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Abstract

With our paper we contribute to the current strategy-as-practice research by examining the role of
micro-politics and management power in strategizing that has not been investigated yet. The focus of
attention is directed to the organizational members that act as strategic agents who try to advance and
safeguard their individual interests. On the basis of a conceptual understanding of micro-politics, we
develop an organization theoretical approach to analyze specific power relationships and power
strategies of individuals in the process of their day-to-day strategizing. Against the background of action
interdependencies and strategic uncertainty as well as formal and informal organizational structures, we
focus on the existence of organizational power games and individuals’ usage of power sources that
strongly influence organizational dynamics through a process of power institutionalization.



Power strategies and power sour ces of management:
The micro-politics of strategizing

INTRODUCTION

As an dterndtive to the macro-level focused drategy research that has dominated the
management literature for over the last three decades (Johnson, Mein & Whittington, 2003),
the central am of drategy-as-practice (s-as-p) scholars (ibid.; Baogun, Jarzabkowski & Sedl,
2007; Jarzabkowski, 2003, 2004, 2005; Jarzabkowski, Baogun & Seidl, 2007; Whittington,
1997, 2003, 2004, 2006) has been to overcome the theoretica reduction of strategy to ‘a few
causaly related variables (Jarzabkowski, Baogun & Sedl, 2007: 6) and to emphasize the
role of human action and drategy practitioners that construct, shgpe and enact srategies
through their day-to-day activities. From this perspective, strategy ‘is not something that an
organization has but something its members do’ (ibid.). Instead of being the property of an
organization, drategy ‘is conceptudized as a dtuated, socidly accomplished activity'’ (ibid.:
7). Johnson, Mdin & Whittington (2003), who shift scientific atention to the micro-leve
phenomena, introduce the term of ‘drategizing to describe the ‘doing of drategy’. The
concept of drategizing emphasizes the processua resp. procedura character of drategies that
ae accomplished through the practices of organizationd members. From this view, a
successful drategy is not a dtatic capability or a stable digpostion of an organization as seen
in today’s management literature; drategy rather implicates a dynamic component: it is an
activity that can be better described as a process of drategizing and as an ‘ongoing socid
accomplishment, condtituted and recondituted as actors engage the world in practice
(Orlikowski, 2002: 249).

In the formulation and implementation of draegies the interests of the individuas
involved play a mgor role, because they have a srong influence on the Srategic decisons and
ther results In the process of drategizing organizationd members act as drategic agents who
try to advance and safeguard thelr individud interests through the mohilization of specific
power sources. From this perspective, the organization can be seen as an arena of power
dructures and power games where power reationships between the drategicdly acting
organizationd members evolve. Unfortunatdly, for a long period of time scientigs in the fied
of busness adminigraion and management <udies concentrated on a firm's efficiency
conditions and the optimization of manageriad and production processes and, thereby, blinded
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out fundamenta power processes that can be seen as the bass of any organization. This
condderation of power processes in organizations refers to a central aspect, the notion of
‘micro-politics that underlies a specific sream of research. At the beginning of 1960s, the
term ‘micro-politics was brought into the scientific discusson by Tom Burns (Burns, 1962);
Horst Bosetzky (Bosetzky, 1977) introduced the concept in the Germanspesking area By
referring to the drategic organizationd andysis of Crozier and Friedberg (Crozier &
Friedberg, 1979), Kipper and Ortmann (Kidpper & Ortmann, 1986; 1992; Ortmann et a.,
1990 as wdl as Ortmann, 1995) subsequently developed an enfolding research approach that
emphasizes the framework and microstructures of power in organizations (KUpper, 2004).

Sarting from this theoretical bads, the am of this paper is to contribute to the current
s-as-p research by examining the role of power resp. micro-palitics in srategizing that has not
yet been invedigated intensvely (Carter, Clegg & Kornberger, 2008a; b). The focus of
atention is, thereby, directed to the specific micro-politics of management. On the bass of a
conceptual — in diginction to an aspectud — understanding of micro-palitics, we develop an
organization theoreticd approach to andyze the gpecific power rdationships and power
sources of individuas in the process of their day-to-day drategizing. Taking this into account,
we draw the following research questions: Who is a strategist from a micro-political view?
How do individuals build their identities as strategic actors regardless of their formal
strategic roles? Furthermore, we examine the additional questions In what kind of power
practices resp. power games are strategists involved? What specific power sources do
manager draw upon to assert their interest and enhance their power position in strategizing?
Another centrd aspect that we consder is the question: What types of management power do
individuals develop in strategizing?

To develop our argument we will proceed in the following steps We begin by
identifying power relaied research gaps in the current s-as-p gpproach and explaining the
darting point of a power andyss of drategizing that is based on a conceptua understanding
of micro-politics Additiondly, we apply centrd theoreticd concepts of a micro-politica
andyds (organizationd power games, individua power drategies and organizationa power
sources) to the field of drategizing and discuss the dudity of power and identity. Afterwards
we introduce three different types of management power — integrator, broker and negotiator
power — and andyze their contextudity and the mutud conditution of management power
and identity. Findly, we illusrate how a micro-politicd andyss can contribute to the key

guestions of s-as-p research.



MICRO-POLITICAL ANALY SIS OF STRATEGIZING

In ther introductory aticle ‘Strategizing: The chdlenges of a practice perspective,
Jarzebkowski, Baogun & Sedl (2007 7) define five key questions to which future s-as-p
research should contribute: 1) ‘What is strategy?, 2) ‘Who is a drategist?, 3) ‘What do
drategists do?, 4) ‘Wha does an analyss of drategists and their doings explan?, and, 5)
‘How can exiding organization and socid theory inform an andyds of drategy-as-practice?
To dat with the last question of how existing organizationd theory and socid theory may
further contribute to the exiding s-as-p research that has strongly been influenced by theories
of socid practice (Giddens, 1979; 1984; Bourdieu, 1990; Schatzki, 1996; 2002; Schatzki,
Knorr-Cetina & Savigny, 2000), we regard the identification of existing research gaps as
important. In a recent discusson on the s-as-p perspective Carter, Clegg and Kornberger
(2008a; b) state that consderaions of power issues are missing in the current sa-p research
and, therefore, express the following criticism: ‘The fiddd of drategy as practice research
needs opening up to other aress that are not yet interlinked with it. For indtance, studies of
power and drategy would advance our understanding of the practice perspective’ (ibid.,
2008a 93). ‘To understand practice, we regard it as important to engage with issues of power
[...] (ibid.: 96). In a former aticle, Emazze and Wilmott (2004) correspondingly remark that
the sas-p gpproach does not share the sengtivity for issues of power and politics with strategy
process research because it focuses on ‘the detail of managerid techniques and, therefore,
has ‘logt its capacity to anayse power as effectively’ (Carter, Clegg & Kornberger, 2008a
91).

