns of
thinking that appeared to differentiate between those who were potentially
prejudiced (authoritarians) and others who were more tolerant. In particular, the
thought processes of the prejudiced person were characterized by (a) intolerance of
ambiguity, (b} rigidity, (c) concreteness (poor abstract reasoning), and (d) over-
generalization. :

It is not hard to see how this analysis can be directly applied to the organiza-
tional setting. Here authoritarians are expected to display all the hallmarks
of pathology in their déalings with fellow workers. Most particularty, within
a syndrome of petty tyranny or bureaupathy (Thompson, 1961), they should be-
have in a fawning and sycophantic manner towards their superiors while abusing
the power those superiors give them by treating subordinates with utter disdain.
According ta As 1994), the six defining dimensions of this syndrome are:
(a) arbitrariness and self-aggrandizement; (b) belittling of subordinates; (¢) lack of
consideration for others; (d) a forcing style of conflict resolution; (e) discourage-
ment of initiative; and (f) non-contingent use of punishment. It is unlikely, of
course, that in self-reports or interviews of the type used by Adomo and his
colleagues, managers would be likely to own up to such ~ behaviour.
Accordingly, the primary means of identifying petty tyrants is through
subordinates’ ratings of managers’ behaviour (e.g. using the LBDQ; see Chapter
3 above). '

There is no doubt that, for those of us who believe that we have fallen victim
to regimes of petty tyranny in the workplace (and most of us have, or will, at
one time or another), this analysis is very appealing. Certainly, it is comforting
to think that the managers who give us grief are by their very nature socially
dysfunctional and mentally deficient. By the same token, it is not hard to
imagine that reports of aggrieved workers would support this analysis.

Unfortunately though, the einipirical evidence that might back these reports up
is uncompelling (for a general critique of the literature on authoritarianism, see
Billig, 1978; Brown, 1965; Oakes et al., 1994). Possibly the best illustration
of this fact comes from a study conducted by Kipnis (1972). The participants in
this research were university business majors who were each told they would be
given the task of supervising a group of four high-school students who were said
to be working on an administrative task in an adjacent building. In performing
this role half of the participants were told that they could exercise a range of
powers customarily available to managers, including the ability to reward and
penalize the workers financially, to transfer them to another job, or to fire them.
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On the other hand, the remaining participants had no such power and were
simply told that in order to get the most out of the workers they must use their
legitimate powers as appointed leaders and their personal powers of persuasion,

In fact the high-school students did not exist, and feedback indicative of their
performance was contrived by the experimenter and controlled so as to be
identical across the two conditions. In this way, Kipnis (1972) was able to see
how granting reward and coercive powers to some of the participants affected
their treatment of, and reactions to, the workers independently of actual variation
in that performance. The results were very clear and generally supported
Kipnis’s view that the provision of these powers had a corrupting influence on
the student managers. Specifically, participants who were given power were: (a)
twice as likely to try to interfere with the workers (e.g. by urging them on or
making threats); (b) more likely to underrate the workers’ ability and their worth
to the company; (c) less willing to want to rehire the workers in future; and
(d) less likely to recommend workers for promotion. Even more interestingly,
after the experiment had been completed, the participants were asked if they
would now like to ‘meet with the workers and talk with them while sharing a
cup of coffee’ (Kipnis, 1972, p. 38). This invitation was accepted by 79 per cent
of the participants in the low-power condition but by only 35 per cent of those
who had been given a high amount of power.

Because the participants in this study were normal healthy adults who had
been randomly assigned to experimental conditions, these findings deal a severe
blow to arguments that the corrupting potential of power is confined to
individuals with pathological personalities. Instead, on the basis of his findings,
Kipnis (1972) concluded that at a much more general level: :

Inequity in power is disruptive of harmonious social relations and drastically
limits the possibilities that the power holder can maintain close and friendly
reiations with the less powerful. (p. 39)

In seeking to apportion blame for abuses of power, it thus appears that we have’
to look beyond individual differences in personality.




