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8                                                                 Chapter I

Power differences pervade everyone's life in many ways. The stage on which they appear

most visibly is probably the work organization. Every day, in a diversity of situations,

managers use their power to get their iob done. Relationships can be characterized by

power inequalities as well, although they may be more hidden in this arena. The

importance of power and power stratification for understanding a variety of

interpersonal and intergroup processes has been widely recognized (e.g., Brewer &

Brown, 1998; Emerson, 1962,1964; Fiske, 2001; Haslam, 2001; Hollander, 1985; Sachdev

&   Bourhis,   1985, 1991; Tajfel & Turner.   1986).   Ng  ( 1980,   p. 194) illustrated  this  by

stating: -Indeed, we may well ask if the differentiation of power is not a necessary

characteristic which distinguishes a group from a collection of unrelated individuals."

Although power and power differences have received a fair amount of research

attention. so far, relatively little is understood of the dynamics of power change (Depret

&  Fiske, 1994). Investigating the instability of power differences is important  from  a

practical viewpoint, because changing power differences can be beneficial. They can, for

instance, allow groups and organizations to adapt to changing environments, and serve

the development of organizations to increased effectiveness. On the other hand, the

effects of changes in power differences can be detrimental, as conflict and loss of

effectiveness can result if group members have incompatible interests in power

allocations. From a theoretical perspective, understanding power dynamics can increase

our comprehension of power in general. In addition, it allows for an enhanced

understanding of several existing theories, because the explanation and prediction of

power dynamics provides a challenging test case. The research that is presented in this

dissertation is intended to increase our understanding of power dynamics by addressing

people's motives and their resulting behavioral tendencies to change their own power,

the power of others, and power differences between themselves and others. Before

starting the discussion of why and how people want to change their power. it is

necessary to elaborate briefly on what power actually is.

What is power?

Emerson  ( 1962,1964) defines the power of person  A over person  B  as the amount  of

resistance of person B that can potentially be overcome by person A. This indicates that

power is inherently a characteristic of the interaction between people: person A may be
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able to overcome B's resistance, but perhaps not the resistance of another person. In

addition, this view does not beforehand restrict power to certain domains. Person A can

overcome B's resistance to engage in any behavior. What is less explicit in this definition,

but important for understanding power, iS that person A can overcome B's resistance to

act in a way that A wants: to produce A's intended effects.

Why would B let A overcome his or her resistance) According to Emerson, this is

because the power of person A over B is equal to, and based on the dependence of

person B on A. Dependence of person B on A means that A can provide outcomes that

B wants (e.g., money, status, knowledge), or wants to avoid (e.g., punishment). More

specifically, the dependence of person B on A it is directly proportional to B's
motivational investment in outcomes that are mediated by A, and. because a power

relation does not exist in isolation, it is inversely proportional to the availability of these

outcomes outside the relation of A and B. For instance, A may be able to provide money

to B. but this does not delineate how much of B's resistance A can overcome because

B's dependence on A regarding this money is positively related to the extent that B
wants money, and it is negatively related to the availability of money for B somewhere

else.

If person B does not care about what A can provide, and A does not care about

what B can provide, both persons have no power over each other. Alternatively, person
B can be dependent on A to obtain outcomes (e.g., money). while person A is also

dependent on B to obtain outcomes. If person A is dependent on B to a lesser extent

than person B is on A, person A has more power over B than person B has over A.

More generally, a less powerful person has power over a person who has more power
when this more powerful person is (somewhat) dependent on the less powerful person

to obtain outcomes. When person A and B are equally dependent on each other to
obtain their outcomes. they have equal t)ower over each other. However, this does not
exhaust all variations in power distributions, because situations of equal power can vary
in the extent to which both persons are dependent on each other to obtain their

outcomes. This means that the total amount of power (the interdependence) of persons in
a power relation can vary. More generally, the interdependence of persons can vary
separately from the power difference.

A view of power that is comparable to Emerson's is presented by Kelley and Thibaut

( 1978).  In an interdependence situation, each member's dependence on the other is the

basis for this other person's power. In Kelley and Thibaut's view, a person's dependence
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on another is given by the extent to which the outcomes that this other person provides

exceeds the outcomes that can be obtained in other relations. The power of person A

over B is defined as "the range of outcomes though which A can move B" (Kelley and

Thibaut,  p.   10). Two kinds of power are distinguished. The control  that  one  has  over

another's outcomes, regardless of what the other does, is called fate control. By

exercising his or her fate control (by determining A's outcomes), B can affect A's

behavior to make A produce B's intended effects (i.e., by making demands). The second

kind of power is the called behavior control. If, by varying his or her behavior, person A

makes is advantageous for person B to alter his or her behavior also, person A has

behavior control. As was stated above, A's fate control over B can be used to make B
alter his or her behavior, but in this case, A has to make demands or promises. The

behavior control of person A over B is the extent to which B observes that certain

choices in A's behavior make it desirable for B to act in some way.

Although many authors hold the view that power can only originate in dependence,

it  has  also been criticized  (e.g.,  Ng, 1980). French and Raven  ( 1959; Raven,   1974,  2001;

see  Kelman,   1974,  for a related analysis) propose five different (later  six, e.g., Raven,

1974, 2001) "bases of social power".    One of these bases   does   not   stem   from

dependence. The first two power bases are -coercive power", or the power to control
another's behavior by force or punishment, and "reward power". or the power over
another that results from the potential to reward some behavior more than other
behavior. These two power bases are related to Kelley and Thibaut's ( 1978) fate control,
or the control over another's outcomes. Clearly, coercive power and reward power of

person A over B originate in B's dependence on A, because person B is dependent on
person A to obtain his or her outcomes (receive rewards or avoid punishment). The

third power base is "referent power", which means that person A has power over B
because B identifies with A. Power can also be based on the perception that someone

has knowledge or skills in a certain area which a person himself or herself does not
possess; this fourth power base is "expert power". Somewhat related to the previous is

when the he power of A over B is based on actual information that can be
communicated by A to B; this fifth power base is "informational power". These last two

power bases also originate in dependence: A has power over B because B perceives A to

have certain knowledge or skills that he himself does not possess (but wants), or B's
behavior can actually be altered by the content of A's communication to B.
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The link between dependence and power is less obvious in the last power base:

"legitimate power", or power based on a social role that is accepted by the power

holder and the persons over whom power is possessed. An example is being able to

affect the behavior of others because one functions at a certain hierarchical position.

When A has legitimate power over B, B's behavior is affected because B perceives A to

have the right to direct B's behavior, not necessarily because B is dependent on A to
obtain   his  or her outcomes. French and Raven   ( 1959) treat legitimate power  as  a

separate power base. Other authors, like Kelman  ( 1974), consider the legitimacy  of

power as a different variable: any power base can vary in legitimacy. In this view,
regardless of the power base, if power is considered as legitimate, it is considered an

indication for what behavior to express and it is less related to needs of the person over
whom power is possessed; hence it is less linked to dependence for need fulfillment.

The bases of social power show the variety of means by which the behavior of
others can be affected. Moreover, they show that power is not necessarily grounded in

dependence. What these different bases of social power also show is that power can be

limited to certain domains. One such a limitation appears to be a function of the
legitimacy of power, because this legitimacy limits power to the prescriptions that define

its boundaries: managers can decide which of the strategic alternatives that are suggested

by subordinates is chosen, but they usually cannot decide where subordinates spend

their holidays. Some power bases, apart from their legitimacy, inherently restrict power

to certain domains. Informational power is limited to the information that can be
conveyed by the influencing person. Expert power is limited to the perception of the
influencing person's expertise. Referent power is limited to the influencing person's own

behavior limits, because this is all that can be imitated. Importantly, coercive and reward

power are not inherently limited to a certain domain: a person in a position to reward or

punish another can demand any behavior.