‘Power is central to organizational life (Clegg, 1989) and underpins the strategy-making process.

Understanding of strategy necessitates an engagement with power and politics.” (Clegg, Carter &
Kornberger, 2004: 25.)

We take this identified research gap as darting point for our piece of research that
ams a contributing to the current s-as-p perspective through a power perspective on
organiztions. Our approach directly dffiliatles to the fifth key question outlined by
Jarzebkowski, Baogun and Seidl (2007): From our point of view, micro-palitics can function
as an organizationd theoreticd framework for s-as-p researcher to andyze the specific power
issues and micro-politics of draegizing. A micro-politicd andyds of draegizing can
enhance our understanding of how power structures and power relationships shape the day-to-
day drategizing of human agents. Furthermore, it can investigate the question how actors are



able to conditute themsdves as drategic agents and how they badance ther identity in
organizationd interactions.

Our micro-politicd analyss is based on a conceptud in digtinction to an aspectud
undergtanding of micro-palitics (Briggemann & Felsch, 1992). An aspectual understanding
of micro- or organizationa politics (e. g. Mintzberg, 1983; 1985; Bodsetzky, 1977; 1992;
Neuberger, 1995; Ackroyd & Thompson, 1999) concentrates on a certain type of
organizetional action that can be characterized through the application of micro-palitica
techniques, for example, the fddfication or conceament of information and documents, the
blackening and hasding of colleagues, the initistion of intrigues and sabotage or the agenda
control and hidden actions in generd etc. The ability of an actor to handle these micro-
techniques is associated with a specid persondity type — the micro-politician — who regulates
his policy in a Machiavdlian manner to redize persond advantages agangt any resstance.
On the sysgem levd micro-politics are interpreted as a congpiraive and pathologica
phenomenon, a dysunctiond disturbance vaiable that underruns forma governance
dructures, undermines organizationa effectiveness and, therefore, has to be inhibited through
management intervention (Kupper, 2004). Due to the fact, that the aspectual understanding of
micro-politics is not able to sysemdticdly explan how micro-politica actions are based on
and how they affect formad organizationd dructures and governance indruments, we refer to
a conceptua understanding of micro-palitics in the following.

In contrast to the agpectud understanding of micro-politicss, a conceptual
understanding (Burns, 1962; Crozier & Friedberg, 1979; Kipper & Ortmann, 1986; 1992,
Ortmann et d., 1990 as wel as Ortmann, 1995; Kipper & Felsch, 2000) consders dl
organizetiond — formad and inffoomd — and especidly management activities as micro-
politicad action of individuds In fact, micro-poliics ae sen as conditutive for
organizational action, a common organizationa phenomenon and not a specific, temporary or
isolatable category of human action. As an action-based approach, the conceptual appreciation
of micro-politics consequentiadly takes the interest-led activities and micro-political drategies
of human agents as its dating point and, furthermore, enhances this individud orientated
approach through a system perspective of organizations. Its theoretical am is to overcome the
traditiona dudisn of dructure and agency and to emphasize the dudity of <Sructure
(Giddens, 1984). From this view, structures are generated, reproduced and modified through
the micro-political activities of individuas. On the one hand, these actions are contingent and
depend on the power structured organizationa context; on the other hand, however, they are
smultaneoudy autonomous because actors create, utilize and safeguard power sources to



assat, maintain and extend thelr individuad autonomy (Kipper, 2004). The underlying power
conception is a relationd one Power is seen as a socid condruct and a dimension of socid
practices that conditutes interest-led, mutualy related dispostions of action. Power is not
defined as a characteristic, property or authority of a few actors, but as an exchange and
negotiation reaionship that is bound to specific game dructures. From this view, human
relaionships are adways power rdationships (Crozier & Friedberg, 1979) and organizations

are seen as complex systems that congtitute organi zation-specific power games.

STRATEGY FORMULATION AND IMPLEMENTATION THROUGH
ORGANIZATIONAL POWER GAMES

Within the drategic (Crozier & Friedberg, 1979) and the micro-politicad organizationd
andyss (Kupper & Ortmann, 1986; 1992), the organization is conceptudized as a network of
interrelated power games. Crozier & Friedberg (1979) introduce the game metaphor as basd
ingrument of collective action. It emphesizes the assumption of draegicdly acting agents
who due to corrdding interests participate in power games and, through this, unintentiondly
contribute to the achievement of organizationd gods. The evolving power games can be seen
as an indirect socid mechanism that integrate the conflicting interests and divergent behaviors
of draegicdly acting organizationd members and ensure the dructuring and regulation of
organizational power conditions. In generd, three types of power games can be identified in

organizations (Ortmann et d., 1990): routine, innovation and project games.

Participation in the different power games is, thereby, structured aong the hierarchy. Actors
a the operationd basis the middle and lower managers play the routine games that are
primerily defined and predetermined by the innovation games. The upper management — the
board members as well as the department and factory managers — play the innovation games,
parts of this group, the middle management and some members of the operationd base are
entrusted with the implementation of new drategies and for this purpose unite in project

games.



Micro-political conflicts in routine power games evolve a the center of the day-to-day
drategizing. In genera, routine games are oriented towards operational subgoas and dlow
actors to redize benefits from the solid accomplishment of their ordinary work tasks. Routine
games ae opediond activities and processes that belong to the dready implemented
drategies in place. These processes are a source of information and uncertainty concerning
the performance and evauation of drategies. They ddiver arguments that, on the one hand,
may question the existing drategic path, thereby paving the way for drategic change on the
other hand, they may support the adherence to this path, thereby supporting resistance to
drategic change. The primary logic of the routine game is the safeguarding and the
preservation of established power dructures and podtions. The micro-politicd  players
develop specific norms, standards and corresponding interpretative schemes within different
types of routine games. Furthermore they edtablish an internd power and gratification
sructure and negotiate resource dlocation. As a result, a series of interwoven routine power
games are condituted in an organization that follows different and partidly conflicting logics,
for example, the maeids management and control, the manufacturing and the sdes
department games that congantly have to be adjusted to one another. This reconclement
requires cooperation — as the profitable drategy — a the intersections of different routine
games (Ortmann et d., 1990). The production planning game is an example of a monthly
cooperation game that takes place at the regular production plan meetings. In this connection,
actors of the manufacturing department can redize rewards for the utilization of mechanicd
and human capacities that secure a frictionless production and, in consequence, the fulfillment
of monthly and annua production targets. In contrast, the players of the sdes department and
materiad management unit play ther own routine games with players outsde the organization
— customers and suppliers — based on different rule systems, standards and norms that define
ther specific chances of profit. In the materid management game the monitoring of the
rlevant markets and the preserveation of favorable purchasing conditions are centra gods.
Centrd factors in this connection are the concrete delivery dates and quantities, the current
sock levels and capitd commitment as well as adherence to given budgets. Routine game
actions in the sdes depatment, however, are orientated towards the accomplishment of
customer needs, the achievement of cusomer loydty and findly the fulfillment of sdes
targets. A competitive eement comes in because the players of the sub games —
menufecturing, materid management and sdes — follow diverging individud interedts.
However, for the functioning of the mutud production planning game the three games have to
be aufficiently connected. Additiondly, unique communication relationships and baanced



