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Exploring the link HRM to organizational effectiveness, extant HR 

research has mainly focused on the content of HRM (i.e. HR practices or HR 

system as a bundle). However, it fails to notice the impact of HR department 

power on the relationship that actually put HR strategies or practices into 

execution. In this study, I discuss the definition and importance of HR department 

power in the context of intra-organizational dynamics, and develop the 

measurement scale for the HR department power. Findings indicate that that 

power bases of HR department I developed here represent an integrated 

framework on the basis of a coherent classification standard, showing meaningful 

relationships with HR department power, HRM system strength, and HR 

effectiveness.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

  

Strategies are formed by people, and unless these strategies 

are communicated fully, the researcher may be tapping into 

some unknowable combination of strategic history, 

managerial desires, and plans (Mintzberg, 1978). 

 

Delineating realized strategy from intended strategy, Mintzberg (1978) 

posed the following question: Is an organizational plan initially set by a few 

decision makers always successfully implemented? The answer is inarguably 

‘No’. There are numerous obstacles on the path of strategy implementation, 

which begins from a meeting room and extends on to the business frontline: 

external environmental shocks such as industrial turbulence and the government’s 

whim, purposeful resistance of internal stakeholders including unions, executives, 

and middle managers, and backlash of external stakeholders such as board 

directors, customers, and community members.  

The gap between intended plans and realized forms of organizational 

behavior is not limited to domain of strategy. Now, the question Mintzberg (1978) 

posed three decades ago came to the area of SHRM in the end. That is to say, the 

debate about intention-implementation gap can also be applied to determining the 

effect of HRM on an organization’s effectiveness. As has been pointed out in 
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several SHRM studies, (Becker &Huselid, 2006), for an HRM plan or practice of 

an organization to influence organizational performance, it is more important to 

look into the execution of practices rather than putting weight on the significance 

of the presences of certain practices (e.g. Boxall & Macky, 2009; Wright & Nishii, 

2006). Wright and Nishii (2004) argued that the perceived HRM practices and 

employee reactions differ from actual HRM practices. The ignorance of 

individual variance in absorbing HRM practices might have hindered 

understanding of the link between HR and firm performances. To address this 

issue, recent HRM research has showed movements towards capturing the 

process of how HRM practices are communicated to employees. For example, 

Bowen and Ostroff (2004) differentiate between the intended content of HRM 

and the process of HRM, and state that it is possible for individual employees to 

interpret the intentions of the HR department or the organization differently, and 

thus emphasize the importance of effective communication. Thus the more 

distinct and consistent signals that HR practices send, communicated based on the 

heterogeneous members’ consensus, the more the cognitive gap felt by the 

members can be narrowed - furthermore, enabling the HR practice to exert 

effective influence. The authors broke away from simply looking at whether the 

HR practice’s contents existed or not, and widened their breadths of perspectives 

to cover the communication and application processes of an established practice 

within an organization.  
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 One important implication that can be found in the Bowen and Ostroff 

(2004) framework is the focus on the role of the HR department or HR function 

executor. One of the distinctiveness factors of HR strength is ‘legitimacy of 

authority’, which refers to the status of the HR department within an organization. 

Although it is only referred to as one of the nine metafeatures needed to form HR 

strength, it is noteworthy that emphasis has been put on the importance of the 

actor, its characteristics and its role in planning and executing an HR practice. 

Looking at the trends of existing HR studies, there is more focus put on HR 

strategies, plans and practices. As a result, few have been interested with the role 

of the individual actor or department responsible for implementing such strategies 

or practices in reality (Hailey, Famdale, & Truss, 2005). However, the role of the 

actor executing HRM can be very important in the relationship between HRM 

and organization performance. Thompson (1967) stated in his book that human 

factor can greatly influence organizational behavior while Finkelstein and 

Hambrick (1996) stressed the human aspect and its influence on organizational 

strategy decision making and organizational performance. Like this, to develop a 

better understating of organization, studies should not only look at HR practices 

but develop an overall understanding of the actual human resources managing the 

HR practice and the actor responsible for it.   

The ‘legitimacy of authority’ referred to in HR strength holds great 

significance, as it extends past simply looking at the role and function of the 
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executing actor of an HR practice, to include consideration of the real-life 

dynamics between departments of an organization. A corporation is combination 

of subunits (Cyert & March, 1963; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), and these subunits 

individually retain different roles and interests, therefore having continuous 

internal and external interactions and exchange. Consequently, each subunit 

develops different interests and targets within an organization, and when pursuing 

such different target goals, it takes advantage of differential status and influence. 

Inherently, the goal and derived activities of subunits cannot but to confront those 

of other subunits in the organizational decision making stage because intra-

organizational resources are limited (Pfeffer, 1992). Organizational decision 

making, which is inevitably related to intra-organizational resource consumption, 

is ergo made possible by the competition or negotiation between subunits not 

through harmonious agreements. The HR department too must gain the upper 

hand in such competition, to secure intended practices effectively within an 

organization. And power can help HR department dominate the intra-

organizational competition. Thus, to examine the effectiveness of HR practice 

execution, the power of HR departments must be fundamentally and firstly 

examined. 

To achieve this, firstly, the parts that have been overlooked in previous 

HR literature must be pointed out, and the importance of HR departmental power 

must be established. Second, HR power must be defined, its origins discovered 
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and criterion for measuring it developed. Finally, the relationship between HR 

power, HR strength and other constructs must be looked into to determine the role 

that HR power has when executing an HR practice. Although previous SHRM 

studies have focused on HR practices, this study will broaden its scope to opening 

debate about the actors executing HR plans and practices and its significance lies 

in its broad scope. Also, linking HR department power to HR strength suggested 

by Bowen and Ostroff (2004) may contribute to increasing theoretical expansion.   
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II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

2.1 Blind spot of SHRM literature 

 

 In order to create research designs for SHRM studies which substantiate 

the connection between HRM and business performance, one of the main issues 

is how to measure HRM with a chosen variable and furthermore how to connect it 

to performance (Paauwe & Famdale, 2005). Until now, a majority of research 

mainly measured HR practices (Hailey et al., 2005). Thus, their interest was 

directed towards what types of practices were implemented – in terms of 

recruitment, evaluation, remuneration, training, employee participation and etc. – 

and towards whether certain practices were in place or not (e.g. see Wright, 

Gardner, Moynihan, & Allen, 2005). In the end, the concept of an HR system 

claimed in current SHRM literature does not largely stray from the scope of HR 

practices. Although the concept of an HR system covers a large scope and 

different levels of concepts, it lacks consideration of HRM’s actor and the 

dynamics between subunits of an organization. In specific, Becker and Gerhart 

(1996) conceptualized HR system into three levels: architecture, HR practice, and 

HR system. This is yet focused on the visible constituents of HRM and lacks to 

hold any information on the characteristics of the actor or the executive group. As 

the terminology ‘System of HR practices’ embodies, generally HR systems only 
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signify bundles that come in contrast with individual HR practices. Of course the 

concept of system as a bundle of practices, one which comes in contrast with 

individual practices, is very important and holds a valuable stance, however in the 

end, it only contains a portion of the many factors of HRM. 

 As has been stated above, existing studies only focus on HR strategies or 

practices however fails to notice the roles of individual employees or departments 

that actually put HR strategies or practices into execution (Hailey et al., 2005). 

But in reality, the role that HR actors play may be extremely critical in the HRM-

business performance relationship (Hailey et al., 2005). According to the RBV 

(Resource-based view), rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources become 

the source of gaining competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). And HRM can be 

such a resource for a company. Since HR practice per se is sufficiently imitable or 

spreadable, however, the practice itself cannot be a source of competitive value 

(Wright, McMahan, & McWilliams, 1994). Therefore it is necessary to examine 

how HR systems are executed according to the managers responsible or the HR 

department, instead of simply looking at systems that are applied in organizations 

(Truss, 2001). In effect, Becker and Huselid (2006) acknowledge that existing 

SHRM only focuses on the scrutinize system of HR practices and its operating 

mechanism. They criticize that discussions on HR managers’ competencies and 

qualities have been very limited and this is a limitation that must be overcome in 

the future. 
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 Like in such debates, current HR literature is insufficiently 

comprehensive in its scope of discussion. To be specific, with so much attention 

directed towards HR practices (individual and bundles), no consideration is 

taking place on the characteristics or qualities of an HR department. This is 

ironical because HRM studies that deal with human resources such as general 

employees have overlooked the importance of employees in the HR department, 

the very employees that execute HR practices. As can be seen in Figure 1, within 

the relationship between general employees and HR practices or system, an HR 

department is bound to intervene and therefore may be very important, however 

overlooking this factor and trying to connect the two opposite ends may prove to 

be illogical.  