Common in these views on power is that it is considered an interaction characteristic

and not a characteristic of a person; it is a "state of affairs" between specific individuals at

a specific time. Situational characteristics. for instance a position in a hierarchy or the

opportunity to reward some behavior higher that other behavior can contribute to
power over others. Personal attributes, for instance knowledge, or the extent to which

care about specific rewards, also cause variations in the amount of power that persons

have over others. Furthermore, power is considered potential causing of behavior. It may
or may not lead to actual influence. Finally, everyone in an interaction situation can have
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power over others, because everyone can be dependent on others or be in a position a

to affect other's behavior. Hence, the amount of power that persons have over each

other can vary separately from the power difference. Throughout this dissertation. power

is considered an interaction characteristic that gives persons the opportunity to cause

their intended effects by making others produce these effects.

Changing power differences

The study of changes in power differences can take different starting-points. One iS to

focus on changes  in the environment. According to Sherif  ( 1966), changes  in a power

differentiation can be a consequence of exposing a group to another group. A limitation

of this approach is that it gives no insight in power dynamics in more stable organizations

or groups. In addition, focusing on adaptation of the group to a changing environment

does not make it immediately clear what makes group members change their position. In

formal organizations in which no changes in the external environment occur, people can

adhere to SOCial norms regarding how and when they change power positions. An
example  is the bureaucratic  rule  (Ng, 1977; Bruins & Wilke,   1993):  when the highest

hierarchical position in an organization becomes vacant, someone from the next lower

level fills this position.
Even when the group structure is not changing, power dynamics are possible.

Following Nietzsche's "Will to power" a number of psychologists have assumed an

inherent  need and striving for power in humans  (e.g.,  McCIelland, 1975) Kipnis  ( 1974;

see also Mulder,  1977;  Ng, 1980) proposes that people, in addition to having power out

of a social role, strive for power because it can instrumental in achieving valued

outcomes, such as wealth or status and also because they value possessing power as an

end in itself. Indeed, some research has shown that people want to change power

differences by increasing their own power, even when nothing else can be gained by such

an  increase (e.g., Bruins & Wilke,   1992, 1993; Mulder, Veen, Hijzen, & jansen,   1973;

Mulder, Veen, Rodenburg, Frenken, & Tielens,  1973; Ng,  1977).
While having power may be valued, being limited in one's own freedom, by being

subject to the power of others, is usually not. Brehm ( 1966, 1993) stated that reactance

can occur when people perceive that their behavioral freedom is limited. This urges
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people to restore the original state of freedom. This implies that people are motivated to

restore their independence by decreasing the power of others over themselves.

Emerson   ( 1964) aimed to explain why people change power differences,  and

proposed four mechanisms by which the power differences can be changed (for instance,

by coalition formation). He stated that people want to restore imbalances in power,

because imbalances cause "tensions". He acknowledged that the assumptions of this

theory are closely related to ideas of distributive justice (e.g., equity theory, Adams &

Jacobsen,   1964). This emphasis on restorations of imbalances implies that people.

especially people that have less power than others, are not predicted to increase their

own power or their independence, but that they want to decrease differences in power.
The aim of this dissertation iS to move beyond explanations that are based on single

motives stating that people strive for power. power balance, or independence. The

ambition is to integrate and further increase our understanding of why and when people

want to increase their power, their independence, or the power balance. To start

understanding the relation between the different motives to change power that a person

has and their effects on actual tendencies to change power and power differences, social

comparison theory (Festinger,  1954;  Hogg, 2000; Rijsman,  1974.1983) is applied to these

issues. This theory allows for an integration of the motives to increase one's own power
and independence and to achieve balance. It is used to address the question why power

and power differences are changed and how this is done.

Social comparison theory states that people compare their valued attributes and,
depending on the comparison outcome, attempt to change the differences on the

dimension on which this attribute is compared. Power is an interaction characteristic,

which exists only in situations in which people interact; this makes it different from a

running or mathematics ability, which exist independent from interaction situations.

However, if people want power, independence, and balance in specific situations, their

amount of power (their position on the power dimension) is in that specific situation a

valued attribute. Therefore. they are expected to compare their amount of power with

that of power of others in particular situations.
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Social comparison theory

The basic assumption of social comparison theory (Festinger,   1954)  is that people feel  a

need to evaluate their opinions and abilities because they want to hold correct opinions

and correct appraisals of what they are capable of. In the absence of possibilities for

evaluation against physical criteria, people compare their abilities and opinions with those

of others. Because comparison with others who are more different yields less accurate

comparison information, one is less inclined to compare oneself with some specific other
as the difference between one's own and the other's opinion or ability is larger.

Therefore. given a range of possible comparison others, someone close to one's own
ability level or opinion will be chosen for comparison, in order to make a precise

evaluation of the opinion or ability. An effect of evaluation is that one decreases the

difference between oneself and the comparison other on the comparison dimension,

either by moving oneself closer to the other, or by moving the other closer to oneself. In

situations in which abilities are compared, the evaluation motive is accompanied by a

drive to move upwards on the comparison dimension.

Since Festinger's ( 1954) formulation of social comparison theory.  it has generated a

large body of research. Initially, many studies focused on how and why people select

comparison others and who is chosen as a comparison other. A number of studies

showed that people prefer to compare with others who are similar on the comparison

dimension (e.g., Wheeler,    1966),   but sometimes, people compare   with   the   most

dissimilar other on the comparison dimension, to define this dimension (e.g., Wheeler et

al.,    1969). In addition, people compare with others   who are similar on related

dimensions, to grasp the meaning of their standing on the comparison dimension (e.g.,

Goethals & Darley, 1977). Sometimes, people compare with others who are similar on

dimensions that are  not even related to the comparison dimension (e.g., Tesser,  1986).
In addition to the evaluation motive, people compare for self-enhancement and self-

improvement. These motives result in choices for different comparison others,
depending on the situation (see Suls & Miller, 1977; Suls & Wheeler, 2000; Suls & Wills,

1991; Wood,  1989,1996 for overviews).

Wood  ( 1989) notes some elements  of the theory  that  have  been not studied  as

extensively as the previously mentioned aspects. Two of her observations are
particularly important for the present research. The first is that knowledge about the

impoa Of the situation on comparison choices is relatively underdeveloped. The second  is
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that much less is known about the effects of social comparison than about motives or

causes for social comparison. In describing the discrepancy in these two classes of

research on social comparison, Blanton  (2001,  p.  75) goes even further than  Wood  by

stating, "social comparison theory is actually two theories". The first is about motives for

social comparisons and factors influencing the type of social comparison information. The

second is about self-evaluation and the factors that influence the effects of social

comparisons on self-judgments.

Although Festinger   ( 1954) already predicted effects of social comparisons   on
tendencies to move closer to other group members and tendencies to pull other group

members closer to oneself. most research concerning effects of social comparisons is of

a recent date. Examples are the effects of social comparisons on affective states (e.g..

Buunk, Collins, Taylor, Van Yperen, & Dakof,  1999; Reis, Gerard, & Gibbons,  1993)  and
on  self-evaluations (e.g., Brewer & Weber, 1994; Marsh & Parker, 1984; Mussweiler  &

Strack, 2000). Cotton and Baron   ( 1980) studied shifting opinions caused   by  mere

comparison. More in line with Festinger's original proposals, Huguet, Dumas, Monteil,

and  Genestoux (2001), Rijsman  (1974,1983),  and  Seta  ( 1982;  Seta,  Seta, & Donaldson,

1991) studied effects of ability comparison by focusing on performance shifts that result

from social comparisons. Because this dissertation is concerned with effects of the
comparison of power on tendencies to change the power differences, Rijsman's ideas will

be described in some detail.

Two pressures affect one's tendency to move towards or away from a comparison

other on a dimension on which an ability is compared. The evaluation motive results in a

pressure to move towards the comparison other, whether one is superior or inferior to

the other. Hence, this uniformity pressure (see  Figure   1.1)  causes  an  upward  mobility  if
one is inferior to the comparison other, which is stronger as one is more inferior. A

downward mobility results if one is superior; this is stronger as one is more superior.

The second pressure in a situation in which abilities are compared is a pressure towards

positive distinctiyeness. This pressure is strongest if one is very inferior to the comparison

other; it is absent if one is very superior.
The uniformity pressure and the positive distinctiveness pressure affect the same

behavior: movement on a dimension on which an ability is compared. Jointly, the two
pressures result in a very strong tendency to move upward on the comparison

dimension if one is very inferior, because both are directed upwards. If one is less
inferior, the two pressures are both weaker. If one is equal to a comparison other, one
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resulting
force

positive hidi pressure to
distinctiven compae
pressure

uniformity
low pressurepressure
to compere

very eq-1 very very eqid
»efy

inferior ior inferior superior

Figure 1.1. Tendenciesto move up or down on a comparison dimension ascaused
by the position relative to the comparison other.