negotiation patterns evolve between the different routine game players of the manufacturing
control, the materid management, and the sdes depatment; furthermore, between the
manufacturing control, the factory managers, the meders and the foreman. Especidly, in
interactions with the materid management and the sdes depatment this cooperation Strategy
has to be adhered to, so that al players of the production planning game can benefit from it.
On the one hand, this coordination process is assured through organizationd rules, procedures
and gratification structures, on the other hand, proceeding and negotiation patterns have to be
edablished by the depatment managers and executive officers to reach the required
agreements between the units (Ortmann, 1995).

The second game type — the innovation game — can be seen as the process of dtrategy
formulation or reformulation that is based on the reorganization of the routine games and their
rues. After dages of draegic planing and decison making, a new drategic plan is
edablished to reconfigure the routine games and to reach the officid organization's gods
(Daft, 2005). So innovation games represent ‘meta games that define new power postion and
profit opportunities for the actors of the routine games possbly including new actors that
enter the arena from the outsde. Due to the fact that innovetion games dedtroy the fragile
routine games dgructures and their secure profit opportunities, innovation games are fiercdy
disputed and can be seen as ‘datic warfares (Ortmann et a., 1990: 59). Strategic godls,
modernizetion and rationdization orientate the innovation games and their logic is directed to
risk-taking and change. In contrast to the players of the routine games, who have to possess
characterigtics like solidity, correctness, and a high professond competence, innovaion game
players are evduated and judged by their dynamic and risk-taking behavior as wdl as ther
propendgty to innovate. Due to the difference of their gratification and career opportunities,
the interests of the members of the two groups may strongly diverge. The profit opportunities
of innovation and routine game players have a different and partia contradictory logic, s0
fundamentd micro-palitica conflicts are the consequence (Ortmann et a., 1990; Ortmann,
1995). 1

The contradictory logic of the routine and the innovaion games — presarvation of the
datus quo versus continuous change — reflect centrd aspects of the organizational action
corridor.  In terms of dructuration theory (Giddens, 1984), they represent cognitive and
normaive dructurd orders that serve as the bass for the mobilization of organizationd

Y In general, initiatives for innovation do not only come from the top-management level. They, however, can be
blocked by the upper management that plays its own routine game of governing the ordinary work processes. So
innovation cannot be enforced without the support of the top management that has the power to intervene and
reorganize the routine games of other players (Ortmann, 1995).



resources. Furthermore, they reflect different socid norms and conceptions of the world that
drategic actors of the opposing power games refer to. Both game types are, thereby,
condituted through specific drategic practices of their actors: Innovation games can be seen
as an arena of druggle for process control. In contrast to the routine game players that focus
on the presarvation of the existing process control, the logic of innovation game players is to
obtain or to reallocate the control of routine game processes (Ortmann, 1995).

At the dage of draegy implementation which involves ‘the use of managerid and
organizationa tools to direct resources toward achieving drategic outcomes (Daft, 2005:
247) micro-politicd project games arise out of implementation projects for new drategies.
Project games can be seen as ‘transmission games Ortmann et d., 1990: 467) that may lead
to a new arangement of the rdationship between routine and innovation. In this connection,
the role of the middle managers — the department and team leaders — as ‘pivot players is of
great micro-politicad interest. On the one hand, the middle managers are responsble for the
maintenance of the operational working tasks in their role as depatment and group leaders,
on the other hand, they paticipate in the drategic innovation games tha redefine the
organizationd autonomy zones for them and their departments in future routine games and
give ‘the micro-political cards a new shuffleé. So the double role of middle manager makes
them the focus of micro-political conflicts. They have to resst the antagonigtic requirements
of the routine and the innovation games and have to accomplish the contradictions between
gahility and change, security and risk, department and project work. Middle managers are
often ‘caught between two stools and are exposed to the diverging game logics. Due to the
lack of an organizationd regulation of this double function or ‘double bind’, these actors are
over-chdlenged: They ether franticdly try to safeguard the exising circumdances and
hamper any innovation processes, or they enforce innovations to the disadvantage of the
operationd business and its concerns (Ortmann et a., 1990; Ortmann, 1995).

To summarize, from a micro-politicad point of view drategic concepts and firm
Strategies are not the outcome of a rational decision process of the top management. On the
contrary, drategies evolve in a micro-political context and are the result of a negotiaing
process of micro-political interested actors on al levels of the hierarchy. In the process of
drategy formulation and implementation micro-political actions are, thereby, enabled and
condraned by exiding organizationd dgructures. The perception and the definition of
drategic problems as wel as corresponding permissons of projects and budgets depend on
the prevaling evauation and gratification criteria that drategic actors have to teke into
account (Ortmann et al., 1990).



INDIVIDUAL POWER STRATEGIES, ORGANIZATIONAL POWER
SOURCES AND THE DUALITY OF POWER AND IDENTITY

Organizations generate pecific micro-politicad power games and corresponding rules and,
therewith, an ‘action corridor’ in form of a limited rumber of successful power strategies for
the individuds involved. In the initiation phase of a power rddionship two types of
information and communication drategies ae centrd: drategic information search and
drategic information offering (Kipper & Felsch, 2000). An actor’'s strategic information
search encompasses his search and acquirement of information regarding the Stuation and
context of other actors that enables him to evaluate ther interests and relevant action
potentials. The question, whether his drategic information search is going to be successful
depends on finding as many interaction partners with relevant action potentids as possible.
Correspondingly, the dgnding of on€'s interests and action potentids can be interpreted as
strategic information offering that is amed to awaken the interest of relevant interaction
patners. A drategic information offering will be successful if the actor can convince a grest
number of interaction patners that his action potentid and his interests could be of great
advantage to them and, a the same time, is adle to hide his red interests and action
opportunities now and in the future.