Motivational approaches

If the corrupting potential of power is not confined to particular power holders,
one alternative is that it is the manifestation of universal human drives. This
view was developed long before the formal study of organizational psychology,
particularly in the philosophical writings of Hobbes and Nietzsche (for an
excellent review, see Ng, 1980). For Hobbes (1651/1968), the attainment of
power was the primary means by which individuals could satisfy egoistic goals
and for Nietzsche (1888/1968) ‘the will to power® was a fundamental human

- drive.  Significantly, neither writer saw these drives as inherently wrong or
immoral. ~ Both recognized that conflicls of interests between powerful
individuals and groups could give rise to discord and hestility, but for Hobbes
the achievement of power was also a necessary path to future good and
for Nietzsche powerlessness was more to blame for tyranny than power per se.
Contemporary statements of similar views are presented by Kanter (1979),
Ashforth (1989) and Pfeffer (1992).

Nevertheless, the dominant view of power-related motivation is less positive,
This is particularly true of Mulder’s (1977) power distance reduction theory in
which power is characterized as a psychologica! addiction which — like a drug
- inevitably makes victims of those who are given even the smallest quantity.
Two basic motivations underlie this analysis. The {;ﬁ&is power distance re-
duction {PDR): individuals’ desire to reduce the psychofogieal distance between
themselves and more powerful others.\ The second is power distance enlarge-
ment (PDE): the desire to enhance the distance between oneself and powerless
others.  As Figure 8.1 suggests, these two motivations are assumed to work in
tandem to ensure that individuals always gravitate towards more powerful others.
This applies (a) as long as a person does not have coniplete power (so that there
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Figure 8.1 Muider’s (1977) principles of power distance reduction (PDR) and
power distance enlargement (PDE) -
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is some distance to reduce) and (b) to the extent that he or she already has some
power (so there is some distance to enhance), ’

The predictions of this model appear to be consistent with observatioas that
{he attainment and use of power in organizations is of more concem to those who
already have some control over others (i.e. managers) than to those who do not
(c.g. Pfeffer, 1992; sce also Bruins & Wilke, 1992, 1993). They also accord
with the patterns of interaction reported by Kipnis (1972) where the refusal of
managers who had been given power to go for a drink with their subordinates
can be interpreted as a manifestation of a power distance enhancement motive.
The analysis also provides a simple explanation for the ‘dog-eat-dog’
dimensions of the contemporary corporate world — where the mean get meaner
and the lean get leaner. ' ' :

1t is less clear, however, that Mulder’s (1977) model is equipped to account
for behaviour in less individualistic environments or where structural factors (e.g.
rules governing interaction and advancement) impede (and may ultimately
redirect) workers’ motivations. ‘How does it explain the behaviour of a
department head who joins his subordinates on a picket line? Or that of a
promising doctor who gives away her career to do overseas aid work? By
wedding individuals only to incremental . step-by-step changes in power, the
model also buys heavily into an assumption that the status quo of existing

power relations is an enduring feature of organizational life. As Ng (1980, pp. .

224-229) notes, this is a very pessimistic message for those without power, but
it is also one that denies the possibility of organizational change that might
overturn any given power structure and in which the powerless might play (or at
least try to play) arole. ‘




Social exchange approaches

Bearing in mind the rather dismal view that many of the above images of power-
related behaviour convey, one obvious question is ‘Why do people put up \\'flth
it?”. Why do workers continue to play their part in power games in which,
more often than not, they turn out to be the losers? As with topics of leadcrshl'p
and motivation discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, one very popular answer to this
question is in terms of social exchange principles (after Thibaut & Kelley, 1959;
in particular see Bacharach & Lawler, 1980, pp. 19-26). The idea here is that
when workers enter organizations they voluntarily forgo certain powers {e.g. to
do as they please, to say exactly what they think) in return for certain rewards
(e.g. pay, security, training). Moreover, because workers with less power in an
organization are usually dependent on those with more power for the provision of
rewards and punishment, this dependence is assumed to foster compliance with
the power-holder and tolerance of their whims and foibles. However, if the costs
associated with staying in a subordinate power relationship become too high, it
is assumed that the individial will either (a) exit the relationship if a more
attractive alternative is available or (b) attempt to restructure the relationship
through political behaviour, possibly in coalition with like-minded others.