Notes: X-Exis: position of a compaing person reldive to a comfrison other. Y-a(is
tendencies to rnove up (positive values) or down (negEtive values) on the
comperison dimension in a situetion. Left pa't: pressures towerds uniformity and
towads positive distinctiveness and the resulting force. Ridit pert: resulting pressure
weighted by the difference with the comperison other when the pressure to
compere is low or high.

wants to move upwards and away from the comparison other: one wants to be
positively distinct, but there is no pressure towards equality. If a person is superior to
the comparison other, the two pressures are directed opposite. The uniformity pressure

is aimed at going down on the comparison dimension; the positive distinctiveness

pressure is aimed upwards. At a certain point, the two pressures balance each other. If
one is even more superior to the comparison other, one tends to move down on the
comparison dimension because the downward uniformity pressure is then stronger than

the positive distinctiveness pressure.

Situations differ in the extent to which they force one to compare. If the situational

pressure to compare is low, one can choose whether or not to compare with another.

Because the information that can be obtained by comparing with others is less relevant

as these others are more different, an individual who can choose whether or not to
compare will be more inclined to compare with others as the difference on the
comparison dimension is smaller. The result of this greater importance that is attributed

to comparison with a more similar other is that the sum of the uniformity pressure and
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the positive distinctiveness pressure is weighted by the difference with the comparison

other. The weighted resulting pressure  is also presented in Figure  1.1.  If the situation

forces one to compare, comparison is always expected. even with very different others.

Examples of situations that are characterized by a high pressure to compare are when

members   of a small group cannot leave that group (Festinger,    1954),   or   when

participants in an experiment are explicitly watched by an external observer (Rijsman,

1974).

In later publications, Rijsman  ( 1983,  2000)  does not explain tendencies to change

one's position on a comparison dimension by means of the evaluation motive. Instead, he

states that a conceptual identification of oneself requires that one defines oneself as an

element of a set of objects (persons). The result of this definition of oneself as being a

member of a set is a tendency to decrease the relative difference on the dimension that

defines the set: the uniformity pressure. A second tendency results from the fact that
persons, in order to see themselves as an individual, have to see themselves as unique in

a collection of persons. This uniqueness is not neutral to the individual; hence, the

individual attaches value to this (comparison) dimension. The result is a tendency to

become positively distinct.

Rijsman ( 1974) obtained support for his model in a number of experiments, in which

participants were given bogus feedback concerning their performance relative to

another.  Seta  ( 1982),  who  used a different bogus feedback procedure concerning  the

participants relative position on the comparison dimension presented results that are
largely comparable to Rijsman's. Rijsman and Poppe  ( 1977) and Poppe  ( 1980) report

studies that support the applicability of the model to understand choice behavior in

experimental games. These studies provide a first application of the model to power

differences. In addition these studies apply social comparison theory to situations in

which persons compare their position with another's position on a dimension that is

given by the situation, and not resulting from differences in stable personal attributes.

Poppe  ( 1996),  who had participants imagine being  in a situation with others  who  had

different amounts of power, explicitly applied the model to tendencies to change existing

power differences. In the following chapters, it will be of central importance in the

formulation of hypotheses.
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Overview of the chapters

Experiment 1, reported in Chapter 2, provides a first teSt of predictions derived  from

social comparison theory regarding tendencies to change power differences. Power

differences are operationalized as differences in hierarchical positions. Additionally,

because most previous research that addressed tendencies to change power differences

was  inspired by power distance theory (Mulder, 1974, predictions derived from these

two theories are contrasted. Poppe ( 1996) contrasted the theories in a paper and pencil

setting, and found support for social comparison theory. Bruins and Wilke ( 1992) tested

predictions derived from power distance theory in a realistic group setting, and found

support for their predictions. Experiment I integrates Poppe's and Bruins and Wilke's

procedures and contrasts predictions from the two theories.

In Experiment 2 and 3, reported in Chapter 3, a broader range of aspects of a
group's power structure is addressed. In addition to effects of differences in hierarchical

positions, the effects of tWO other characteristics of a hierarchically structured group

(Ng,  1977) on tendencies to change power differences between oneself and other group

members are investigated. A variation of Poppe's    ( 1996) procedure is applied.

Participants imagine being a member of a hierarchical group; they receive information

concerning the amount of power of each group member. Then. they indicate their
preferred changes in power differences between the group members. In Experiment 2,

the hierarchical position of the participant and the power differences between adjacent

hierarchical positions are varied independently. In Experiment 3, situations in which

group members function at the same hierarchical position as the participant are
compared with situations in which they function at different positions.

In Experiment 4, reported in Chapter 4, predictions derived from social comparison
theory are contrasted with predictions derived from self-categorization theory in a
group setting. Social comparison theory predicts effects of interpersonal comparisons on

tendencies to change power differences. Self-categorization theory, on the other hand,

predicts effects of intergroup comparisons on these tendencies. After performing a

decision-making   task   that is largely comparable   to   the   task in Experiment 1,   the

participants' perceptions of shared sub-group membership together with each other

group member are measured; finally their preferences for changes in power differences

between the group members are measured.
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In all previously described experiments, power and power differences were based

on positions in a hierarchy. In Experiment 5, reported in Chapter 5, power is
operationalized as control over another person's behavior. The participant's own power
over another and the other's power over the participant (the participant's dependence

on this other) are manipulated independently. It is investigated whether people compare

these two aspects of a power relation. In addition, hypotheses are tested regarding

tendencies to change power differences. Most importantly. from the evaluation motive.

which is central in social comparison theory. it is derived that a decrease in another's

power over oneself (an increase in one's independence from this other) is preferred
over an increase in one's own power over the other.

Experiment 6, reported in Chapter 6, yields further evidence for the operation of

social comparison processes. The effects of power differences are integrated with the

effects of two other important variables: the validity of the comparison information and

the power /eve/ (the amount of power that persons have over each other, which is the

interdependence). It is predicted that the power difference, the power level, and the
validity of the comparison information interactively affect tendencies to change power

differences. This is done to test hypotheses that are specifically aimed at variations in the

strength of the pressure towards uniformity, resulting from power evaluation.

In Chapter seven, some additional analyses, an overview, and an integration of the

conclusions of the previous chapters are presented.



Chapter 2

Effects Of socia/ comparisons on tendencies to change
power differences in hierarchically structured groups'

1 Based  on: Van Dijke.  M.. & Poppe,  M.  (200 I b). An abridged version  of this paper was
published as: Van Dijke, M., & Poppe, M. (2000) Voorkeur voor het veranderen van
machtsverschillen in hierarchisch georganiseerde groepen. [Preferences for changes in
power differences in hierarchically structured groups]. In C. Martijn, C. G. Rutte, D. A.
Stapel, & E. van Dijk (Eds.), Fundomentele Soda/e Psychologie  (Vol.    14,  pp. 79-88). Delft:
Eburon.
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In order to provide a first test of predictions derived from social comparison theory, the

main questions in the present study were whether people want to change power

differences in ways that will increase their own power and/or decrease the power of
others and whether the size of the power differences makes a difference. Social

comparison theory has occasionally been applied to tendencies to change power

differences, but either the predictions were restricted in scope (Ng.  1977). or they were

tested by means of procedures with certain limitations (Poppe, 1996). Additionally,  the

predictions were compared with predictions derived from a theory that was explicitly
developed to understand motivations and the resulting behavioral tendencies to change

power differences: power distance theory (Mulder,  1977).
Applied to effects of power comparison, (see Figure  1.1, page 16), social comparison

theory predicts that subordinates (who are inferior on the power dimension) want to
decrease the power difference with their superiors (Hypothesis I). These tendencies  are

stronger as the difference with their superiors is larger (Hypothesis 2). Superiors usually

vvant to increase the power difference with their subordinates (Hypothesis 3). These

tendencies are weaker as the power difference is larger; a very large power difference

leads to tendencies to decrease the power difference (Hypothesis 4).