 

Figure 1 

The relationship between the HR system, HR department and Human 

Resources 

 

 

 

 

2. 2 The long and winding road from intention to implementation 
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2.2 The long and winding road from intention to implementation 

 

In order to examine interaction between the subunits of an organization, 

the mechanism of the decision making process and decision signal must be 

analyzed. The conflicts of each sub-system may create gaps between intentions 

and implementation, another context to study the mechanism.  

As can be seen in Figure 2, the gap between intention and 

implementation might be originated from three different phases of the path: 

devising, signaling, and conforming phase. In virtually any stage of the process, 

noise could distort or interrupt the transmission of a message.  

 

Figure 2 

Intention—Implementation Path Model 
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First, it is possible that decision makers formulated unrealistic practices, 

which cannot be implemented in nature. In past eras, much attention has been 

directed among HRM scholars to the content of HRM (e.g. HR practices) for a 

given firm. Regardless of whether the remedy was contingent or best practice 

perspective, all those studies fall in the same category that focuses on the devising 

phase of HRM.   

Second, the signaling phase can be problematic. Even if HR decision 

makers designed near flawless practices, the communication process itself can be 

problematic. That is, such performers as line managers and general employees 

might not interpret the HR practices appropriately. Relatively recently, Bowen 

and Ostroff (2004) addressed this issue of transmission of HR messages. 

According to the authors, HR practices and practices should be distinct, 

consistent, and consensual to be rightly implemented. Drawing on attribution 

theory, the authors noted that such messages make a situation stronger, and in turn 

help employees construe HR messages that convey what was initially intended. In 

such cases, implementation of HRM becomes more effective and efficient.  

Finally, even when both devising and signaling phases are well-adjusted, 

the final stage of intention—implementation can become a pitfall, which leads to 

the lack of conformity. In other words, individual subunits can show different 

reactions despite their identical level of perception and understanding regarding 

HR practices, which connotes existence of considerable extent of HR strength. 
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Organizations consist of a coalition of bounded rational individuals, who have 

their own exclusive aspiration and interests (Cyert & March, 1963). Because of 

the tendency to pursue their own goals or interests, several distinct subsystems 

and individuals within them are not likely to behave against their interests when 

accepting and following a particular strategy or practice (Lawrence & Lorsch, 

1967; Perrow, 1971). Rather, they can bargain, negotiate or even fight for their 

own exclusive fulfillment of interest. In this regard, no matter how well-designed 

given HR practices are, and no matter how strong HRM is, (see Bowen and 

Ostroff, 2004) implementation of the practice is not as easy as it looks. Hence, it 

is not enough at all to design the HR system perfectly. Practically, the gap 

between intended HR practices and actually implemented HR practices should be 

narrowed by a special catalyst, that is, power. 

 

2.3 Power in organizations 

 

From the decision making process perspective, intra-organizational 

power and interdependence constitute critical substances that underlie the reality 

of organizations (Pfeffer, 1981, 1992). According to some researchers (Nonaka, 

1994; Sandelands & Stablein, 1987), power and organizational politics serve as 

hardware for organizational behaviors and ideas. Even though software (i.e. 

process and contents of routines) is perfectly designed for a given goal, programs 
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cannot run without appropriate hardware. Depending on the characteristics and 

dynamics of hardware, software can work well or crash. In addition to that, 

software itself can change along with the characteristics of the hardware. That is, 

software and hardware coevolve. From this perspective, intra-organizational 

power influences not only the conforming phase in Figure 2, but also the devising 

and signaling phases.  

I propose to deem individual employees as transmitters functioning in 

internal (intra-firm) and external (inter-firm and industry) organization system as 

RNA (which transfers genetic signals to protein synthesizing units) in body 

system. In this vein, organizational strategy is like genes in DNA that form each 

body part depending on evolutionary strategy. Such signal should be transferred 

to and realized in each part of body system effectively. HRM enhances 

effectiveness of the transmission and realization by facilitating activities of 

employees as organizational RNA. At this point, it should be noted that HRM is 

also a kind of signal. DNA retains genetic information not only about phenotype 

of behavioral strategy and shape of body parts (strategy and organizational theory) 

but also about maintenance, cell reproduction and heredity mechanism (HRM). If 

HRM is a kind of signal, it should be robust to ensure strategic signal to function 

well. This point was partly addressed by Bowen and Ostroff’s (2004) HRM 

strength discussion. It was a breakthrough in that the authors stressed the 

importance of process (question about how HR messages are to be transmitted) 
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beyond contents (question about which HR practices are to be used) of HRM 

signal.  

As RNA, individuals in organization should embody and communicate 

signals containing specific messages (contents) with great cloning accuracy 

(process). But, both process and contents addresses issues of software part of 

signal. And software needs hardware to function, as noted above. To successfully 

actualize the intended genotype into specific phenotype, genes need appropriate 

physiological ground in which the body plan is realized. Unintended distortion 

such as mutation can occur, when the physiological support or environment are 

not favorable. With respect to organizational settings, power dynamics in 

organization can either disturb or enhance the flow of certain messages. In this 

sense, by exploring HRM power, we can go further beyond the discussion of 

contents and process in HRM.  

 

2.4 Level of analysis: HR department 

 

 To consider the power of the HRM actor, which is the most valid unit of 

analysis? I suggest that the most appropriate unit of analysis is the departmental 

level not the individual level such as an HR manager or HR staffs. Of course the 

knowledge and competencies of an HR department is based on the gathering of 

individuals, however, it differs greatly from individual knowledge and 
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competencies (March, 1991). HRM is inevitably dependent on the path it has 

experienced and influenced by history (Nelson & Winter, 1982). Furthermore, HR 

practices are limited or influenced by the institutionalized routines and culture 

within an organization, which are embedded in the structure. Therefore setting the 

analysis unit as an individual would make it very difficult to comprehensively 

conceptualize the HRM power. In addition, as will be explained further on, 

competition and negotiation with other departments or stakeholders within the 

same organization is an important factor in HRM design. And at least part of the 

departmental characteristics that are critical for the internal competition cannot be 

reduced to department members. In this vein, it is evident that not individuals in 

charge of HR function but the HR department should be set as the actor of HRM 

that possess the HR power. 

  

2.5 Definition of power 

 

How can the HR department’s power within an organization be defined? 

To answer this question, the general definition of power must be established first. 

The subject of power has dominated the social science research. Russel (1938) 

considered power as the fundamental concept in social science, “in the same 

sense in which Energy is the fundamental concept in Physics” (p. 10). Despite the 

much interest for millennia, the meaning and implication of power has been a 
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mysterious topic because it has a variety of meanings and definitions, and has 

been measured in different ways (Lawless, 1972; March, 1966; Wrong, 1968; 

Pfeffer, 1981; Astley & Sachdeva, 1984; Cobb, 1984).    

  Therefore, it is natural that much attention is given in literature to the 

definition of the term (Croizer, 1964; Dahl, 1957; Katz & Kahn, 1966). Kanter 

(1983) said that power “is intimately connected with the ability to produce; it is 

the capacity to mobilize people and resources to get things done” (p.213). 

According to Mintzberg (1983), power is the capacity to affect organizational 

outcomes. This means that understanding power enables to comprehend how 

organizations achieve their goals and survive. Hook (1979) wrote that “in its 

generic sense, power is the ability to influence the behavior of others in order to 

further our desires and purposes” (p.4). Cobb (1984) also suggests a single, more 

inclusive definition of power: "the deployment of means to achieve intended 

effects."  

As indicated above, the concepts of power proposed by many researchers 

seem elusive and redundant. One reason for this is because power can be 

interpreted depending on the kind of system we are confronting. Given that power 

is “context specific” (Peffer, 1981), what this paper hopes to offer is an 

understating and analysis of HR department power that is generally applicable to 

organizations.  
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2.6 HR Department power 

 

Subunit power within organizations is defined as the capacity of a 

subunit to influence the behavior of other subunits (Hickson et al., 1971; Astley & 

Sachdeva, 1984). This definition follows Dahl's (1957) conception of power as 

the ability of a social unit to influence the behavior of other social units in the 

pursuit of its own interests, within an interactive open system. Taken together, 

hereinafter, I define HR department power as the capacity of HR department to 

achieve its intended effects. 