According to the social exchange perspective, dependency is therefore the key
to power (e.g. Bacharach & Lawler, 1980, p. 20; Robbins, Millett, Cacioppe &
Waters-Marsh, 1998, p. 440). As a result, for many researchers (e.g. Pfeffer,
1992), the secret of effective power use is to exploit relationships of dependence
appropriately, while poor management is seen to result from neglect or abuse of
such relations. In Pfeffer’s (1992) words:

When interdependence exists, our ability to get things done requires us to
develop power and the capacity to influence those on whom we depend. If we
fail in this effort — either because we don’t recognize we nced to do it or
because we don’t know — we fail to accomplish our goals. (p. 38)

In the broadest terms, this approach suggests that success (or even survival)
in organizational life is a function of a person’s ability to make others dependent
on them through control and management of resources. This is best achieved by
ensuring that those resources are important, scarce, and non-substitutable
(Mintzberg, 1983). Consistent with this view, a number of studies suggest that
within organizations it is those departments and officers who allocate key
resources, who devise company policy and who promote company activity to
outsiders who are perceived to have most power (Gandz & Murray, 1980;
Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick & Mayes, 1980).

The dependence approach has widespread appeal, not least because it opens
the door to the study and appreciation of various forms of political behaviour in
organizations. In the true spirit of Machiavelli (see Grint, 1997; Ng, 1980, pp.
18-21) it thus points to the vse of power as a skill and art, rather than as a blunt
and sinister instrument. Nevertheless, the approach has a number of interrelated
limitations (see Ng, 1980, pp. 173-185; Tumer, 1991, pp. 118-122). The first
is that the principles of cost and benefit (and indeed of power and dependency)
which lie at its heart, are much less tangible than the approach suggests.
Whenever a person submits to coercion we can argue that they perceive the costs
of resistance to be too high, and whenever they resist coercion it can be argued




that the costs of submission are too high. But, much as we argued in Chapter 4,
what aclually makes a cost too high to bear cannot be specified in advance of the
behaviour that it is used to predict. It is certainly the case that perceptions of
cost and benefit are correlates of the power process (and are a general feature of
organizational life), but this may only be as rationalizations of behaviour that
actually has other causes. Furthermore, even if the full specification of perceived
costs and benefits were possible, it is not obvious. that people always seek to
exit or change what they acknowledge to be a non-beneficial power relationship
when options to do so are available. Data presented by Tyler (1988, 1998,
19992) and Smith and Tyler (1996) suggest, for example, that responses (o
injustice are best predicted by identification with particular groups and associated
feelings of respect and pride (see also Chapter 10 below). Amongst other things,
this means that people sometimes stay in highly unrewarding relationships with
particular managers because they have a sense of pride in the organization as a
whole and leave highly rewarding ones because they have no such sentiments.

Yet probably the most significant problem with the social exchange approach

lies in its assumption that power can work as a basis or substitute for social -

influence. The view that managets should acquire resources and then use them
to control others’ behaviour through reward and punishment, neglects the fact
that such actions can seriously backfire — precisely because they are seen as
coercive (Brehm, 1966). Thus attempting to buy the affections of one's
subordinates can lead to resentment as can attempts to ingratiate oneself with
superiors through acquiescence. This much was recognized by Machiavelli

(1513/1984) when he observed:

If a prince holds on {0 his slate by means of mercenary armies, he will never be
stable or sccure; for they are disunited, ambitious, without discipline, disloyal;

they are bravc among friends; among enemies they are cowards .. and your -

downfall is deferred only so long as the attack is deferred. ... The reason for this
‘is that they have no other love nor other motive to keep them in the field than a
meagre wage, which is not enough to make them want to die for you. {pp. 77-78)

Consistent with this point, the evidence that people’s attitudes and behaviour
are easily maniputated via reward and punishment is much more scant than

commonly supposed (Tumer, 1991).




The cognitive miser approach

As outlined above, a social exchange approach provides on¢ explanation of
powerless individuals’® willingness to put themselves at the mercy of those with
power. [t is still unclear, however, exactly why the powerful so often abuse that
relationship by appearing to behave in an insensitive or cavalier manner towards
their subordinates. Social exchange principles can be used to explain why
people put up with petty tyranny, but why do people behave like petty tyrants in,
the first place?