To test social comparison theory in situations of power differences, Poppe  ( 1996)

asked participants to imagine themselves in a situation of one of three group members.

Because of procedures and communication patterns, they had different amounts of
power. The power of each of the three group members (the participant imagined to be

one of them) was presented as a score on a scale, which was said to assess

organizational power. To measure tendencies to change power differences. they were

asked to indicate their preferred changes in the power of each of the three group

members in terms of changes in scores on the above-mentioned scale. The results

supported social comparison theory in a situation of high pressure to compare: the

highest in the hierarchy maintained the power difference with the lowest but wanted to

increase the power difference with the middle position. The lowest person in the
hierarchy was more inclined than the middle to decrease the power difference with the

highest.
The  study by Poppe  ( 1996) was actually conducted to contrast social comparison

theory with power distance theory (Mulder,  1977). This theory was explicitly developed

to understand tendencies to change power differences. In this theory. it is proposed that
the mere exercise of power gives satisfaction. In addition. the exercise of power is
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thought to be addictive: as one exercises more power, one is more inclined to further
increase one's own power. From the satisfaction assumption and the addiction

assumption, Mulder derived several hypotheses regarding behavioral tendencies of the

more powerful person and corresponding tendencies of the less powerful. As will be

show below. the motives that shape tendencies to change power differences are different

in social comparison theory and power distance theory, but the most obvious difference

in the predictions is for tendencies of a more powerful to change the power difference

with the less powerful.
Subordinates want to decrease the power difference with their superiors. This

prediction is similar to Hypothesis I from social comparison theory. Since subordinates

have more power as the power difference is smaller already, the addiction assumption

implies that subordinates are more inclined to decrease the power difference with their
superiors as this difference is smaller (Hypothesis 2. ) Mulder ( 1977) proposes that less

powerful persons can act at the behavioral level, to actually decrease the power

difference, but also at a cognitive level. This distinction is comparable to attitudes as

predispositions of behavior an actual behavior (Bruins & Wilke,  1992).  On this cognitive

(intentional) level, tendencies to reduce power differences are expressed as identification

with the more powerful, feelings of sympathy for the more powerful, and the idea that

one is able to do the more powerful's task. As with actual attempts to reduce power

differences, these tendencies are stronger as the power difference is smaller.

Superiors want to increase the power difference with their subordinates; this
prediction is similar to Hypothesis 3 from social comparison theory. The tendency to

increase the power difference with a subordinate is stronger as this difference is larger

(Hypothesis 4.*j. According to power distance theory, tendencies to increase power

differences are stronger as the power difference is larger because power is addictive: as

one possesses more power, one is more inclined to further increase one's own power.

Social comparison theory on the other hand, predicts that the pressure towards positive

distinctiveness is weaker as one is more positively distinct (see Figure  1.1, page  16)

Although a number of studies claimed support for power distance theory (e.g.,

Mulder, Veen, Hartsuiker, & Westerduin, 1971; Mulder, Veen, Hijzen, & Jansen.  1973;

Mulder, Veen, Rodenburg, Frenken, & Tielens,  1973), the empirical status  of the theory

has been disputed. Extra  ( 1983) concluded that empirical evidence for power distance

theory is relatively weak because the manipulation of power differences was usually

contaminated with differences in the number of group members that functioned at the
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same hierarchical level as the participant and with differences in tasks. Support was

mostly found for tendencies of less powerful persons to reduce power differences.

Predictions regarding stronger tendencies of more powerful persons to increase power

differences as they had more power received hardly any support.

Bruins and Wilke ( 1993) proposed a different explanation for people's tendencies to

change power differences towards the highest position: the bureaucratic norm, which

states that if the highest position in a hierarchy becomes vacant, the person in the next

highest position takes over the highest, because he or she is the most eligible to do this.

However, Bruins and Wilke   ( 1992, Experiment 2) claimed support for predictions
derived from power distance theory regarding tendencies to increase the power

difference of a more powerful person towards less powerful persons. A limitation of
their dependent measures was that they did not measure tendencies of a more powerful

person to increase their own power, but they measured tendencies of a more powerful

to decrease their own power.

The major strength of Bruins and Wilke's  ( 1992,1993) studies was that participants

actually worked on a task in a hierarchical structure, in which they experienced real

power differences. A weakness was their measurement of tendencies to change power

differences by measuring tendencies to take over positions. Measuring tendencies to
change power differences by asking whether one wants to take over or feels eligible to

take over this position has as limitation that behavior may mostly be affected by norms

instead of motives. In addition, the measurement of tendencies to decrease one's power
by asking for one's inclination to increase one's power is somewhat ambiguous. The

dependent measures employed by Poppe  ( 1996)  are  much more suitable to measure

tendencies to change power differences because they allow the participants to increase

but also to decrease their own power, and the power of others. However, his results

are limited because he performed a paper and pencil study in which the participants did

not experience real power differences.

In the Experiment   1, the hypotheses derived from social comparison theory
regarding effects of comparisons of power differences were tested. This was done in the

setting of a hierarchically structured group. Hypothesis 2 and 4 were contrasted with

Hypothesis 2, , and 4.t, from power distance theory. Unlike social comparison theory,

power distance theory predicts tendencies to change power differences on a cognitive

(or intentional) level. On this cognitive (intentional) level, these tendencies are expressed

as identification with the more powerful, feelings of sympathy for the more powerful, and
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the idea that one is able to do the more powerful person's job. As with actual attempts

to reduce power differences, these tendencies are stronger as the power difference is

smaller.

The   procedure was adapted from Bruins and Wilke   ( 1992,    1993).   Both   the

dependent variables from Bruins and Wilke and the measures that were employed by

Poppe  ( 1996) were applied. This allows for teStS  of the main hypotheses derived from

social comparison theory, which sometimes conflict with hypotheses from power

distance theory, and for additional teStS of hypotheses derived from power distance

theory.

Experiment I

Method

Participants

The participants were 7 I  female and 8 male first-year psychology students from Tilburg
University who had not yet taken a course in social psychology. They were randomly

assigned to the conditions and participated anonymously. For their participation, they

received credits toward a research requirement in their introductory year in psychology.

Design

A group consisting of five persons. one of them being the participant, was hierarchically

structured in five levels; each level contained one group member. Person A was the

highest, then B, then C. then D; person E was the lowest in the hierarchy. The major

between-subjects variable was Position. There were three conditions: participants

occupied either position B, C, or D. Depending on the analysis. a different within-

subjects factor was included. The principal interest was whether the size of the power

differences affected tendencies to change this difference (e.g., the power difference

between B and C is smaller than between B and D). Therefore, in the analyses of

tendencies to change power differences, a 3-level within-subjects factor Changelntention

was included. It represented tendencies to change power differences between three

positions (B-C, B-D. and C-D). We also applied items that were taken from Bruins and

Wilke  ( 1992). In these analyses, a 4-level within-subjects factor Target was included. An
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example is 'how much did you like the person in position [A to E. except the

participant's own position]'.

Procedure

The first part of the procedure was adapted from Bruins and Wilke ( 1992, Experiment

1).  On  arrival, the participants were told that they would work  in a group consisting of
five persons. Actually, they received pre-programmed bogus information from simulated

group members. The participants were placed in separate rooms where they had to
work on a personal computer. On-screen messages explained the aims of the
experiment. The group members would buy or sell stocks and advise each other on
these decisions in a hierarchically structured group. They had to give and receive advice

about buying or selling by means of a computer network. Every group member received

a budget of NLG 20,000 (NLG I  = EUR 0.47) and, on every trial, a number of stocks to
start with. The number of stocks differed in all trials. but it was equal in all positions. The
participants were randomly allocated to a hierarchical position. To exclude self-
presentation effects, they were told that no personal information would be used. There
were ten trials. In each, they were shown a chart of the value of a stock during the past
10 weeks. The flow of advice went from the highest hierarchical level to the lowest level.