The distinction made in the literature on power should be mentioned, 

namely, the differences between potential power and actualized power (Catwright, 

1959; Collins, & Raven, 1969; Raven, 1992). Actuality comes from the Latin 

word actualitas and generally means “anything which is currently happing”. In 

this light, actualized power referred to as enacted power reflects a sub-unit’s 

current level of exercised power whereas potential power is characterized 

something to be possessed without being exercised (Wrong 1979; Provan, 1980). 

Some authors have emphasized the distinction between potential and enactment, 

but others have argued that the two components cannot be separated. For example, 

Wrong (1968) noted differences between potential power and actual power, and 

Bacharach and Lawler (1980) argued that they are distinct phenomena. On the 

other hand, Emerson (1972, p67) stated that “to have a power advantage is to use 
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it”. Mintzberg and McCall (1979) argued that it is an unrealistic separation of the 

phenomenon to consider the power a person has separately from the power(s) he 

actually uses. All things considered, I encompass the both concept of power here 

not dumping one of the two.  

 The separation of capacity and use is closely related to the structural and 

behavioral streams of research on power respectively. Pfeffer’s(1981) argument 

that power is first and foremost a structural phenomenon exemplifies the 

structural approach to intra-organizational power. According to Brass (1984), 

structure imposes the ultimate constraints on the individual although personal 

attributes and strategies may have an important effect on power acquisition. 

Research from behavioral perspective on power, on the other side, is frequently 

shown in the micro organizational literature (e.g. Mowday, 1978; Allen & Porter, 

1983) Thompson and Luthans (1983) noted that researchers must understand and 

study behaviors ultimately to study power empirically in that power is manifested 

through behavioral actions.  

Although most conceptual treatments of power embrace both the macro-

structural approach and micro-behavioral approach, empirical research has tended 

to focus on one or the other. This phenomenon raises some questions: Is actually 

the two approaches were unaffected by or unrelated to each other? To address this 

question, consideration of how power dynamics actually influence HRM is 

needed. In literature, two approaches on power are applied to human resource 
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management studies: the organizational level and interpersonal level (Ferris & 

Judge, 1991). On the organizational level, the main concern revolves around 

explaining the HRM practices formulated and systems adopted by organizations, 

focusing on the political influences of various interest groups as the main 

determinants. The interpersonal level deals with influences of individual 

behaviors, occurring in interpersonal interactions, on decision made and actions 

taken within the context of the HRM system. Since I believe both approaches 

have their own value, I attempted to apply both behavioral and structural 

perspectives in investigating HR power within an organization. The structure 

provides the context within which actors in HR subunit operate to acquire and 

exercise power. And the behavioral view on power shows tactics or actions 

implemented by actors representing HR department. In one sense, an attempt to 

address both structural and behavioral power allows for covering both enacted 

and potential power.
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III. BASES OF HR DEPARTMENT POWER 

 

Two theories dominate the research on subunit power (Clegg, 1975; Enz, 

1988; Lachman, 1989): the strategic contingencies model by Hickson et al. (1971) 

and the coalitional model of resource dependency by Salancik and Pfeffer (1974, 

1978). The strategic contingencies theory deems ‘ability to cope with 

uncertainties’ and ‘nonsubstitutability of the subunit’ as factors that determine 

subunit power. This suggests that a subunit needs to be able to demonstrate the 

fact not only that it has dealt with critical contingencies such as environmental 

uncertainty successfully, but also that it has the sole and requisite expertise on 

handling such affairs and delivering the expected results. A similar argument can 

be extended to resource dependence, the other dominant theory of intra-

organizational power (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). The resource dependence 

perspective, the representative framework many organizational scholars have 

relied on to get insights on power and dependence issue to date (Lincoln, Gerlach, 

& Takahashi, 1992; Palmer, 1983), explains the ability of a subunit to acquire or 

control valuable resources other subunits appreciate as means of gaining power 

(Pfeffer & Moore, 1980; White, 1974; Yuchtman & Seashore, 1967). 

All in all, the extant theories provide very insightful messages. But they 

lack details with regard to the power sources or bases. The theories are quite 

ambiguous when it comes to the issue on what specific types of power and 
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resources exist and matter, and on how those power and resources can be attained 

in organizations. This is unfortunate because such shortage deters the practical 

application of the theories to the specific studies and real organizations. Then, my 

question here is how HR departments are able to gain power within the 

organization. To answer, contingent conditions under which an HR department 

gets power should be identified. To examine such conditions, I look into the 

dimensionality of power in organizations and derive subdimensions of the HR 

power bases. 

 

3.1 Taxonomies of Power 

 

Many researchers have developed diverse theories regarding the 

dimensions of power and power-related concepts according to their own 

standards. Weber (1947, 1969) considered charisma, tradition, and the rule of law 

to be principles upon which legitimate authority is founded. French and Raven 

(1959) argued for five bases of power: reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and 

expert power base. Etzioni (1961) suggested three general kinds of power: 

coercive, remunerative, and normative power. Kelman (1961, 1974) explained 

three qualitatively different processes of social influence: compliance, 

identification, and internalization. Parsons (1963) presented four modes of power 

or influence: persuasion, inducement, activation of commitment, and deterrence. 
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And Mintzberg (1983), considering specifically manifestations of power in the 

organizational settings, enumerated five general bases of power: resource, 

technical skill, body of knowledge, legal prerogatives, and access.  

 In an effort to bring an order to the diffused literature, Wheeless and his 

colleagues (Wheeless et al., 1983) suggested a higher order frame that potentially 

subsumes other taxonomies. The framework presents three broad categories of 

power: (a) expectancy/consequences, (b) relationships/identification, and (c) 

values/obligations. The expectancy/consequences category taps into power 

perception that is based on social exchange. The relationships/identification 

category attends to the characteristics and social relationships of entity with 

power. And the values/obligations category deal with institutional legitimacy.  

Specifically, the expectancies/consequences category includes: imperative 

(Weber), reward and coercive (French & Raven), coercive and remunerative 

(Etzioni), compliance (Kelman), inducement and deterrence (Parsons), and 

resource, technical skill, and body of knowledge (Mintzberg). The 

relationships/identification category consists of: charisma (Weber), expert and 

referent (French & Raven), social (Etzioni), identification (Kelman), and access 

(Mintzberg). The values/obligations category takes in: tradition and rule of law 

(Weber), legitimate (French & Raven), normative (Etzioni), internalization 

(Kelman), persuasion and activation of commitments (Parsons), and legal 

prerogatives (Mintzberg). Wheeless and colleagues’ taxonomy encompass both 
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enacted and potential power. And it also covers behavioral power as well as 

structural power.  

 Drawing on this three-category taxonomy, I examine three different bases 

of HR power and derive sub-dimensions of each HR power base. In exploring 

specific sub-dimensions of power bases, I referred to French and Raven’s (1959) 

power taxonomy, one of the most comprehensive schemas useful to look into 

dynamics of social power. It should be noted, however, that power bases of HR 

department here differ from those of French and Raven (1959) in terms of 

theoretical arguments and specific contents. I assume a higher order schema of 

power base, conceptualizing five power bases as sub-dimensions that can be 

combined to comprise a higher order power frame. And with respect to specific 

contents, I reconstructed meanings and practices of five bases in accordance with 

interdepartmental dynamics in organizations. 

 

3.2 Expectancy/Consequence Base  

 

 Power is based on the ability to control valuable resources (Fiske, 1993; 

Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). A subunit can 

have power by getting resources that minimize dependence on other subunits in 

the organization and/or by controlling resources that maximize other departments’ 

dependence on the focal subunit (Pfeffer, 1981). To be more specific, if HR 
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department is able to offer valuable resources to other departments, this may lead 

to increase in its power. Reversely, if it is empowered with the ability to take 

away or remove resources, this too would increase other departments’ 

dependency on the HR department and result in increased HR power. In this sense, 

resource exchange pattern between departments can determine specific power 

dynamics among intra-organization subunits. 