One answer to this question is provided by the work of Fiske and Dépret
(1996; Dépret & Fiske, 1993; Fiske, 1993) which portrays power holders as
victims of insufficient cognitive resources. This builds upon the cognitive miser
mode! of social perception which argues, amongst other things, that people are
only inclined to form detailed, individuated impressions of others under
conditions where they are dependent on them for important resources (Fiske &
Neuberg, 1989; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; sce Chapter | above). Under other
conditions, where a person does not explicitly need to invest the time required
to form such impressions it is argued that he or she is hable to fall back on
stercotypes. In line with arguments that dominate the social psychological
literature (c.g. as observed in Chapters 5 and 7 above), these stereotypes are seen
as ‘necessary evils’ —— necessary because they allow perceivers to conserve
valuable cognitive resources, but evil because they are tools of repression that
deliberately or inadvertently maintain the status quo (Jost & Banaji, 1994,
Operario & Fiske, 1993) and are liable to prove misleading as guides to the
behaviour of any particular individual (Allport, 1954). :

To elaborate this argument, Fiske (1993, p. 622) cites the case of Ann
Hopkins, a top manager with Price Waterhouse (one of the ‘Big Eight’
accounting firms in the United States) who, despite her impressive performance
in accumulating more billable hours than other applicants and attracting $25,
million in business, was denied a partuership on grounds that she was not
‘faminine enough’. Why did this happen? For Fiske (1993), the answer is that
‘the powerful managers simply had no need to attend to the relatively powerless
women as unique individual subordinates’ (p. 625). Because the men who
conirolled the organization were too busy doing other things, they ‘took the
casy way out’ and fell into the trap of stereotyping — a trap that on this
occasion proved particularly costly because Price Waterhouse was found guilty of
sexual discrimination both at an initial trial brought by Hopkins and on appeal
at the Supreme Coust (for details of the case and the expert testimony of
psychologists, see Fiske, Bersoff, Borgida, Deaux & Heilman, 1991).

Empirical support for these arguments is provided by studies which examine
patterns of attention deployment and stereotyping in interpersonal judgement
contexts (e.g. Fiske & Dépret, 1993: Goodwin, Fiske & Yzerbyt, 1995). These
typically find that those who are dependent on others for resource outcomes (i.e.
the powerless) pay more attention to those others and are more likely to detect
stereotype-inconsistent details about them than those who are not outcome-
dependent (i.e. the powerful). In this way, attention is seen to be directed up the
power hierarchy, while error flows the other way.




As with Mulder’s "power distance research, this analysis seems io capture
sore of the motivations that come into play in situations where employees’ be-
haviour is informed by a desire to get ahead as individuals. Even here though,
there arc reasons to doubt whether the behaviour of the powerful is as thoughtless
as the cognitive miser analysis suggests. In the case of Ann Hopkins, for
example, was it the case that the male partners at Price Waterhouse overlooked
or failed to accept her individuality because they were too busy or simply
couldn’t be bothered to treat her as an individual? Or was it perhaps the case
that this was an intergroup strategy, knowingly and carefully designed to main-
tain womens' low status? If it was, we might argue that the treatment meted
out to her was a psychologically rational response to intergroup reality as per-
ceived from the vantage point of the male partners (cf. Oakes et al., 1994; Oakes
& Turner, 1990). Most of us disagree with what the partners did and see things
from a different vantage point entirely, but we can still recognize that they did it
not because they couldn’t have cared less, but because they couldn’t have cared
more. Moreover, recognition of this intergroup dimension to power also alerts
us to the possibility that under certain circumstances individuals in positions of
low or threatened power (e.g. employees tired of exploitation or managers fearful
of worker revolt) might adopt a similar strategy in which they band together col-
lectively in order to improve their lot. Such a possibility clearly takes us be-
yond most of the scenarios that we have considered so far. Accordingly, to
understand the dynamics and consequences of such action we need to move
beyond the restrictive concepts of economic exchange and cognitive capacity and
instead embrace a much more social view of power.
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IL. Please answer the following essay questions in English (50%):

1. The e-age is an age of knowledge, network, and globalization.
Write an essay on how to attract, manage and retain human
capital in the e-age. (Keep the essay within 500 words.) (25%)

2. Morris Chang (5Ef85%) remarked on the knowledge economy

and argued that there are several myths of the knowledge
economy in our society. In your opinion, what are the myths
about the knowledge economy in our society? (Keep the essay
within 400 words.) (25%)