First, the person in position A (person A) advised the four group members lower in the
hierarchy. Then, person B advised the remaining three group members lower in the
hierarchy. then C advised D and E, and finally D advised E. Five different kinds of advice

were  possible:  (1)  buy, (2) consider buying,  (3)  buy  or  sell. (4) consider selling,  and  (5)
sell. After having given advice, the group member that had given advice could buy or sell
stocks. All advice and buy or sell decisions of the other group members were visible on
screen during the handling of a certain stock.

The participants functioned in the positions B, C, or D. The positions A and E were
merely added to make the tasks of the participants in positions B, C, or D fully
comparable. To convince the participants that they were advised by and advising real

others and to make the hierarchy as salient as possible, the structure of the hierarchy

was made visible on screen during the trials, and participants saw the pre-programmed

advice and decisions of all other group members. Upon completion of the task, they
were told that the network connection was terminated, then, several questions were
asked to check the induction of the independent variable. These questions were followed
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by the items measuring the dependent variables that were taken from Bruins and Wilke

(|992).2

The experiment continued with a part of the procedure adapted from Poppe ( 1996).

It was explained to the participants that the power of the group members had been

assessed. Every group member received a score on a scale ranging from 0 (minimal

power) to 100 (maximal power). Person A had 75 power points, person B had 65 points,

person C had 55 points, person D had 45 points, and person E had 35 points. Larger

differences in points meant larger differences in power. The experimenters had selected

twelve different alternatives, each representing a change in the power of the persons in

positions B, C. and D at the same time. These twelve alternatives were to be presented

to the participants in 66 pairs. The experimenters were interested in their preferences

for one alternative to the other. The preferences would not be told to the other group

members. All items, manipulation checks, and dependent measures were presented on
the computer screen. Upon completion of the task, the experimenter asked some

questions to check whether the participants were suspicious of the fact that they had not

really interacted. Then they were fully informed about the aims and procedure of the

experiment. The importance of not speaking about the procedure to others was

emphasized.

Manipulation checks

Questions were asked about the position the participant occupied, the number of levels

above the participant's own position, and the number of levels below the participant's

own position. In addition, the participants indicated on what basis they believed they had

been allocated to their position on twenty points rating scales (1 = randomly; 20 = based

on performance) and whether they could exert more or less influence than their direct

subordinate  (1   =  much   less;  20  =  much   more). Four separate items measured  the

2 power implies control over the behavior of others. To make the power of the group
members convincing to the participants, there had to be a certain amount of compliance
to the advices of superiors. The participants' advice was exactly repeated by the direct
subordinates in three out of ten trials. In the three other trials, it was followed by advice
that was next one step removed in the series of five types of advice the participants
could give. For example, if a participant advised "buy or sell", the direct subordinate
would advise "consider selling" or "consider buying". In the remaining four trials, the
participants' advice was followed by an advice from the direct subordinate that was at
least two steps away in the series of advice from the advice that had been received.
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strength of the influence was that was actually exerted on the participant by the four
other group members  (1  = not strong;  20  = very strong). Finally, four separate items

were added to measure the strength of the influence that the participant actually exerted
on the other four group members (1  = not strong; 20 = very strong).

Dependent variables

Bruins and Wilke  ( 1992) measured tendencies to change power differences by asking

whether the participant would want to take over a certain hierarchical position. As was
already noted, these measures do not allow for unambiguous measurements of these

tendencies. To overcome these limitations. the measurement of tendencies to change

power differences was performed by a method adapted from the assessment of social

value orientations (Grzelak   et   al., 1988; Kuhlman & Marshello, 1975; Messick   &

McCIintock,  1968). A social value orientation  is a motive when allocating outcomes  to

oneself and other(s). An example of a social value orientation is -maximizing the
difference between outcomes for oneself and the other". In social value orientations

research, outcomes are usually points, which sometimes refer to money. In the present

study, the outcomes were changes the power scores of three group members B. C. and

D, and hence they referred to changes in power of the three group members B, C, and
D.

One way to measure social value orientations is by having participants rank order
alternatives that represent different outcomes (in this case, changes in power) for
themselves and others (Schultz  &  May.   1989). The ranking  of a participant  is  then
compared to perfect rankings that would be obtained if a certain social value orientation
were effective. For instance, to what extent does the ranking of a participant resemble

the perfect ranking for maximizing the difference in power between person B and CZ

The  alternatives  we  used were developed by Grzelak  et  al.  ( 1994) and first applied  to

power difference settings by Poppe  ( 1996). Twelve different alternatives for changes  in

the power of each of the three persons in the positions B, C, and D were presented to
the participants in 66 pairs. The alternatives are shown in Table 2.1. An example is the
choice between 8+4  C -4  D O and B O C-2 D -2. If a participant chose the first
alternative, person B gained 4 points on the power scale, person C lost 4 power points,
and person D did not lose or gain power. Choosing the second alternative implied that
person B did not gain or lose power, person C lost two power points, and person D lost

2 points.
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The rank order of each alternative was computed by counting the number of times a

certain alternative was preferred. The most frequently preferred alternative was ranked

one, the second most frequently preferred was ranked two, etcetera. As an index of

correspondence between a participant's ranking and a perfect ranking, we used a
correlation coefficient. The ranking of each participant was correlated with three perfect
rankings that represented changes in power differences of the three relations (BC, BD,

and  CD). The three perfect rankings are shown in Table  2.1.  If the ranking  of  a

participant is correlated negatively with a perfect ranking this means that the participant

wanted to decrease this power difference. This method yielded for each participant

indices of the strength of tendencies to change three different power differences. For use

in further analyses, Fischer-z transformations of the correlations were computed. The

values ranged from -1.94 to 1.40. In the analyses of tendencies to change power

differences, the three indices of each participant were treated as one within-subjects

factor. An important characteristic of these alternatives is that the perfect rankings that

represent changes in the differences in power between the three persons (between

person B and C, between B, and D and between C and D) are not correlated. This

means that if a participant wanted to change the difference in power for one specific

relation (for instance BC), his or her indices for a tendency to change the differences in

power for the other tWO relations (BC and CD) were not affected by this choice.

The  measures  that were taken from Bruins and Wilke  ( 1992) were applied to test

the additional predictions from power distance theory. The items concerned every other
group member individually, but not the participant. For person B, these were A, C, D,
and E; for person C, these were A, B, D, and E; for person D, these were A. B. C. and E.

Four items stated, "Do you think, as to qualities that are relevant for this organization,

that you match with person [A to E, except the questioned participant]" (1  = not at all;

20 = strongly). Four items stated "Do you think person [A to E, except the questioned

participant] performs better or worse  than  you  do  in this organization"  (1   =  much

worse; 20 = much better). Four items were added to measure liking: "How would you

describe person [A to E, except the questioned participant]. as pleasant or unpleasant"

( 1  = very pleasant; 20 = very unpleasant).
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Table 2.1  Alternatives and Perfect Rankings for Changing Power
Differences

Power change for Perfect ranking according to

B     C        D                      Max B-C Max B-D Max C-D

+4       -4             0                                              1.0 2.5 10.5

+4    0 -4 2.5                 1.0                 2.5

0   -4 +4 2.5 10.5 12.0

+4   +2     +2 45 4.5 6.5

0 -2 -2 4.5 4.5 6.5

+2   +2     +4 65 8.5 8.5

-2 -2 0 6.5 8.5 8.5

+2   +4     +2 85 6.5 4.5

-2         0           -2 8.5 6.5 4.5

0   +4 -4 10.5                           2,5                              1.0

-4    0 +4 10.5 12.0 10.5

-4        +4               0 12.0 10.5 2.5

Note: In columns I to 3, each row represents an alternative to change the power of
the three group members at the same time (e.g., 8 +4  C -4  D 0 means B
gains 4 power points, C looses 4 points, D's power is not changed).
Participants rank these 12 alternatives according to their preferences.  The
ranking of each participant is compared to (correlated with) the three perfect
rankings presented in columns 4 to 6. In these columns, a cell value denotes
the rank of an alternative according to that perfect ranking. For instance, 8 +4
C -4 D 0 is ranked I in the perfect ranking "Max B-C", because this alternative
represents the largest difference (+8) between the power of B and C.
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Results3

Manipulation checks

On the questions "Which was the position you were assigned toi" and -How many
persons were below your position in the hierarchyi' all participants came up with the
correct answer. Two participants gave a wrong answer to '-How many persons were

above your position in the hierarchy " Their data were removed from further analyses.