 

3.2.1 Reward power 

French and Raven (1959) noted that in a dyadic relationship an individual 

comes to have reward power base when he or she can give what a specific target 

thinks valuable. The same logic applies to HR department power: if an HR 

department can give what other departments think valuable, it will have 

influential power in that organization. According to resource based view, human 

resource is a fundamental source of sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 

1991), and HR departments are appreciated when it exclusively participates in 

procurement, retention, and development of human resources. HR departments 

offer fundamental rewards to organizations by managing human resources 

effectively and, as a consequence, by making the organization get ahead in 

competition with other organizations. This relationship can be applied to the 

relationship between the HR department and other departments, too. 

As mentioned above, organizations can be understood as a combination 
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of subunits (March & Olsen, 1976; March & Simon, 1958). Intra-organizational 

competition is as torrential and frequent as inter-organizational competition 

(Levitt & March, 1988; Pfeffer, 1992). In reality, hence, it is very important for 

subunits to dominate intra-organizational competition or negotiation. Each 

department has its own goal and function, and whether a department performs its 

basic tasks well or not is a base line determinant of the departmental value, which 

in turn allows for the edge in intra-organizational competition. Then, human 

resources are the important factor that determines the core capability to conduct 

such basic tasks of a given department. In this vein, for a department to be 

effective, it is required to absorb new human resources, improve the already 

existing human resources, and optimize the efficiency of human resources. If HR 

department can help other department regarding those activities preferentially, 

each department becomes potentially dependent on the HR department and, as a 

result, HR department gains a high status within an organization. 

One thing should be considered here, however. If the HR department 

does not have discretion regarding the roles above, then the HR department 

cannot be thought to have real power in an organization. According to Pfeffer and 

Salancik (1978), power is not derived from the mere possession of resources 

valuable but from the right or discretion to control them. From this perspective, 

performing HR functions well per se does not guarantee HR department reward 

power. Even more important is whether the HR department can discretionally 
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exert its roles or not. Specifically, I posit that when HR department has discretion 

over selection and staffing, HR development, and employee motivation 

improvement, it can have reward power base in the organization. 

Selection and staffing. For subunits to be effective, they should basically 

secure appropriate talents. When an HR department can exert considerable 

influence over selection and staffing of other departments, it holds reward power 

within an organization. It is imperative that each subunit acquires human capital, 

good talents who have knowledge and experiences appropriate for the unit, to 

improve its task performing capability. In this sense, HR department power can 

hold reward power by assigning or channeling human resources to a certain 

department. 

Human resource development. HR department can enhance other 

departments’ long term capability by providing proper training programs. HR 

department does not always have to stick to selection and staffing to make a 

fundamental change in workforce composition of target units. When the HR 

department has discretion in planning and implementing training programs, it is 

possible for the HR department to treat specific units more favorably by 

executing a training program that was purposefully designed for a certain 

department exclusively. 

Motivation. In addition to selection and staffing, and HRD, improving 

motivation of members in a certain department can be another way of 
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encouraging the department to achieve good performance. Motivation 

improvement can be pursued in two ways. One is through compensation such as 

bonus or promotion and the other is through psychological support. If the HR 

department treats a certain subunit preferentially or responds in special and 

distinguished ways, the HR department gains reward power base in the 

organization by giving boost in motivation of target unit members. 

 

3.2.2. Coercive power 

Coercive power refers to ability to inflict negative consequences, damage, 

or punishment to a target (French & Raven, 1959). On the departmental level, 

coercive power means making a certain department or unit relatively 

disadvantaged in intra-organizational competition. Enumerating about individual 

coercive power, Hinkin and Schriesheim (1989) described an individual’s ability 

to assign difficult tasks or give bad experiences at work as coercive power base. 

Similarly, when the HR department has discretion and ability to hinder other 

departments’ functions, it can be said that the HR department has coercive power. 

I suggest that there are two broad categories that the HR department can use as 

coercive tactics: additional workload, and resource control. 

Resource control. It is not impossible that HR department controls 

information flow within the organization on regular or irregular basis. HR 

department has the right to exclusively keep valuable information such as 
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personal records or compensation history of employees to perform various HRM 

functions. The information includes a plan for department reorganization or 

dissolution that other departments regard as critical issues for their survival. In 

this situation, HR department may reject request for such information from other 

departments for some justifiable reasons such as privacy and justice. As 

Pffefer(1992) argued, HR department could get intra-organizational power if it 

increases uncertainty of others by blocking access to critical information source. 

Additional workload. In addition to controlling information, HR 

department can impede the workforce capability level and consequently 

performance of a particular subunit. Such activities as obligatory meetings, 

trainings during working hours, or survey participation are good illustration. 

Those behaviors can inflict fundamental damages to the focal department because 

such human resource detachment can drop both the quality and quantity of 

workforce of the department. From the entire organization’s perspective, in the 

long term, those activities can be beneficial, but at the same time, the 

department’s short-term effectiveness may be decreased as it requires extra time 

or efforts.  

 

3.3 Relationships/Identification Base 

 

Power relationships may be built based on exchange pattern, as has been 
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stated above, however it can also be built based on the unique characteristics of 

the actor. For example, a charismatic individual may possess power in social 

relationships even without social exchange. In addition, if the target is of a close 

relation, the target holds power over me although there is no actualized resource 

exchange. When the HR department possesses characteristics favored by subunits 

of the organization and builds positive relationships with them, it will gain some 

sort of power. 

 In reality, certain fields such as sociology, political science and etc. view 

power not only as power as decision making but also as power as context shaping 

(Hay, 2002; Lukes, 1974). Power as decision making refers to the control and 

exchange factors and is formed through resource provision or control methods. 

On the other hand, power as context shaping refers to the ability to set or 

manipulate circumstances so that they are favorable to one when making 

decisions. The ability to make others voluntarily follow your lead or to persuade 

others is an example of context shaping. Here, I suggest that expert base and 

referent base are characteristics that fall under the relationships/identification 

category in that when other department regards HR department as having 

expertise and/or referent value, they are likely to view HR department more 

favorably, and in turn comply with what HR department says more smoothly. 
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 3.3.1 Expert power 

Expert power is based on the amount of expertise a person possesses that 

is valued by others. According to French and Raven (1959), those who possess 

useful knowledge or special skills have expert power base. And skills and body of 

knowledge are essential to the functioning of an organization (Minztberg, 1983). I 

assume that the HR department has expert power base when it has useful and rare 

knowledge and expertise that other departments appreciate. There can be three 

sub-category of expert power base: functional expertise, business knowledge, and 

environmental knowledge.    

Functional expertise. The management of the firm’s infrastructure 

requires HR professionals to design and deliver efficient HR processes for 

staffing, training, appraising, rewarding, promoting, and others. To illustrate, HR 

professionals are expected to carry out duties like providing the necessary 

information or tools (e.g. performance appraisal form, MBO plan) needed for the 

organization to operate successfully, the roles which line with administrative 

expert proposed by Ulrich (1997). The importance of functional expertise should 

not to be neglected (Dowling & Fisher, 1997; Conner & Ulrich, 1996). Besides, 

the HR specific knowledge or skills are something that cannot be easily learned in 

a short period of time or substituted by members of other subunits. In this sense, 

if HR department members have special knowledge or know-how on HRM, HR 

department comes to have expert power. 
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Business knowledge.. A changing role of HRM implies that HRM 

becomes a business partner in strategy execution. That is, the role of the HR 

department now covers that of a strategic partner. To become key players in the 

organization, the HR department should understand the business of the company 

they serve. The HR department is likely to be isolated if it focuses only on 

administrative work without communicating with other departments. To 

formulate HR practices that employees will be satisfied with, HR staff members 

should understand the responsibilities or roles of other departments (Heisler, 

2003).  

Environmental Scanning. The HR department can strengthen its 

influence with environmental scanning. In both the strategic contingencies 

approach (Hickson et al., 1971) and resource dependence model (Salancik & 

Pfeffer, 1978), one's ability to cope with environmental uncertainties constitutes 

the potential power because such capability is directly related to an organization’s 

survival. The HR department is able to acquire power by engaging in 

environmental scanning behaviors even when its functional responsibility does 

not deal with the critical contingencies defined formally by the organization’s 

strategic requirement. The boundary spanning role gives the opportunity to 

discover new “threats” that HR department can control and cope with (Russ & 

Galang, 1994).  
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3.3.2 Referent power 

According to French & Raven (1959), when a target identifies with the 

self, the focal individual has referent power. This identification can be determined 

by attraction, similarity, and fit at the individual level. This referent power can 

draw voluntary conformity from the target, based on cognitive and emotional 

internalization.  