In addition to the drategic information search and information offering, two centrd
individua power drategies that lead to the formation, maintenance or ending of a power
relationship can be identified: draegic carification vs. drategic convincement (Kipper &
Felsch, 2000). In the process of strategic clarification the actor continuoudy monitors the
activities of his interactions partners, regarding the question, whether the other actors fulfill
his interests in the origindly intended manner. So an actor's activities are directed to the
observation and control of the effectiveness of his interaction partner’s behavior. In the
second case, the strategic convincement, an actor tries to convince his counterpart that his
interests are redized according to expectations. Besdes a continuous self-expresson through
his own behavior (for example, the demondration that he is able to solve a mutud problem in
the cooperation relaionship), the actor has to judtify his behavior and its consequences for his
interaction partner (e. g. convincing the interaction partner that a negative effect was caused
by externd circumgtances). Strategic convincement dways includes the demondration that
the actor is able to act otherwise (ibid):

‘To be able to ‘act otherwise’ means being able to intervene in the world, or to refrain from such
intervention, with the effect of influencing a specific process or state of affairs. This presumes that to be
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an agent is to be able to deploy (chronically, n the flow of daily life) a range of causal powers,
including that of influencing those deployed by others. Action depends upon the capability of the
individual to ‘make a difference’ to a pre-existing state of affairs or course of events.” (Giddens, 1984:
14)

An actor's power drategies and the organizationa power that he is able to enfold, depend on
the individud’'s &bility to utilize accessble information, forma dructures and organizationa
resources to control the behavior of other organizationd members. Negotiations between
organizationd actors are based on generd uncertainty and the uncertainty of a specific
problem. Power is an essentid ingredient in any socid reationship if the behavior of one
actor is reevant (of interest) as well as possbly surprisng to the other actor. The room of
maneuver controlled by one actor generates a zone of uncertainty for other actors as long as
the actor is willing to withhold even a smdl pat of his own power in the rdationship. The
degree of the actor's relational power, therefore, depends on the degree of relevance of the
uncertainty zone he controls with regard to the opportunity, ability and willingness of other
actors to behave in a specific way. In this respect, power strategies are directed towards the
edablishment, protection and expanson of such uncertainty zones, i.e. the defense and
enhancement of one's own sphere of influence, thereby, reducing the action scope of the other
actors. Actors who are able to control uncertainty can take advantage of this circumstance and
use it as a drategic resource. The greater the relationd power of an actor is, the more he is
able to predetermine the actions of other actors that refer to his actions. At the same time, he
is able to keep his action open and unpredictable (KUpper, 2004).

So individud power drategies can be interpreted as the handling and mastery of
organizational uncertainty zones that serve as power sources on which actors can base their
Stuational power drategies and draw upon to construct themsdves as draegic agents.
Referring to Crozier and Friedberg (1979) four types of organizational power sources can be
differentiated: 1) An individud’'s expertise or functiond specidization that is needed for the
sidying functioning of the organization, 2) control of the rdaionship between the
organization and its environment (as a pecific form of expert knowledge), 3) control of
information and communication channels, and, last but not lesst, 4) the gpplicatiion of
organizationa rules (work to rule). From an interaction perspective, negotiations that lie a the
center points of the above mentioned organizationa power games are amed a achieving an
exchange of activity options to act in specific ways ‘If you act this way, | will reect that
way’'. To come to agreements means to be able to handle a more or less problematic dilemma
To possess power in the sense of partia autonomy (freedom to act), i.e. to maintain a specific
power relationship, actors have to a least patidly answer the expectations of others. If an

11



organizationad member does not in some manner contribute to the solution of problems
composing his job requirements and expertise, its power source will dry up. The same thing
will happen if the actor solves dl problems according to expectations resulting in predictable
behavior that can be cdculated and planned unmistaken by the other players. For example, a
computer scientist, on the one hand, has to provide software solutions that dlow end-usersin
the line departments to produce a sufficient number of mistakes as wel as being unable to
cope with enough problems by themsdves. On the other hand, he has to make sure that the
user systems do not completely bresk down too often. So dthough power is unequdly
digributed in organizations and the access to power sources is limited, actors of all
hierarchicad levels are provided with power potentids. Especidly, the fourth source of power
— the gpplication of organizationd rules — can be a powerful wegpon for individuas a the
operational base when they engage in a ‘rulebook dowdown and, through this, srongly
affect organizationa and management interests (Kupper & Ortmann, 1988).

It should be clear that the normdity of these interaction dilemmas does not lend itsef -
easly to a rational choice perspective of action. Instead, we were looking for a more generd
theory of action that dlows us to locate the conditutionad conjunction of socid structure and
action (Gidden's dructuration approach resp. the so-cdled dudity of dructure) a the micro
level of action. As Felsch (1999) has shown, the connection of a relational concept of power
with socid-psychologicd  condructs of  sdf-identity is very promigng in this respect.
Moreover, within the framework of a generd pragmatic theory of action not only the mutud
conditution of Stuated actions, experiences, preferences and interests but also the creative
dimension of action can be accounted for (cf. Joas, 1992; Kipper & Felsch, 2000). According
to Mead (1995), the sdf is condituted in the interplay of two dimensions of experience
experience onesdf both as an acting individua (the ‘I’) and as an object of socia expectations
(the ‘me). The firg partiad unconscious dimenson of role making includes the spontaneos,
cregtive and imaginative pat of the sdf. The second dimenson of role taking, organized by
concrete as well as generalized expected expectations concerning the socid setting and milieu
that are guided by conventions and habits, dlows for a biographica (historica) consciousness
of the sdf; the structures of socid communications are, therefore, dementary for the structure
of sdf-awareness. Referring to Goffman (1959), Krappmann (1969) adds the characteristic of
«df-identity as a peformance necessay to paticipae in socid interactions to this
understanding. Above dl, this performance includes the capability to live and cope with a
permanent dilemma of socid life On the one hand, the individud has to meet the divergent
expectations of different interaction partners (‘to be as dl the others) and, on the other hand,
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it has to present itsdlf as a unique distinguishable person (‘to be different from dl the others).
This can be described as a difficult baancing act between the antagonistic dimensons or
poles of social identity and personal (biographic) identiy, between role conformity and role
distance. The dtribution or ascription of sdf-identity by other actors, especidly the direct
interaction partners, takes place when an individud manages to accept al expectations
directed to it and a the same time to show that fulfillment of dl these expectations is
impossble. The more an individua is successful in the development and maintenance of sdf-
identity, the more it is saved from a induding social subjugation (the experience of
impotence, powerlessness and persond inggnificance, when own needs and expectations are
permanently suppressed) as wel as an excuding social isolation (the negaive fedings
surrounding fantases of uniqueness and omnipotence, when there is a sole orientation
towards one's own needs by totadly disregarding the needs of others). The socia recognition
of df-identity has to be worked out in every interaction Studtion; identity maintenance is an
ongoing, never-ending process. The individud capabilities that are generated and shaped
within this socid learning process ae role flexibility, i.e. the ability to react to demands of
others out of a cetan role distance in a flexible manner between reection and approva,
ambiguity tolerance, i.e. the ability to bear incompatibilities between on€s own and
somebody ese's needs and to understand giving way to others not in the fird place as a
dangerous threat of one's own persondity and, last but not least, empathy, i.e. to empathize
with others by getting into the spirit of their Stuated behavior (Kipper & Felsch, 2000).