We asked whether participants believed they had been allocated randomly to their

positions  (1 = completely random allocation;  20 = completely based on performance).
The mean was 3.00. No significant differences were found between the conditions (F (2,

74)  <   1). The participants  were also asked whether they could exert  more  or  less

influence than their direct subordinates (1  = much less; 20 = much more). The mean was
12.56,  which is significantly above the midpoint of the scale  (t (76)  = 4.91,  p  <  .001).  No

significant differences between conditions were found (F (2,74) <  1).
Next, we presented rating scales that were intended to measure the strength of the

actual influence that was exerted on the participant by each of the other four individuals

in the hierarchy (1  = not strong; 20 = very strong) and the influence that was exerted on
each  of the other four individuals by the participant (1  = not strong;  20 = very strong).

These items cannot be analyzed by a normal ANOVA because of the systematic missing

data arising from the fact that the participants did not rate themselves. A "mixed model"

(Croon,  1999)  was  used to analyze these  data.  In this model, a between-subjects factor
and a within-subjects factor are considered (with correlated errors for the within-
subjects factor). To test interaction effects of the tWO factors, the model including

interaction effects is compared to the model containing only main effects. If the model

containing only main effects causes no significant increase in f (the models' test

statistic), there is no significant interaction between the tvvo factors. In this case, the
model containing both main effects is compared to the model containing just one main

effect, to determine whether two main effects are operating or just one. This is done for

each main effect separately. If the model containing only one main effect does not yield a

3 Because of the low number of male participants. analyses were performed both with
and without the male participants. The results were the same whether or not the males
were included. Therefore, males were included in subsequent analyses and no further
mention of this will be made.
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significant increase  in %2 when compared to the model containing both main effects, there

is no significant main effect of the factor that was left out of the model. Finally, the model

containing a factor is compared to the model containing the overall mean only. to
determine whether there is any significant effect of a factor.

The analysis of the items measuring influence exerted by the group members on the

participant yielded a significant interaction effect (increase  in f (5)  =  21.25,  p  <  .001)  of

Position (between-subjects: B, C, or D) and Target (within-subjects: A to E, except the

participant's own position). Inspection of the means (see Table 2.2A) showed that

participants differentiated between the levels above and the levels below their own level.

The analysis of the items measuring the influence exerted by the participant on the four

other group members also yielded a significant interaction effect of Position and Target
(increase  in  2  (5)   =  60.5 I   p  <  .001). The participants applied  the same distinction

between levels as in the items measuring influence exerted by the other group members

(see Table 2.28).

Tendencies to change power differences

The hypotheses derived from social comparison theory were tested by analyzing

tendencies to change power differences. The three-level within-subjects factor

Changelntention represented tendencies to change three power differences (Max B-C,
Max B-D, and Max C-D). Position (B, C, or D) was a between-subjects factor.

Participants, on average, tended to decrease the power differences: the overall mean was

significantly below 0(F(I, 74) =  18.72, p< .001). The participants did not want to change

all power differences to the same extend: a main effect of Changelntention was found (F
(2,  73)  =  5.88,  p  <  .01). The participants showed stronger tendencies to decrease  the

power difference between B and D than to decrease the tWO other differences. This

main effect of Changelntention was qualified by a significant interaction between Position

and Changeintention  (F (4,146)  =  17.25,  p  < .001).



Social comparison in hierarchies                                                             33

Table 2.2 Mean Influence Exerted by and on the Participant

A Influence Exerted by the Participant on Others

Position Position of other

A            B            C             D             E                      Mean

8                              3.29             * 1 1.1 0 11.62 11.00 9.23

C 3.11 3.39           * 8.86 8.75 6.03

D 2.79 2.79 2.89                * 1 1.1 1 4.90

Mean 3.06 3.09 7.00 10.24 10.29 6.72

B Influence Exerted on Participant by Others

Position Position of target

A            B            C             D             E                      Mean

8                        8.48           * 4.05 3.48 3.76 4.94

C 6.18 6.79           * 2.89 1.93 4.45

D 9.61 9.57 9.96             * 3.96 8.28

Mean 8.09 8.18 7.01 6.37 3.22 5.89

Note: higher means denote more influence. In both tables, the means below the
main diagonal are not significantly different from each other, and the means
above the main diagonal are not significantly different from each other. The
tWO groups of means are significantly different from each other in both tables

(P < .05).

The mean tendencies to change power differences in the three hierarchical positions

are shown in Table 2.3. Social comparison theory predicts that a less powerful group

member wants to decrease the power differences with a more powerful group member

(Hypothesis   I). The participant  in the lowest position indeed wanted to decrease  the

power difference with the middle and the highest positions. However, tendencies for the
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lowest in the hierarchy to decrease the power difference with the group members in the
highest and the medium positions do not differ. Both the lowest and the middle in the
hierarchy want to decrease the power difference with the highest. Two hypotheses

concerned the more powerful group members. According to social comparison theory, a
more powerful person wants to increase the power difference with a less powerful

(Hypothesis 3). This tendency is stronger as the power difference is smaller (Hypothesis

4). Post hoc tests showed that B wanted to increase the power difference between B
and C but did not want to change the power difference between B and D. When
comparing the tendencies of the persons in position B and C with respect to position D,
the result was that B did not want to change the power difference between B and D; C
wanted to increase the difference between C and D. (difference between Max B-D for B
and Max C-D for C: t (47) = -2.01,p < 05). Power distance theory predicts the opposite

(Hypothesis 4. ,), and hence, it is not supported.

Table 2.3 Tendencies to Change Power Differences

Position of participant

Relation                          B                     C                        D                     Mean

Max B-C 183 : :642 bI .003: -. 185 *

Max B-D :007 1 :251 Z ..530 by -.286 Y

Max C-D ..162 bv .330: -.528 : - .1 1 6*

Mean .005, :188 *b -.354 b -. 196

Note:     Positive = increase of a power difference; negative = decrease of a power
difference. Means with different subscripts (a, b, c) differ significantly by row (p
< .05). Means with different superscripts (x, 8 z) differ significantly by column
(2 < .05). italic means are not significantly different from 0.

Rating scale items

Power distance theory predicts, besides direct tendencies to change one's own power,
that less powerful people identify with the more powerful, that they feel able to do the
more powerful's task, and that they like the more powerful persons. These tendencies
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on the cognitive level will also be stronger when the power difference is smaller. Social

comparison theory does not predict these effects. Each of these variables was measured

with four items, one for every position the participant did not occupy. Because of the

pattern of missing data (participants did not rate themselves), the items were analyzed by

means of the same mixed model that was used for some of the manipulation checks. The

only analysis that yielded a significant effect was the analysis of identification. A significant

difference was found between the model containing Target and between the model

containing the overall  mean only (increase  in  %2 (4)  =   18.29,  p  <  .001).  The  mean  of

identification with person E (A/1 = 9.27) was significantly lower (p < .05) than all other

means (means ranging from  10.74 to  12.42). An explanation for this result is that E is the

only person who did not give any advice, because E was the lowest in the hierarchy.

Discussion

The basic questions were whether people want to change existing power differences and

whether the size of the power difference affects tendencies to change it. We tested

hypotheses derived from social comparison theory regarding these tendencies. In

addition, hypotheses derived from power distance theory were tested. Social

comparison theory predicts (see Figure  1.1, page  1 6) that subordinates (who are inferior

on the power dimension) want to decrease the power difference with their superiors

(Hypothesis I). These tendencies are stronger  as the difference with their superiors  is

larger (Hypothesis 2). Superiors usually want to increase the power difference with their

subordinates (Hypothesis 3). These tendencies are weaker as the power difference is

larger; a very large power difference leads to tendencies to decrease the power

difference (Hypothesis 4). The results clearly support social comparison theory (and

contradict power distance theory).