 I posit that the referent power base concept can be applied to the 

departmental level in organizations. If other department members perceive the 

HR department members or the entire HR department as an entity that they can 

share the fate with and benchmark, the HR department can have referent power 

base. 

Member characteristics. The HR department is necessarily represented by 

individual members of the department. When the members are perceived as 

cooperative, hardworking, and friendly, it would be much easier for other 

department members to identify with them. Furthermore, if HR department 

members are thought to have quality for role model by other subunits members, 

HR department come to have referent power, building favorable images within 

organization and bringing about voluntary cooperation or compliance from others. 

Unity perception. Regardless of individual characteristics of HR 

department members, if other departments feel the HR department as a same 

community member in unity, identification becomes much easier. The unity 
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perception or sense of solidarity can be formed through long periods of time via 

an organizational culture or it can be trained through active training programs. 

 

3.4 Value/Obligations Base 

 

It is possible for structural influence, rather than exchanges or a target’s 

characteristics, to form power. Wheeless et al. (1983) called this the 

value/obligations category. If it is possible to acquire legitimacy through an 

institution within an organization, a specific subunit will be able to obtain power 

regardless of its actual social relationships or characteristics. Such power can 

result from the organization’s traditions or culture. The important thing is that the 

power base will be built on a structure, not on transactions or the individual 

members’ inherent attributes. 

 

3.4.1 Authority Power 

Authority power is based on the target’s perception that the agent has a 

legitimate right to influence (French & Raven, 1959). Legitimate power can be 

derived not only from formal hierarchies, but also from informal network or 

symbolic features in organizations.  

Formal legitimacy. Power derives from formal hierarchies (Madison, 

Allen, Porter, Renwik, & Mayers, 1980). Because of the socially shared, 
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institutionalized nature of hierarchical positions, it is one of the strongest sources 

of potential power and one of the most structural constrains on power. Actually, it 

is the position that determines hierarchical power, not the person. The HR 

department itself cannot have formal hierarchy, the level of position or numbers 

of HR line manager can represent the legitimate power as a proxy (Peffer, 1992). 

This source of power reflects the properties of a social system rather than the 

particular attributes or behavior of any specific individual or interaction (Astley 

& Sachdeva, 1984).  

Informal legitimacy. In addition to formal structural positions, I adopted 

network properties as an authority power base as well, agreeing with definitions 

of structure as including patterned, repeated interactions among individuals 

(James & Jones, 1976; Mintzberg, 1979; Weick, 1969). Organizational structure 

may result from informal or emergent patterns of behavior, as well as from 

formally prescribed positions. For example, workers may informally modify the 

prescribed workflow or engage in information exchanges that do not follow the 

formal communication channels. As these emergent interactions become recurring 

patterns of behavior, additional structure is informally implemented to the 

organization. In this sense, an employee's structural position within the 

organization is the result of the particular combination or interaction of both 

formal and emergent interdependencies. From this perspective, the HR 

department has legitimate power when its members have robust intra and extra 
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organizational network with diverse stakeholders including CEO, the boards, 

TMT and customers. 

Symbolic authority. Most of the studies on intra-organizational power fall 

under the functionalist perspective, which lies on objective conditions or sources 

(Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991). But visible power bases are not enough to 

fully address organizational dynamics. For example, political language and 

symbols can be utilized not only to directly influence definitions of which 

contingencies and resources are important, but also to shape the evaluative frame 

(Frost, 1989; Griffin, Skivington, & Moorhead, 1987). In this vein, the HR 

department can have legitimate power if it has physical signals or commodities 

that symbolize the importance of the department in the organization. Huge 

departmental size or lucrative working conditions can be such symbols because 

those accrue investments of organizational resources which entail considerable 

costs. 
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IV. HR DEPARTMENT POWER SCALE DEVELOPMENT 

 

 The primary purpose of the rest of this article is to develop a 

comprehensive set of items to fully capture the bases of HR department power. 

In doing so, I assessed the psychometric properties of the scale, refined the 

instruments, and validated theoretically grounded instruments to measure HR 

department power. In addition, I pay attention to issues of reliability and 

validity.  

To develop the measurement instrument, I followed four separate 

phases of scale development in a manner consistent with the suggestions of 

Schwab (1980), Hinkin (1995), and DeVellis (2003). Phase 1 was aimed at 

item generation and development. In Phase 2 and 3, I reduced the item through 

exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. Phase 4 was 

designed to assess the convergent and divergent validity of the scale. A 

summary of these phases in terms of activities and a sample description is 

contained in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Summary Table of Activities and Data Used by Each Phase 

 
Activity Sample description 

Phase 1 
Item generation & review 

Item sort 

• 1 faculty member in SHRM 

• 3 employees who have worked more than 

10 years in the HR field. 

Phase 2 
Item reduction with 

exploratory factor analysis 

• 150 employees with working experiences 

of average 8 years. 

Phase 3 
Confirmatory factor 

analysis 

• 235 employees (121 MBA students and 

114 fulltime employees)  

Phase 4 
Construct validity 

information 
• 235 employees (from Phase 3) 

 

4.1 Phase One: Item Generation 

I created a pool of items for each power base following a deductive 

approach. The items were designed so that the scale could be used in diverse 

employment and research settings. Table 2 provides an overview of the 

definitions of power bases representing HR department power. After 

developing multiple items for power bases of HR department, items were 

reviewed by three experts in the HR field over 10 years and a professor who 

teaches Strategic HRM. The experts’ feedback was reflected to revise or delete 

items. This procedure resulted in 65 items.  

Items were developed following the guidelines described by Hinkin 

(1998). Specifically, items were written in simple language and they addressed 

a single issue. I utilized negatively worded items to reduce and control for 
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response biases (Nunnally, 1978) and got feedback from two HR experts to 

increase the familiarity of the wording to prospective respondents. To assure 

that the items were perceived as tapping into the 5 subdimensions presented in 

Table 2, two HR professionals back-translated the 65 items onto 5 dimensions. 

The results were satisfactory to ensure further advancement.  

 

 

Table 2 

Construct definition 

Power base Subdimension Power base description 

Exchange/ 

Consequences 

Reward 
The ability of HR department to help other departments 

get ahead in intra-organizational competition and politics 

by providing what they want. 

Coercive 
The ability of HR department to put other departments at 

disadvantage in intra-organizational competition and 

politics for the sake of organization as a whole. 

Relationships/ 

Identification 

Expert 
The ability of HR department to retain and utilize 

information, knowledge or experiences that other 

departments appreciate 

Referent The ability of HR department to get other departments' 

identification and approval 

Values/ 

Obligations 
Authority 

The status of HR department that makes other 

departments perceive HR department as authoritative and 

influential 
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4.2 Phase Two: Item Reduction 

 

4.2.1 Methods 

  As Kelloway(1995) suggested, I initially eliminated poor performing 

items by using exploratory factor analysis (EFA). In this phase, following 

Bauer, Truxillo, Sanchez, Philip Ferrarra, and Campion (2001)’s strategy, I 

conducted EFA in an independent step of CFA. By delineating CFA from EFA 

with a separate sample, as can be seen below in Phase 3, I could be more 

conservative in item reduction process.  

The 65 items were presented in random order via an online survey. For 

each item, I used a Likert scale ranging from 1 (entirely disagree) to 7(entirely 

agree) to maintain sensitivity of the scale. For the survey, 180 employees were 

asked to participate initially, resulting in a usable sample of 151 employees (83% 

response rate). Respondents belong to various departments (e.g. sales, 

marketing, and R&D and so on) in different companies. All respondents had 

more than a year of service length in the company and had at least a high 

school degree. Average seniority was 13 years. The sample size meets the 

minimum requirement of 150. Recommendations for item-to-response ratios 

range from 1:4 (Rummel, 1970) to 1:10 (Schwab, 1980). Recent research, 

however, has found that in most cases, a sample size of 150 is sufficient to 

obtain an accurate result in EFA (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). 
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4.2.2 Results. 

After data collection, the selected pool of 65 items was subjected to 

item analysis. I checked for each item the mean, standard deviation, and item-

total correlations (DeVellis 2003). Those items with an item total correlation of 

more than .30 and a reasonably high variance in response (standard deviation 

of more than 0.40) were retained (Churchill, 1979). For some constructs, 

removal of certain items considerably improved the Cronbach’s α coefficient. 