If we compare the handling and mastery of organizational uncertainty zones, i.e the
centrd behaviord pat of individud power drategies, with the bdancing acts of identity
formation and maintenance, it becomes obvious that we are looking at the same phenomenon
from different perspectives. In addressng the interactiond dilemmas of socid relationships,
power and identity are two sdes of the same coin. E.g. empowerment is a means to encourage
persondity development in the direction of a more baanced sdf-identity, i.e. a movement
from the pole of socia identity to the pole of persond identity. Whereas the power
perspective lends itsdf to an anadyss of the dructurd conditions of organizationd power
sources, the identity perspective is gpt to study the forming of persondity traits in the course
of organizationd (sociad) learning processes. Concerning the latter, theories of leadership
behavior for ingtance ded with the ability to tolerate fundamenta uncertainty as a prerequisite
for partidly autonomous behavior and to preserve socid distances to subordinates. One
important dructurd dement that impinges on the requiste ability of this kind (gpplicable to
the andyss of managerid as wel as non-managerid organizationd roles or jobs) is the
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organizationd time dructure of feedbacks informing organizationd members about the
evaduated qudity of ther decisons and actions (cf. Jaques, 1997).

Of course, in discussing the dudity of power and identity one has to bear in mind that
organizationd members normdly ae engaged in different organizationd reaionships as well
a in rdaionships outsde organizationd domains. Here the question arises whether
individuas try to compensate for a low power potentid in one rdationship by trying to
dominate in other rdationships, eg. an employee with low organizationa power who ‘plays
the boss a home. By drawing an andogy between different concepts of organizationa
vigbility developed by Coleman (1990), Felsch (1999) discusses normative aspects and
organizationd consequences of a so-cdled independent persond identity (to mantan a
baanced sdf-identity in any socid reationship) as compared with a so-cdled globd persond
identity (compensations between dl relevant socid relationships in order to reach a baanced
st of relationspecific identities, resp. a baanced ‘identity budget’). While we use reationa
power as a neutra concept, saf-identity has norméative implications in the sense of a criterion
of socid exigence that should be safeguarded: a manifedtation of a mature persondity that
cannot be measured in a Smple way, but can be discussed between socia actors as a more or
less successful baancing act. The exercise of power adso includes the potentia of damage and
destruction of persondlity.

In the next section we will now andyze the specific power sources managers draw upon in

Srategizing.

THE CONSTITUTION OF MANAGEMENT POWER AT THE
INTERSECTION OF COOPERATION AND COMPETITION

In generd, management power in organizaions evolves between two poles of power
relationships. cooperation versus competition (KUpper & Felsch, 2000). The two types of
power relationships can be differentiated regarding the homogeneity or heterogeneity of the
interests of the involved actors. A cooperative power relationship (e. g. team work) is

characterized through actors with converging interests, they come together given tha the
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coupling of their action potentids promises additiond earnings. If actors with heterogeneous
or divergent interests achieve a consensus concerning the question whether a partid exchange
rep. a mutud trandfer of their action potentias is beneficid for both sSdes, a competitive
power relationship such as an employer employee rdationship is condituted. In generd,
organizetiond members ae involved in a network of cooperative and competitive
relationships to redize cooperdtion gains to a grester or lessr extent. The only partidly
resolvable problems of cooperation and competition in organizations provide certain actors
with the opportunity to build up power postions on the bass of ther ability to offer other
actors solutions for their cooperative and competitive relaionships and to enable them to
redize cooperation rents out of ther interactions. This type of power is based on the second
and third power source — the control of the reationship between the organization and its
environment and the control of information and communication channds — identified by
Crozier & Friedberg (1979). We define this type of power heregfter as management power in
organizations.

There are three different types of management power in organizations (Kipper &
Felsch, 2000): the power of integrators, brokers and negotiators. If management power arises
a the intersection of cooperative power relaionships, we cdl this integrator power. The
power of integrators can correspond to a managerid function in the organizaiond hierarchy
and entalls uniting the interest of different agents so that the formation of a group or the
initigtion of coditions across departments is enabled and enhanced. The condtitution and
protection of an integrator power postion encompasses dl micro-politicad activities that
facilitate the group formation process, for example, representing group interests to the outsde
and convincing potentia group members of mutua interests and threets. At dl levels of group
development, integrator power is endangered by the ingtance that group members regard the
integration function to be needless or supefluous So an extensve inditutiondization of
relaive group power or group internd power can lead to a power reduction of the integrator.
On the contrary, the redization of cooperation profits is based on a certain degree of
inditutiondization and routinization of actions rexp. So the integrator ams to susain a middle
degree of inditutiondization to be able to control a reasonable uncertanty zone in the
perception of the group members. In generd, it can be expected tha the smdler the relative
power of the group in the entire organization is, the bigger is the group internd power of an
integrator because he is able to produce an effective group behavior of resstance. Usudly, the
power of integrators can be condituted on postions of the line management. However, if the
solution of cooperation problems comes to the forefront in a project game an integrator power
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postion can be built up in the organizations project management, for example, when
members of a project come from different depatments and have varying functions and
professions. As integrator, the project manager has to produce a mutua project interest and
identity so that the identification of the project group members with ther departments
becomes weaker. Furthermore, he has to demondrate the relevance of the project results to
other powerful organizationd members like the board members. The solution of the described
problems through gpecid micro-political activities is a presuppodstion for the project
managers not only to condtitute their interna but also their organizationad power.