Power distance theory predicts that tendencies to reduce power differences are also

expressed as identification with the more powerful, feelings of sympathy for the more

powerful, and the idea that one is able to do the more powerful's task. As with actual

attempts to reduce power differences, these tendencies are stronger as the power

difference is smaller. However, none of these predictions received any support. To

summarize our findings regarding power distance theory, previous research has already

shown mixed results. Improvement of the power manipulation and improvement of the
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dependent measures yields results that never support power distance theory. This
means that social comparison theory is preferred to power distance theory, not only
because a more general framework is preferred over a theory that offers predictions for

a more limited number of phenomena, but also because when the two theories make

conflicting predictions, the evidence supports social comparison theory and contradicts

power distance theory.
As was explained in the introduction, Emerson  ( 1962,1964) predicted that people's

tendencies to change power differences are not affected by the ioint operation of a
pressure towards positive distinctiveness and a pressure towards uniformity, but they
want to restore balance in power. In other words, Emerson predicted that people are

affected by a pressure towards uniformity only. He acknowledged that the assumptions

of this theory are closely related to ideas of distributive justice. One systematic theory in
the field of distributive justice is equity theory (Adams, 1965), which predicts that people

want the ratios of inputs and outcomes in a relationship to be equal for all group

members. If these ratios are unequal, people are dissatisfied and will attempt to make
these ratios equal. This can be achieved by changing the inputs, changing the outcomes,
or changing the cognitive representation of the values of the inputs or outcomes. Not all

members of an inequitable relationship are equally dissatisfied. The disadvantaged are
predicted to be more dissatisfied than the advantaged and will be more strongly

motivated to restore equity  (e.g., Van Yperen,  &  Buunk 1990; Walster, Walster,  &

Berscheid,  1978).
In the present study, the inputs were equal for all group members because the

participants were explicitly randomly assigned to the hierarchical positions. The
outcomes were unequal because the group members differed in power. However, our
results are neither in line with equity theory nor with Emerson's notions on the
restoration of the power balance. Participants in the highest position showed no
attempts at all to decrease power differences with any group member. Instead, they

wanted to increase the power difference with the middle position. Participants in the

middle position also wanted to increase the power difference with the lowest position.

This means that an explanation of people's tendencies to change power differences that

is based on a motive to achieve balance (a pressure toWards uniformity) only is
insufficient.

Other research casts more doubt on explanations based on equity theory. Bruins

and Wilke  ( 1993) offer the most convincing rejection. They varied the inputs of all group
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members by assigning participants either explicitly randomly to hierarchical positions or
(supposedly) based on their performance on a relevant task. No differences between

these conditions were found on tendencies to change power differences. Although we

question their interpretation of the results. they imply that there is not even a suggestion

that people actually pay attention to differences in inputs when the outcomes are

differences in power.  We  do not agree with Mulder  ( 1977) with respect to what drives

people to change existing power differences, but one of his proposals appears interesting

with respect to the application of distributive justice ideas to power. He states that the

size of the power differences (differences in outcomes) is a stronger determinant of

tendencies to change these differences than the legitimacy of the differences (differences

in inputs) is.
A number of factors affect the dynamics of power. People can adhere to SOCial

norms regarding how and when power differences are changed. An example of this is the

bureaucratic  rule  (Ng, 1977, Bruins & Wilke,  1993): a vacant position  at the top Will  be

filled by the next most senior person. This study shows that environmental changes or

social norms are not a necessary condition to induce tendencies to change power

differences. Members of groups that function in relatively stable environments still want

to change differences in power, even if this does not lead to an increase in other

positively evaluated outcomes.

The main conclusion is that group members' motivations to change power

differences make power structures inherently unstable: everyone wants to be slightly

superior to comparison others. Tendencies to change the power differences cannot be

understood by means of power distance theory. Social comparison theory, which is a

much more general framework, appears to be a promising starting-point to understand

power dynamics. The operation of the different motives to achieve balance and to be

positively distinct is captured well by this theory. Furthermore, although research on the

efl'ects of differences on a dimension of ability comparison is not central in the study of

social comparison processes, it proves to be valid in understanding tendencies to change

power differences.
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Preferred changes in power differences: Effects of socia,
comparison in equa/ and unequa/ power relations'

' Based  on: Van Dijke,  M., & Poppe,  M.  (200 I c). Parts of these  data were published  as:

Van    Dijke.    M., & Poppe,    M.    (200 I a). Voorkeuren    voor het veranderen    van
machtsverschillen: Effecten van posities en afstanden tussen posities. [Preferences for
changes in power differences: Effects of positions and distances between positions]. In D.
A. Stapel, C. Mart:ijn, E. van Dijke, & A. Dijksterhuis (Eds.), Fundamentele Sociale
Psychologie (Vol.  15, pp. 39-50). Delft Eburon.
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In the two experiments presented in this chapter, social comparison theory was applied

to the effects of three group characteristics on tendencies to change power differences.

The first characteristic is the rank difference between hierarchical levels. Is, for instance,

someone higher in the hierarchy more inclined to decrease the power difference with

the top position than someone lower in the hierarchy2 The second characteristic is the

power difference between adjacent hierarchical levels. Are for instance group members

whose direct superior has little power over them more inclined to decrease the power

difference with this superior than group members whose superior has more power over

themi The third characteristic is the equality in the power of group members. Do people

want to increase power differences with group members at the same hierarchical leveli

And are these tendencies comparable to tendencies to change power differences with

group members at different hierarchical levelsl Social comparison theory has occasionally

been applied to motivations to change power differences, but the predictions were

restricted in scope because they were limited to tendencies to decrease power

differences with the highest hierarchical position  (Ng,  1977), or to tendencies to change

power differences with others at different hierarchical levels (Poppe, 1996; Experiment

1). Moreover, the procedures were limited because, as we will show below. they did not

allow for independent teStS of all the effects of the above-described group

characteristics.

To test predictions derived from Rijsman's specification of social comparison theory

in  situations of power differences, Poppe  ( 1996) had participants imagine themselves to

be in a situation of one of three group members, who because of procedures and

communication patterns differed in the amount of power they possessed. The results

supported social comparison theory in a situation of high pressure to compare.

Experiment I  yielded a replication of these findings in an actual group setting.
A limitation of the above-described studies is that differences in power were

operationalized by the number of persons located between the participant and the
comparison other: the difference was larger as more hierarchical levels separated them.

Social comparison theory states that differences on a comparison dimension are given by

differences in the values, and not just by differences in ranks on that dimension; although

the former implies the latter, the reverse is not true. Therefore, manipulating rank

differences only cannot tell us what the effects are of differences in values on the power

dimension. Because the participants received information about the amount of power

that persons in each hierarchical level possessed, one can even say that differences in the
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values on the power dimension were contaminated with differences in ranks. Two
characteristics of hierarchical groups are operationalizations of these two typeS of power

differences. The number of hierarchical levels between two positions is an
operationalization of rank differences; the power difference between two adjacent

hierarchical levels is an operationalization of differences in the values on the power

dimension.

A second limitation of the above-described studies is that situations in which group

members are equal in power were ignored. It is conceivable that people want to change

power differences with group members at their own hierarchical level. In addition, the

presence of group members at one's own hierarchical level may affect one's tendency to

change power differences with group members at other hierarchical levels (e.g., the

comparative fit in self-categorization theory; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell,

1987). For instance, a power difference (e.g., with a superior) may be perceived as larger

when another power difference is smaller (e.g., when someone else functions at one's

own hierarchical level). Social comparison theory offers straightforward predictions

concerning effects of comparisons with others who are equal on a comparison
dimension.

Ng  ( 1977) studied effects of these different group characteristics on tendencies to

change power differences. Unfortunately, for a number of reasons, his design and
dependent measures could not be used for the present purposes. First, the manipulation

of power differences between adjacent hierarchical levels was contaminated with the
total number of group members and with the number of group members below the

participant. Second, Ng was only interested in tendencies to decrease power differences

with group members at the highest level. Third, the most important dependent measure

assessed whether the participant wanted to take over the highest hierarchical position,

after this position had become vacant. However, taking over a hierarchical position

allows one to increase one's own power, without changing the power difference

between oneself and the person that previously occupied that position. Moreover, it is
not clear whether this question measures a tendency to increase the power difference

with the previously occupied position or a tendency to decrease the power difference

with the highest position. Finally, even in experimental situations, the choice whether or
not to take over a vacant top position is strongly affected by norms that prescribe

promotions in hierarchical organizations (Bruins & Wilke,  1993).
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Instead of using Ng's ( 197D design and dependent measures, we used the dependent

measures and extended versions of Poppe's  ( 1996) design  in the present experiments.