As individual items were removed, α values were recomputed for the 

remaining items and the new correlations were reevaluated. A total of 61 items 

were retained for further examination.  

Principal components analysis with promax (oblique) rotation was 

performed on the 61 items. Oblique rotation was used because I assumed that 

HR power bases would share some common variances with each other (Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). Based on several criteria including the 

eigenvalues-greater-than-one rule (Kaiser 1974), the shape of scree plot 

(Cattell 1966), and plausibility of factor structure (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 

1986), 5, which was the number of subdimensions of power bases, factor 

solution seemed appropriate. Based on the initial results, I deleted items that 

failed to load on any factor or load on more than one factor. To achieve more 

meaningful solutions, items were deleted (a) if they loaded equally heavy on 

more than one factor (cross loading above 0.40) and (b) if biggest loadings 
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were smaller than 0.40. With these items deleted, a second factor analysis was 

run with remaining items. Principal components factoring with promax 

rotation was again used and produced 5-factor solution once again. I repeated 

this process until every items load on at least one factor and serious cross-

loading doesn’t show up. The process of scale purification in this stage reduced 

the number of items from 61 to 26; 6 for reward power, 6 for coercive power, 4 

for expert power, 5 for referent power, and 5 for authority power. Results are 

shown in Tables 3. Final 5-factor solution accounts for 54% of the variance in 

the items. All items except two loaded on their appropriate factor (>.40). And 

another two items show moderate crorss-loading as can be seen in Table 3. 

Even though some items loaded on unintended factor, I decided to retain these 

items because theoretical concern gave reasonable explanations. Factor inter-

correlations ranged from .01 to .42. 

All subscales showed adequate reliability for a new scale with alpha 

coefficients (see Table 4) ranging from .65 (expert) to .79 (legitimacy). 

Although expert power base scales showed internal consistency less than 

usually recommended cut-off of .70 (Nunnally, 1978), the results can be 

thought pretty desirable given that reliability coefficients greater than or equal 

to .60 are considered to be acceptable for an exploratory study (Robinson, 

Shaver &, Wrightsman 1991; Hair et al. 1998). To maximize scale reliabilities 

and minimize the number of items used in HR power scale, “alpha if item 
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deleted” statistics were examined. But additional deletion didn’t promised 

significant improvements according to the analysis. Hence, I decided to retain 

every 26 item for the next phase, confirmatory factor analysis. 

 

4.3 Phase Three: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

4.3.1 Methods 

To evaluate whether new data would confirm the proposed structure of 

the items as determined in the exploratory stage of the research (Hinkin 1995; 

Joreskog & Sorbom 1999), I conducted a second study and used CFA to re-

evaluate the factor structure. 

The third phase was based on an independent sample of 235 who had working 

experience in different firms. I opted to study representatives from different 

firms in diverse industry to examine whether my instrument can be applied 

both within one company and among different companies. The pencil-and-

paper based survey was distributed to 254 and a total of 235 responses were 

usable (92.52% response rate). The majority of respondents came from 

manufacturing industry (36.4%). Of the 235, 75.2% were representatives from 

large organizations (500 or more employees). This sample was consist of 37 % 

female and had average 7.28 years of tenure. 
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4.3.2 Results 

CFA was performed using the AMOS 18 package on 26 items derived 

from EFA of phase 2. The chi-square test of the hypothesized higher order-3 

bases factor model with 5 subdimensions was significant (χ2
 = 783.6, df = 292, 

p < .01), indicating poor fit of the data to the model. However, the chi-square 

statistic is known to be sensitive to sample size (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989). 

Furthermore, Carmines and McIver (1981) suggest that a chi-square two to 

three times larger than the degrees of freedom is acceptable. For the 

hypothesized factor model, the ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom was 

2.68. 

To supplement the indecisiveness of chi-square significance test 

results, descriptive test results expressed in goodness of fit were examined. The 

Comparative-Fit-Index (CFI) is less sensitive to sample size because it does 

not penalize models with many paths and fewer degrees of freedom. The CFI 

of the hypothesized model was .74, which indicates poor model fit (Hinkin, 

1998). Steiger and Lind (1980) suggested compensating for the effect of model 

complexity by dividing fit statistics by the number of degrees of freedom for 

testing the model. Taking the square root of the resulting ratio gives the 

population ‘root mean square error of approximation’, called RMS by Steiger 

and Lind, and RMSEA by Browne and Cudeck (1993). According to rule of 

thumbs, RMSEA values that are less than .05 indicate a close fitting model, 
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and value less than .08 means reasonably good fit. The RMSEA for the 

hypothesized model was .09 and indicates a need for model to be modified. 

Using the modification indices, I decided to drop some items to optimize the 

model better. Two items from reward power base, one from coercive power 

base, three from expert power base, one from referent base, one from authority 

base were deleted after CFA. In the end, 18 items remained for HR power base 

subscales (see Table 3). The CFI of the optimized model increased to .89, and 

the RMSEA was .06. When CFI is comparable to or above .9, a given model 

are thought of as close fit model (Hinkin, 1998). And as noted above, when 

RMSEA is lower than .08, the value indicates the model’s reasonably good fit. 

All in all, HR power base subscales did show pretty good fit as a construct. 

Each relation between the latent variables and their respective 

indicators (lambda) was large and statistically significant. The lambdas for the 

18 items ranged from .26 to .93 with a mean of .59.  

Given the pattern of evidence (i.e., overall fit indices, lambdas, 

modification indices) and the theory behind the developed measure, I 

concluded that the scales for HR department power bases showed interpretable 

factor structures and were worthy of further examination. 

Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggested that a hypothesized model 

should be compared to likely alternative models. The goodness-of-fit of the 

higher order model (see Figure 3) was tested in comparison to other competing 
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models (see Figure 4) through sequential chi-square difference tests. The first 

model was the null model in which none of the latent variables were related. 

Model 2 (CFI=.54, RMSEA=.129) was a single factor model in which all 21 

items loaded onto a single factor of power base. Model 3 (CFI=.90, 

RMSEA=0.06) reflected basic five bases of power that were allowed to have 

covariance with one another. Model 4 (CFI=.61, RMSEA=0.12) assumed that 

five bases are orthogonal (i.e. 0 correlation between bases). Model 5 (CFI=.82, 

RMSEA=0.08) was higher order model that five bases loaded on one common 

power base not on three distinct bases. The results showed that the goodness-

of-fit-indices for the five factor model presented as Model 3 are better than any 

other for each of the competing models including the single factor model, null 

model, and hypothesized higher order factor model. But the goodness of fit 

indices of expected third order model-which contains 

expectancy/consequences base, relationships/identification base, and 

values/obligations base-also showed reasonably good values (CFI=.89, 

RMSEA=0.07), shedding light on further examination of higher order schema 

of HR power base. Inter-correlations of five sub-bases are presented in Table 4. 

All in all, although higher order factor solution was not fully supported, 

items showed good fit with the five subdimension model. The next step in the 

scale development of HR department power was to gather information on the 

convergent and divergent validity of the scale.
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Table 3 

HR power base EFA results 

Items 
Intended 

construct 

Factors Deleted 

after CFA 1 2 3 4 5 

 Reward 
       

1. Regarding staffing and selection, the HR department 

is a leading authority over other departments in the 

firm. 

reward 0.05 0.77 -0.14 -0.17 0.18 
 

2. Opinions from the HR department are highly 

influential in hiring new employees our department 

need.  

reward 0.01 0.78 -0.11 -0.04 0.17 
 

3. The promotion rates across departments can vary 

depending on decision by the HR department.  
reward -0.07 0.70 -0.09 0.16 -0.17 

 

4. The HR department can formulate compensation 

system that helps a particular subunit maximize its 

performance.  

reward -0.07 0.53 0.34 0.16 -0.08 √ 

5. The HR department can introduce compensation 

system, reflecting the features of a particular 

department.  

reward 0.13 0.48 0.14 0.14  0.04  
 

6. When it comes to handling complaints, the HR 

department is sensitive to a particular department.   
reward -0.16 0.54 -0.02 -0.24 0.34 √ 

Cronbach’s α 
  

0.75 
    

(continued) 
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Table 3 

HR power base EFA results (continued) 

 