The second management power type — the power of brokers — evolves a the
intersection of competitive power relationship. Broker power can be edablished in line
management postions above the level of business areas or in paticulaly aranged points of
intersection, for example, in the product management. In this connection, the range of tasks
that the broker coordinates as product manager may vay from product development to
digribution. Beyond that, cross sectiond functions like operationd planning or quality control
serve as broker power pogtions as well. Pogtions in the controlling department are ultimately
predestinated for the unfolding of a broker power postion in connection with a colluson of
interests in the budgeting process. A broker function is, thereby, based on the ability of the
actor to bring diverging interests of actors together, so that a partid exchange of resources and
action control is possible and the interest of dl involved opponents can be promoted through a
patia reduction of the dternately generated uncertainty zones. So broker power is a matter of
cregting satisfactory exchange reationships between organizationd groups or between the
organization and its environment.

Compstition regarding the organizational resource dlocetion is the bads of dl broker
power. However, brokers can only establish and manifest their power if dl the involved and
opponent micro-political players perceive ther neutrdity. A broker is dways in danger of
being captured by one of the opponent parties and that the dher party is going to notice this.
This danger gets bigger the stronger one side dominates the other. If brokers want to secure
their specific power in this Stuation, they have to take sdes with the wesker party and have to
convince the dronger party that it is endangered by the wesker party, for example, through
potential resting or blockading behavior. At the same time, the wesker paty has to be
convinced tha a patid accommodation is needed to redize potentid advantages. Only if
advantages can te actudly redized, the broker can win in the long run. As with the integrator,
the power of a broker declines if the exchange reationships are routinized and not chalenged
any more (KUpper & Felsch, 2000).
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Two different sources and corresponding types of broker power can be differentiated
in organizations — horizontal and vertical competitive power relaionships. Both types of
relationships and their interdependency are shgped through forma organizationa structures in
the form of planned and officidly defined horizontd and verticd orders of working tasks and
organizetional functions and, therewith, related incentive and control plans. Horizontal
competitive power reationships arise a the intersection of inter-organizetiond unilaterd or
reciprocal exchanges sarvices There is a variety of trading relaionships in the organization:
A primary exchange relationship occurs when the output of one department serves as input for
another department; a secondary exchange relaionships can arise when the supply of specific
sarvices (eg. mantenance and repair, 1T-service), of resources (tools, machines, budgets) as
well as information (congruction, disposa and planning data) can change the capacity and the
productivity of the demanding department. A centrd micro-politica problem in this context is
the search for company internd transfer prices.

A hybrid form of management power is the power of negotiators. Negotiators are able
to create a power pogtion through the coupling of an integrator and a broker function and the
patia colluson with the leader of an opponent group. On the one hand, there are actors
(rais) that control competitive reationships across organizations and, on the other hand,
there are actors that function as negotiators in internal costumer and supplier rdaionships. An
inverse relation can be identified here as well between the power of the overdl organizationd
and the internd organizationd power of a rdas e g. the more the organization dominates a
competitive reationship with a supplier, the wesker the internd organization power postion
of a rdas is by tendency, for example, a purchasng agent that is only responsible for this
supplier. In contragt, the internal power of the vendor of the externa supplier grows in
corrdaion with the inferiority of his company in reaion to the purchasing client. The power
of negotiators may be endangered by the posshility that a competitive relationship may lead
to a merger of the involved organizations and internd and exterrd power configurations are
changed.

Negotiator pogtions in internad horizontal competitive relationships can be developed
primarily in agency podtions of management and expert hierarchies, whereass the colluson
between managers and experts of the same hierarchicd levd can drengthen both power
postions reciprocdly. The question whether this power fogters efficiency and innovation or
whether it furthers a negative coordination process between departments, is influenced by the
currently controlled uncertainty zones and the chdlenges that the other departments bear
(KUpper & Felsch, 2000).
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Vertical competitive relationships ae inherent in every employer employee
reaionship and condituted between the levels of the agency hierarchy. The problem in this
connection that has to be solved is the alocation of the vaue added. As in the horizonta
competitive relationships, a negotiator power podgtion can be edtablished in the verticd
equivdent. A frequently discussed example is the colluson of the human resource department
and its board member as representative of the employer and employee representatives. It has
to be stressed that there is a strong interdependency between the horizontal and vertical broker
power positions (KUpper & Felsch, 2000).

CONTEXTUALITY AND MUTUAL CONSTITUTION OF MANAGEMENT
POWER AND IDENTITY

Combining the dudity of power and identity with the conditution-theoreticad dudity of
dructure resp. the recursveness of dructure and agency, the contextudization of Strategy
praxis and of drategic practices clearly comes to the forefront of the s-as-p discourse. The
higoricd pah dependency of organizationd and drategic developments as wel as the
embeddedness of drategies in the inner and outer context or environments of organizations
advise caution towards any kind of generdization. So if one tries to classfy the identities of
drategic actors, the organizationd roles they take and make in accordance to these identities,
the power sources they draw upon, the context they perceive to be rdevant to ther interests,
the Strategic behavior they perceive to be effective as well as the organizationa power games
they are involved in to negotiate their interests and exchange their action options, this only
makes sense, if specifically relaing dements of such types to each other yidd an appropriate
theoretica framework to anadlyze, interpret and undersand the unique dynamics of concrete
higory-bound organizationd settings. With this in mind, our preceding descriptions and
interpretations of power games, power drategies and management roles in relaion to
drategizing activities can only be a more or less useful illudtration of the andytic power of a
micro-politica perspective.

Taking as a firg step the power games outlined on the basis of empirica research by
Ortmann et d. (1990), the specific logic and characteristics of the routine, the innovation and
the project games and their respective players were condituted by an outer context (market
conditions, technologies etc.) and organizationd dructures that to a certain degree were
typicad of comparable indudria settings at the time of observation. The modd of divisond
corporate Sructures that dominated the setup of large internationa companies (globa players)
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until the eighties of the last century can be characterized as follows (Bartlett & Goshdl, 1994;
1995; Goshdl & Bartlett, 1995): Organizationd structures, supported by planning and control
sysems (controlling hierarchies), have to be talored to centraly determined corporate and
busness drategies. There is a drict separation between a drategic (top management), a
tacticd (middle management) and an operative (lower management) hierarchica firm levd,
whereby the entrepreneuria function is concertrated at the strategic level of top management.
The divisond and operdive units percaive themseves as implementers and controllers of the
centrd draegic targets. Horizontal and laterd flows of information are dominated by verticd
(hierarchicd) flows. These characteridics together with an increesing intengty of market
competition often result in the following negative consequences long (socid) distance
between the center and the operaive busness process, lacking drategic flexibility with
increesing market uncertainty and dynamics, drying out of entrepreneurid initiatives a the
operative base and a shortage of horizontd transfers of knowledge and experience between
divisons and operative units. From a micro-politicadl view, one can point to a generd
hierarchy effect that is strengthened when the separation between formulator, innovator and
implementer roles is organizationdly inditutionalized (cf. dready the taylorigtic separation
between thinking and acting resp. planning and executing and the resulting differences
between a rationality of planning, of decison and of action (Brunsson, 1982; Becker, Klpper
& Ortmann 1992): the asymmetry between enforcement power on the one hand and
defensve, avoidance or preventive power on the other hand. Briefly spesking, with
decreasing hierarchicd level the defensve power increases a the expense of enforcement
power, resulting in a mutud blockade of innovative activities On one Sde actors of lower
hierarchicd levd have increesng difficuties to force through changes bottom-up; on the
other side the probability increases that top-down ventures of higher hierarchicd levels shatter
the resistance of the operationa base (Kipper & Fesch, 2000, who included the nexus
between personad and organizationd risks implicated in organizationa change processes in
thelr discussons).

Ghoshd and Bartlett (1994; 1995) observed in their empirica research, that successful
globd players started at the end of the eghties to restructure activities intended to adapt to the
following new mode of corporate dructure: creation of a comprehensve and attractive
corporate vison and misson indead of putting an overemphasis on centrd drategic planning,
focusng on effective management processes instead of formaized and standardized planning
and control systems and the development of saff capabilities and perspectives indead of a
dirigige traning and control of behavior, thereby, relocating entrepreneurid thinking and
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acting back to the operational base {ntrapreneurship), encouraging the horizonta knowledge
trandfer and an identification with the organizationd vison and misson. Refering to our
concept of sef-identity, this may promote the attraction and development of more employees
with creative and entrepreneuria capabilities as a consequence of a balanced sdf-identity
combining an adequate degree of persond autonomy with a socid identity that is more related
to the organization than to eg. on€'s professon and expertise. As Kipper & Felsch (2000)
showed, a badanced sdf-identity may aso be interpreted as a baance between extringc and
intringc motivation the latter being a prerequiste for innovate as well as entrepreneurid
capabilities (Khdil, 1997, for an interesting approach to atheory of entrepreneurship).

Eventudly Ghoshad and Bartlett (1994; 1995) suggest a radica reform of management
respongbilities that can be interpreted as a rdocation and inditutionaization of management
power in the form integrator and broker power. Looking a the three basc types of
organizational processes, management responshilities are shifted in a way that agppears like
turning the traditiona organizationd pyramid upsde down: Operative Management is
primary responshble for the entrepreneurial process which is directed towards the credtion
and utilization of opportunities by exploring actua market information in connection with
one's own knowledge base. While the middle management should promote this process by
reviewing developmenta and supporting activities (broker power), top management should
deliver guidelines for this process by formulating drategic missons and performance
dandards (integrator power). The primary responsibility of the so-called integration process
ress with the middle management that by horizonta coupling of cgpabilities, knowledge and
resources should ensure the creation of synergies for the corporation as a whole (broker and
integrator power). Top management supports this process by cultivating organizationa vaues
(corporate identity: integrator power), whereas operational management should handle the
resulting operational interdependencies and persond networks (broker power). The primary
respongbility of top management rests in the renewal process (organizational and
fundamenta drategic changes) by forming and anchoring of a corporate vison (integrator
power), supported by middle management that should build up trust relationships as a bass
for the development of cooperative attitudes (integrator power), whereas the operative
management should be able to handle the tensions between short term performance and long-
term ambitions (broker power).

Even if a lot of questions concerning the detalls of resulting power games remain, empirica

evidence points to a potentiad of entrepreneurid effectiveness and innovativeness tha can be
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sddom redized in big companies tha ae confronted with a high degree of market

competition and dynamics.

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

‘We cannot enquire into power without an enquiry into its organization. Equally, we cannot make
serious enquiry into organizations without an enquiry into power. Power is inscribed in the core of

organizational achievements.’ (Clegg, Courpasson & Phillips, 2006: 2.)

Referring to Clegg, Courpasson and Phillips (2006 1) ‘power is the most centra concept in
the andyds of organization(s) and organizing'. Taking this into account, power can dso be
seen as a centrd concept for the andyss of organizational drategizing and the three centra
terms ‘praxis, practices and practitioners  (Whittington, 2003; 2006) that serve as the basic
s-as-p conceptua framework and vocabulay can be complemented by a micro-politica
goproach. From a micro-palitical  view, an explangion of the ‘[dituated, socidly
accomplished flows of activity that drategicdly are consequentiad for the direction and
surviva of the group, organization or industry’ (Jarzabkowski, Baogun & Sedl, 2007: 11)
dats with a condderation of the micro-politicd context of drategizing. The organization is
defined as a sysem of interwoven power games and dtructures that enable and restrict the
drategic activities of the organizationd members (Crozier & Friedberg, 1979; Kipper &
Ortmann, 1986). As dirategy praxis encompasses ‘dl the various activities involved in the
ddiberate formulation and implementation of drategy’ (Whittington, 2006: 619), we have
illustrated how it may be condituted by and shaped through routine, innovation and project
power games.

Additiondly, we emphasze the role of a micro-political perspective for the centra
concept of practice. As far as dl socid resp. drategic practices are bound to reationa
dructures of interaction, they comprise a relationa power dimenson that reflects power
relationships of participating agents. These practices are, therefore, integrated into the
organizationd network of power games in which drategicdly acting agents mobilize ther
power sources and try to build up strong power postions. Due to the fact that the whole range
of drategy practices is of peculiar interest for the sas-p approach (Jarzabkowski, Balogun &
Sedl, 2007), a micro-political lens can egpecidly fadlitate an andyss of informd and
emergent drategy practices as well as explain deviations between plamed, implemented and
routinized strategy practices due to power processes.
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The concept of the draegy practitioner (Whittington, 2003; 2006) can adso be
complemented by the concept of the micro-politicdl agent. The concept of drategy is related
to individuad behavior: The behavior of the organizationd members can be interpreted as the
expresson of thar individud drategies This implicates that collective behavior like
organizetiond drategies can be recondructured from the interdependent drategies of
individuds. Furthermore, it is assumed that individud behavior follows a subjective
rationdity. Subjective rationdlity does not necessarily require a subjective consciousness of
the actor, however, in teems of a research drategy the particular rationdity has to be
reconstructable by means of the actor specific perception of the context (KUpper & Felsch,
2000). With reference to the dudity of structure (Giddens, 1984), the drategic behavior of
organizetiond members is dways contingent behavior that depends on an organizaiond
context, related opportunities and condraints. At the same time, this behavior is autonomous
and indeterminate. Through an dfiliation of the reation power concept and socid-
psychologica identity condructs, the dudity of structure and agency can be located a the
micro-leve in this connection (K Upper, 2004 referring to Felsch, 1999).