Items 
Intended 

construct 

Factors Deleted 

after CFA 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Coercion  

 
      

  

1. Considerable is the amount of additional work 

beyond basic tasks imposed by the HR department. 
coercion 0.01  0.03  0.07  0.03  0.77  

 

2. The HR department frequently poses surveys or 

inquiries to learn employee satisfaction level, 

organizational culture and so on. 

coercion -0.15  -0.03  0.39  0.02  0.63  
 

3. It is often enforced to participate in events or 

programs supervised by HR department. 
coercion 0.07  0.12  -0.26  0.24  0.40  √ 

4.  It takes so much time and efforts to deal with the 

task that HR department asks for interactions between 

departments. 

coercion -0.02  0.18  0.00  0.03  0.75  
 

        

Cronbach’s α 
     

0.65  
 

(continued) 
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Table 3 

HR power base EFA results (continued) 

Items 
Intended 

construct 

Factors Deleted 

after CFA 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Expert  

 
      

  

1. The HR department has many members who have 

master degrees or Ph.D. degrees.   
expert -0.20  -0.17  0.84  -0.01  0.03  √ 

2. Human resource management of the company is 

worthwhile for other companies to benchmark. 
referent 0.14  0.11  0.68  -0.09  0.12  

 

3. Members in the HR department frequently work 

with other departments through projects or TFT (task 

force team) etc.  

expert 0.09  -0.05  0.53  0.21  0.27  
 

4. The HR department recognizes the changes in 

external labor market and deal with them well. 
expert 0.44  -0.10  0.57  -0.12  0.03  √ 

5. The HR department often communicates with 

agencies offering professional HR services 
expert 0.01  -0.05  0.47  0.36  -0.07  √ 

6. The HR department handles changes in external 

environment (i.e. labor law) at the right time. 
expert 0.35  0.10  0.52  -0.10  -0.06  

 

        

Cronbach’s α 
   

0.78  
   

(continued) 
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Table 3 

HR power base EFA results (continued) 

Items 
Intended 

construct 

Factors Deleted 

after CFA 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Referent  

 
      

  

1. The HR department members always look sincere. referent 0.70  0.05  0.09  -0.07  -0.20  
 

2. The HR department members are friendly. referent 0.93  -0.18  -0.44  0.09  0.19  
 

3. The HR department has a good reputation in the 

company. 
referent 0.66  0.02  0.14  0.02  -0.20  

 

4. The HR department members deserve to be a role 

model for other employees. 
referent 0.72  0.06  0.21  -0.14  0.11  

 

5. The HR department is indispensible in the company. referent 0.37  0.08  0.09  0.14  -0.05  √ 

        

Cronbach’s α 
 

0.75  
     

(continued) 
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Table 3 

HR power base EFA results (continued) 

 

Items 
Intended 

construct 

Factors Deleted 

after CFA 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Authority  

 
      

  

1. HR executives are intimate with CEO. authority 0.12  -0.21  -0.02  0.80  0.30  √ 

2. HR executives are influential among top 

management team. 
authority 0.06  0.36  -0.04  0.54  -0.10  

 

3. HR executives play critical roles in intra-

organizational politics. 
authority 0.04  0.31  -0.06  0.59  -0.06  

 

4. There exists information the HR department manage 

and control to access.   
coercion 0.01  0.13  -0.11  0.56  -0.13  

 

5. The office of HR department is proximate to the 

CEO office. 
authority -0.25  -0.22  0.27  0.60  0.08  

 

        

Cronbach’s α 
    

0.69  
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Figure 3 

Higher order scheme of HR department power base 
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Figure 4 

Alternative models 
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4.4 Phase Four: Construct Validity Information 

 

The factor and subscales of power bases would be meaningful construct 

if they demonstrate convergent and divergent validity. Hinkin (1998) discusses 

the use of convergent and divergent validity for establishing the construct 

validity of new measures (e.g., Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, &Wright, 1989). In 

addition, there should be a predictable pattern of relationship with other 

variables within the nomological net of HR strength (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). 

In this section, specifically, I examine the relationship between HR power 

base scale and HR department power measure to verify convergent validity of 

HR power base construct. And then I perform CFA to look into the divergent 

validity of the scale by analyzing factor structures of power bases with HR 

involvement measure. In this phase, I used the same sample as in CFA phase 

following Hinkin (1998) and Bauer et al. (2001). 

 

4.4.1 Convergent validity 

  Convergent validity refers to the degree of agreement in two or more 

measures of the same higher order construct (Bagozzi, 1981). I expected that the 

power bases of HR department would be correlated with a measure of HR 

department power. I utilized Kohli’s (1989) original questions with slight 

modifications in wordings and, to capture the general perception of employees 
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about relative influences of HR department to other units in the firm.  

In the theory development section, I stated that the HR power base would 

be related to overall HR departmental power (α = .89). Accordingly, all the 5 HR 

power bases were very significantly correlated with the overall HR departmental 

power measure (reward: r = .62; coercion: r = .33, expert: r = .45, referent: r 

= .43; authority: r = .61). Therefore, the HR power bases showed convergent 

validity. 

In addition to that, I regressed the HR power onto the five HR power 

base factors simultaneously (see Table 4). The equation was significant (R
2 

= .55, 

F = 55.29, p < .001). Further, the reward power base (β = .35, p < .001), expert 

power base (β = .10, p < .1), referent power base (β = .23, p < .001) and 

legitimate power base (β = .29, p < .001) maintained the significant positive 

unique effect even after partialling out the other bases’ influence. 
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Table 4 

Results of regression analysis for HR department power 

     β       t        R
2
 

   
 

 
 

.55 

 Reward base .35  
 

5.88  
*** 

  

 Coercion base 

 Expert base 

 Referent base 

 Authority base 

.03 

.10 

.23 

.29  

 
0.67 

1.67 

4.40 

4.80  

 

† 

*** 

*** 

  

Note. N=235. 
†
 p < .10, 

*
 p < .05, 

**
 p < .01, 

***
 p < .001 (two-tailed). 

 

4.4.2 Divergent validity 

Divergent validity is demonstrated when measures of one construct are 

found to differ from measures of another construct. Using factor analysis, 

evidence of discriminant validity can be shown when items associated with the 

HR department power base do not load on other construct that are conceptually 

related (Garver & Mentzer, 1999). To address this issue, I focused on HR 

strategic involvement, which refers to the extent of participation of HR 

department in strategic decision making processes in the organization 

(McCormick, McMahan, Sherman &Wright, 1997)   

Ulrich (1977) suggested that HR functions should change their roles into 

strategic partner, involving in strategy management process. The changing role of 

HR functions might be regarded as a symbol that HR department became more 

powerful than before. In this sense, definitely, HR power and HR involvement is 



 

55 

related or even close. However, the two are different in that HR power and power 

bases are conceptually much broader than HR involvement. While the 

relationship between the two is expected to be significantly positive, the factor 

structures of the two will differ from each other because the domains of construct 

are not identical. 

To be conservative, I shuffled the items of power bases and HR 

involvement and presented those on the same page of questionnaire after 

randomizing the order of each item. By this way, I wanted to avoid potential bias 

engendered by common methods variance. 

To confirm divergent validity of the scale, I compared two models: one is 

a model that allows power base items and HR involvement items (α = .85) load 

on one common factor and the other is a model that makes items load on their 

originally intended factors (see Figure 5). Across all five bases, chi-square test 

demonstrated that the latter model is always better than the former, indicating that 

HR power bases and HR involvement measures are divergent. 

Additionally, I also conducted the same analyses, partialling out the 

variance of power distance perception (Dorfman & Howell, 1988; α = .68). 

Individual employee can perceive HR power high because of his or her innate 

characteristics or sensitivity to social influence. By including power distance in 

model, I could partial out some portion of the potential influence of individual 

difference regarding power perception. The results were very similar with those 



 

56 

of previous analyses. That is, in all power bases, making HR involvement items 

load on the same factor with power base items decreased the fit of the model. In 

balance, HR power base measure showed considerable divergent validity. 
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Figure 5 

Factor models for divergent validity test 
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4.5 Additional Analysis 

 

Additionally, I explored theoretically expected relationships of constructs 

for deeper understanding and additional confirmation of power base measure. 

Specifically, I examined the dynamics of HR power bases, HR department power, 

HR strength, and HR effectiveness (see Table 5 for inter-correlations).  