To illudrate the contribution of a micro-paliticd andyss to the s-as-p approach, we
will associate our five research questions to the key questions outlined by Jarzabkows,
Baogun & Sad (2007) in the following section. With the examination of our first research
question (Who is a strategist from a micro-political view?) we contribute to the second key
question stated by Jarzabkowski, Baogun and Seidl (2007: 7): Who is a strategist? S-as-p
research is based on a ‘broader conceptudization of who is a drategist and a more detailed
andyss of what tha means for drategy research than is traditionaly posed in the dtrategy
literature (ibid.. 11). S-as-p researchers especiadly am to open a research agenda that goes
beyond top managers, ther decison making and ther formulation of drategies. It focuses on
the implementation of drategies through a wider group of important drategists on the level of
middle management and the operationd base as wdl as externd actors like drategy
consultants and investment bankers (ibid.). A micro-political view corresponds to this target:
From the perspective of micro-politics, every individual or collective actor acts srategically
when by following his or her interests and by mobilizing his or her power potentids he or she
intentionaly impinges on the patens and dructures of activity flows attributed to an
organization. In this respect, actors of the operationa base may act drategicaly by ressting to
change tha is intended to redrict or dter officidly planned and implemented organizationd
drategies. In terms of an agpectud understanding of micro-politics, Ackroyd & Thompson
(1999) cdl this ‘organizationa mishehavior'. In contrast, we have focused on managers and
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experts (often on the leve of middle management) as drategists who draw their power from
peforming managerid functions as integrators, brokers and negotiators, thereby influencing
and shaping the process of drategy formulation, implementation and routinizetion as wel as
the control and evaduation of organizationd drategies. The roles of these ‘pivot players are a
meatter of peculiar micro-political interest because they underlie a ‘double bind' and act at the
heart of micro-political conflicts. Moreover, a micro-politica perspective dlows us to andyze
the influence of actors who lack aforma Strategic role.

In this connection and with our second research question, we have dso asked for terms
of agency and the actor's experience of being a drategist: How do individuals build their
identities as strategic actors regardless of their formal strategic roles? A corresponding
andydgs of the formation and baancing of a drategist’s identity in micro-politica practices
can further the andyss of the question ‘[w]hat conditutes a drategist as a subject’ (Carter,
Clegg & Kornberger, 20083). We have shown that the connection of a relationa concept of
power with a socia-psychologica identity congtruct could be promising in this respect.

‘[...] [W]e can say that action logically involves power in the sense of transformative capacity. In this
sense, the most all-embracing meaning of ‘power’, power is logically prior to subjectivity, to the

constitution of the reflexive monitoring of conduct.” (Giddens, 1984: 15.)

Our research questions three, four and five (In what kind of power practices resp. power
games are strategists involved? What specific power sources do manager draw upon to assert
their interest and enhance their power position in strategizing? And what types of
management power do individuals develop in strategizing?) contribute to the andysis of the
key quedtion three ‘What do dtrategists do? We have llugrated the micro-palitica activity
of drategids tha ae pemanently involved in organizationd power games (routine
innovation and project games), mobilize their power sources (1. expertise, 2. control of the
relationship between the organization and its environment, 3. control of information and
communication channels, 4. the gpplication of organizationd rule), and follow their power
drategies (drategic information search and offering as wdl as draegic daification and
convincement) to build up power pogitionsin an organization’s strategizing.

‘So what’ does a micro-palitical analysis of strategists and their doings explain?
A micro-politicad andyss of draegists and ther doings can explan the gStuated dtrategic
practices and outcomes that are shgped by the specific power configurations of a firm in form
of the power rdationships between micro-politicad actors with divergent interests and
identities. 1t can illudrate the macro-conseguences of power inditutiondization in drategizing
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and micro- and macro-perspectives on drategy can be interlinked. In addition, empirical
ressarch can be fadlitated through the hitoricd and contingent perspective on drategizing
and corresponding socid dynamics. Furthermore, a micro-politica perspective on drategizing
can encourage drategy practitioners to reflect on their own srategy practices and further their
interaction skills. An experienced based typology of individud power drategies and
organizationd power games could dso further the formulation of hypotheses regarding
potentid micro-political effects of drategic change in the future. However, a conceptud
underdanding of micro-politics cannot replace generd socia theories, it can rather foster
socid  theoretical  reflections  through the visudization of organizationd poliics as a
consequence of gtructura formations on the micro-level (Kipper, 2004).

To concude A conceptud understanding of micro-politics corresponds to the
theoretical basis of sap because it refers to a conditution-theoretical framework (Joas, 1992)
resp. a practice theoretica one (Giddens, 1984). It offers a power related contextudization of
drategizing and provides ‘conceptud explanations of the socid dynamics involved in
accomplishing drategy’ (Jarzabkowski, Baogun & Sadl, 2007: 11 referring to Seidl, 2007).
Findly, a micro-politicadl view emphasizes the role of the human being and a pogtive
understanding of power that can contribute to strategy research in generd:

‘Power and poalitics generally carry negative connotations, and yet are avital perspective on the strategy
process.’ (Chakravarthy & White, 2002: 190) ‘When words such as manipulation, violence, and
domination are so often associated with power, it is not surprising that power is often seen as something
bad, something ignoble, indeed as famously remarked by Lord Acton, something corrupting. [..] Yet,
power is not necessarily constraining, negative or antagonistic. Power can be creative, empowering and
positive.” (Clegg, Courpasson & Phillips, 2006: 2.) ‘Power is a positive phenomenon in the sense that

the only meaningful way for usto exist iswithin all sorts of power structures.” (Mantere, 2003: 42.)
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Figure 1: ldentitiy constructions by Mead (1995) and Krappmann (1969)
(Modified figure from Kipper & Felsch (2000: p. 300))
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Figure 2: routine, innovation and project games
(Modified figure from Ortmann (1995: p. 64))
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