 Before I conduct analysis, I examined potential influence of common 

methods bias with CFA (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

Common method variance accounted for 23% of total variance. Because the 

figures were smaller than 25% average in published studies (Perry, Witt, Penny, 

& Atwater, 2010; Williams, Cote, & Buckley, 1989), I advanced to further 

analysis. 

First, I examined the relationship of HR power— HR strength. Because 

the factor structure of HR strength (Delmotte, De Winne, & Sels, 2011) showed 

higher order HR strength factor in both original scale development paper and my 

own analysis, I used higher order HR strength factor (α = .93) in the nomological 

net analysis, not distinguishing its sub-dimensions (distinctiveness, consistency, 

and consensus). As expected, HR power was positively related to HR strength (β 

= .24, p < .001).  

In addition to that, the relationship between HR power, HR strength, and 

HR effectiveness were analyzed. For measurement of HR effectiveness, I adopted 
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McCormick, McMahan, Sherman, & Wright (1997) scale (α = .83). In this 

analysis, both HR power (β = .33, p = .001) and HR strength (β = .81, p < 001) 

positively predicted HR effectiveness. Finally, I examined the relationships 

between HR power bases and HR effectiveness. Unexpectedly, authority power 

base was not significantly related to HR strength although the direction of the 

relationship was positive as expected. All the rest four bases were positively 

related to HR effectiveness (reward: β = .12, p = .05; coercion: β = .23, p 

= .001; expert: β = .56, p < .001; referent: β = .66, p < .001).  
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlations of Study Variables 

 

Variable M SD  1 2 3 4 

1. Power base 4.12 0.69  --     
 

 
 

2. HR department power 4.08 1.15  .70 
*** 

--   
 

 
 

3. HRM strength 3.85 0.70  .37 
*** 

.24 *** 
-- 

 
 
 

4. HRM effectiveness 3.72 1.03  .47 
*** 

.33 *** 
.81 

*** 
-- 

 

Note.  Sample size is 235. All variables were measured on a 7-point scale.  
***

 p < .001 (2-tailed) 
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V. DISCUSSION 

 

 Intra-organizational power constitutes critical substances that underlie the 

reality of organizations especially in decision making and implementation process 

(Pfeffer, 1981, 1992). In organizations, all the organizational decisions and 

behaviors are not always derived in an idealized and harmonious way (March & 

Simon, 1958). Organization, in fact, is the coalition of bounded-rational 

individuals with personal interests (Cyert & March, 1963). Therefore, there is 

always a possibility that the decisions derived from intra-organizational 

bargaining are inconsistent with entire organization’s goal or effectiveness. As a 

consequence, realized practices can be quite different from intended strategy or 

policy. 

Power can determine the result of intra-organizational bargaining and 

routine implementation in a quite predictable way. Power enables its possessor to 

attain what he or she wants, and leads to favorable bargaining results in most 

cases. Power does present its container with the relative edge over others in intra-

organizational struggle. Given the importance of decision making and 

implementation process in organizations and the impacts of power on the process, 

it is critical to know what determines power in an organization. 

The above point can be applied to decision making processes and 

implementation of HR practices as well. I posited that HR department power 
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enhances the effectiveness of HRM by enabling HR department to realize its 

intention in formal HR practices through intra-organizational bargaining and 

narrowing the gap between professed practices and implemented practices. In this 

light, I examined the meaning and implications of HR power and developed the 

measurement scale for it. 

In looking into a theoretical foundation for intra-organizational HR 

power, I developed HR power bases framework. Doing that, I borrowed insights 

from past research that addressed power dynamics in and around organizations. 

However, little agreement existed among researchers on the appropriate approach 

to the investigation of power. Some scholars adopted the structural approach, 

which focus on status and legitimacy of an actor. In contrast, the behavioral 

approach attended to the actor's direct ability and discretion to use power. To 

measure and fully understand HR power in the functioning of organizations, 

however, comprehensive approaches are required because power is a very 

complex phenomenon. 

In accordance with the call, HR power bases I developed in this article 

represent an integrated framework to measure departmental power dynamics in 

the organization on the basis of a coherent classification standard. And the scale I 

developed turned out to contain and embody initially intended five bases and 

higher order schema of HR power quite successfully. Furthermore, the results 

from the additional analyses using the scale showed meaningful relationship 
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between HR power bases, HR department power, HR strength, and HR 

effectiveness. 

Like other studies, the current study has several limitations. First of all, 

all the responses I have used in the scale development processes were from South 

Korea. Considering the cultural influences, the replications in other countries are 

strongly recommended. Second, although sample sizes met minimum 

requirements, bigger samples can ensure more stable factor structure of the scale. 

So, replication with other big samples is warranted. Third, for the nomological 

net analysis, I measured all the variables using self-report methodology. 

Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the amount of common method 

variance occupied 23% of total variance. Even though the amounts are smaller 

than the average of published studies (Perry, Witt, Penny, & Atwater, 2010; 

Williams et al., 1989), I admit that there is still a possibility of method variance 

and this may have biased the result (Spector, 2006). Forth, the data for analyses 

were cross-sectional. Thus, I couldn’t figure out the exact mechanism on how the 

power bases affect other variables such as HR power, HR strength and HR 

effectiveness. Longitudinal studies should be conducted in the future to verify the 

causal relationship that may exists among the variables. 

Despite the limitations, I expect this study contributes to the 

organizational study literature in the following ways. Firstly, HR Power base 

framework tells about specific sources, dynamics, and configuration of power 
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beyond mere acquiring the power. And it readily taps from micro to macro, 

including human (HR department member characteristics), social (network 

properties of HR department and members) and organizational capital 

(institutional legitimacy) in one frame. The micro–macro conceptualizations 

would lead to more comprehensive understanding on HRM and the organization 

as a whole. This will benefit both scholars and practitioners. If the potential of 

HR power bases is identified, developed, and deployed strategically, 

organizations hopefully would reduce the gap between intention and reality of 

HRM and , as a consequence, find some way that enhances organizational 

effectiveness via powerful HRM. 
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요약(국문초록) 

인사부서의 파워:  

측정도구 개발 및 타당도 검증 

 
서울대학교 대학원 

경영학과 경영학전공 

정 혜 숙 

 

조직유효성과 인사관리의 관계를 탐구하는데 있어, 현재의 인사관리 연구는 

주로 인사관리의 내용, 즉 인사관리제도(HR practice)나 그 제도들의 집합체

인 인사관리시스템(HR system)에 주목하여 왔다. 하지만 이렇듯 인사관리의 

내용에만 천착하고 그 전달방식이나 구체적 실행과정은 등한시하는 학문적 

경향은 실제로 조직 내에서 인사관리 전략이나 제도를 실행하는 주체와 그 

주체간의 관계에 있어 중대한 영향을 미치는 인사관리부서의 권력(power)이

란 개념을 간과하도록 만들었다.  

이 연구에서는 위에서 언급한 기존 연구의 한계를 인지하고 전략적 인사관

리(SHRM) 연구의 논의 영역을 확장하고자 인사관리를 실행하는 주체, 그리

고 그 주체간 권력 관계가 조직 내 인사관리의 도입과 실행에 미치는 영향을 

함께 알아보고자 한다. 구체적으로는 우선, 인사부서의 권력이란 무엇인지 정

의를 내리고 또한 그것이 왜 중요한지 조직 내 권력 동역학적(power 
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dynamics) 관점에서 알아본다. 이어서 이론적 논의를 바탕으로 실제로 인사

부서권력의 원천(power base)을 측정하기 위한 도구(scale)를 개발한다.  

본 연구를 통해 개발된 인사관리권력 측정도구는 기존 연구들에서 발전되

어온 조직 내 하부 집단의 권력 원천에 대한 프레임워크를 통합적으로 반영

하려 시도하였으며, 해당 측정도구에 대한 검증과 이를 이용한 분석 결과는 

본 연구의 시도가 성공적이었음을 보여주었다. 또한 인사관리부서 권력원천 

측정도구는 인사관리부서 권력, 인사관리 시스템 스트렝스(HRM system 

strength), 그리고 인사관리 효과성(HRM effectiveness)과 유의한 관계를 

가짐을 추가적으로 알 수 있었다. 

 

주요어: 인사부서 권력, 인사관리 시스템 스트렝스, 인사관리 효과성, 측정도

구  

학 번: 2010-20527 
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