The limitation of confounded power differences and hierarchical positions was avoided

by varying the power differences between adjacent hierarchical positions independent
from the position of the participants. Predictions from social comparison theory were
tested by means of the differences in rank of the hierarchical levels (e.g., the power

difference between the highest and the lowest position is larger than the difference

between the middle and the lowest) and by means of the differences in the value on the

power dimension (differences between adjacent hierarchical positions).
Social comparison theory predicts (see Figure  1.1,  page  1 6)  that a person wants to

increase power differences with group members who have less power; this tendency is

weaker as the power difference is larger, and a very large difference leads to tendencies

to  decrease the power difference (Hypothesis   I). A person wants to decrease power

differences with group members having more power; this tendency is stronger as the

power difference is larger (Hypothesis 2). A person is more inclined to increase the

power difference with another who has as much power than with another who has less

power (Hypothesis 3). This prediction was tested in Experiment 3. No differences were

expected in tendencies to change power differences with an equally powerful or a more

powerful person.

Experiment 2

Method

Participants

The participants were 34 female and 58 male first-year economics students at Tilburg
University. They were assigned randomly to the conditions. For their participation, they

received NLG 7.5 (0.47 Euro).

Design

The design of this experiment was 3 x 2 x 2 (x3). The independent variables were the

position of the participant (Position; highest, middle, or lowest in the hierarchy: H, M or

L), the power difference between the highest and the middle position in the hierarchy

(HMdifference: small or large), and the power difference between the lowest and the
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middle position in the hierarchy (LMdifference: small or large). The fourth independent
variable was a within-subjects factor of three levels. This factor represented preferences

to change the power differences between the three group members (Relation: H-M, H-L,
and M-L). Because of the specific measurement of the dependent variables, participants

could express preferences regarding all three relations (HM, HL, and ML) at the same
time:

A power score assigned to a person specified that person's amount of power. This
was  a  score  on a scale  from 0 (minimal power)  to 100 (maximal power) points.  The
score of persons in position M on the power scale was always the same (55 points).

Group members in position L had little or very little power (45 or 25 points on the

power scale, respectively). Group members in position H had varying, but considerable

amounts of power (65 or 85 points on the power scale). The implication of the
assignment to position H, M, or L WaS that the amount of power always differed at an

ordinal level because of the hierarchical rank ordering of the group members (H, M, and
L). H possessed more power than M; M possessed more power than L. Also, the specific

value (in points on the power scale) of H and L differed on the power dimension. By

means of these operationalizations of the group members' power. the size of the power
difference was varied in two ways. First, by means of the differences between the
hierarchical positions, for example, the power difference between H and M is smaller

than the power difference between H and L. Second, by means of variations in values on

the power dimension. For instance. in the conditions in which L possessed very little

power (25 power points), the difference between L and M and between L and H was
larger than in the conditions in which L possessed little power (45 points).

Procedure

The  procedure  was  to a large extent adapted from Poppe  ( 1996). Participants  were

asked to imagine a situation in which they were one of three persons, H, M, or L who
together were employed as a work unit in a library in one of the large cities (in the

2 In initial analyses of the data of both experiments, Gender of the participant and Order
of presentation of the information (H, M, L of L. M. H) were used as independent
variables. Because these factors never yielded any significant main or interaction effect.
they were not entered in subsequent analyses or included in any of the further
discussions in this paper.
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Netherlands). H, M, and L differed a little but not much in age, experience and education

and worked full time. The work of the unit was described as follows:

Because of certain features of the unit, such as communication-patterns, rules

and administrative procedures. the three persons influence each other. The

influence people exert on each other in a work unit can be measured by
means of the "Influence Scale for Administrative Work Units (ISAWU).3 The
scale ranges  from 0 (minimal influence)  to 100 points (maximal influence).
Every person gets a score on the scale. This score can be anything within the

range of 0 to 100. Trained organizational consultants who have examined this

work unit have assigned the scores. If all individuals have high scores, they are

strongly dependent on each other. If all individuals have low scores, members

of the work unit are nearly independent of each other. Work units with very

independent members encounter great difficulty in functioning effectively,
however. If one person in a work unit has a high score and another has a low

score, this means that the one with the high score can exert more influence

on the members of the work unit than the one with the low score. In this

specific work unit, person H has 85 [65] points, person M has 55 points, and

person  L  has  25 [45] points.  You  are in position  [H,  or M,  or  L]. A large

number of changes in the influence the members of this work unit exert is
possible. The organizational consultants have considered twelve different

alternatives. Each represents a change in the influence of the persons in

positions H. M. and L of this work unit Before the consultants present their
final report to the management, the twelve alternatives will be presented to

you. We are interested in your preferences. Your preferences will not be told

to anyone else. Because of the large number, the alternatives will be presented

to you in pairs.

After this introduction, two questions were asked that served as manipulation checks,

then the twelve alternatives were offered in pairs to the participants in a random order.

The participant could indicate which of the tWO alternatives was preferred. The
alternatives are presented in Table  I.

iThe 'ISAWU' is a fictitious scale.
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Manipulation checks.

The manipulations of the power differences were checked by means of two nine-points
rating scales: "Compared to M, H exercises just as much (1) -a lot more (9) influence"

and "Compared to L, M exercises just as much (1) -a lot more (9) influence".

Dependent variables.

In  order to avoid the problems  that are associated  with  Ng's  ( 1977; and others,  e.g.,

Bruins & Wilke,   1992, 1993) measures, we allowed the participants to increase  or

decrease the power differences between each pair of group members. In addition, no

group member had to leave his or her position. To accomplish this, we applied the same

dependent measures as in Experiment  I.

Results

Manipulation checks

An  ANOVA with "Compared  to  M, H exercises  (1   =  just  as  much;  9  =  a  lot  more)

influence" as the dependent variable and Position, HMdifference, and MLdifference as

independent variables yielded a significant main effect of HMdifference  only  (F (1, 80)  =
69.99, p < .001). This means that. regardless of the position that the participant occupied,

in conditions with a large power difference between H and M, this power difference (MBS

=  6.71) was perceived as being significantly larger than in conditions with a small power

difference between H and M (M65 = 4.73). An ANOVA with "Compared to L, M
exercises  (1  =  just as  much;  9  =  a  lot more) influence"  as the dependent variable  and

Position, HMdifference, and MLdifference as independent variables yielded a significant
main effect of MLdifference  (F (1,80)  =  15.35, p < .001). Regardless of the position that

the participant occupied, in conditions with a large power difference between M and L,

this power difference (A/|25 = 6.44) was perceived as significantly larger than in the
conditions with a small power difference between M and L (M45 = 5.04).

It appears that the participants perceived the power differences between H and M

and between M and L. The power differences were independently effectuated because

the analyses yielded no significant effect of the manipulation of one power difference on

the perception of the other power difference and no significant interaction effect of the

tWo manipulations of the power differences on the perceptions of these differences was

found.
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Tendencies to change power differences

To analyze tendencies to change the power differences between the three positions (H-

M, H-[„ and M-L), an ANOVA was performed with Relation as a within-subjects factor.

HMdifference, MLdifference, and Position were between-subjects factors. The overall

mean was significantly below  0  (M  =  -.29;  F (1,8 1)  =  35.21,  p  < .001), indicating that the

participants, on average, wanted to decrease the power differences. Not all power

differences were decreased to the same extent, however: a significant main effect of
Relation was found (F (2, 80)  =  19.07, p < .001; see Table 3.1, right column). Participants
wanted to decrease the difference between H and L stronger than the two other

differences.  Also, a significant main effect of Position was found  (F  (2,  8 1)  =  23.59,  p  <

.001; see Table 2, lowest row). These  two main effects were qualified  by an interaction

effect of Relation and Position   (F  (4,   160)   =   51.25,   p   <   .001). The meaning  of  this

interaction effect is presented in Table 3.1. Importantly, HMdifference and MLdifference

did not yield any significant effect on the dependent variables (ps > .2). This means that

specific differences in values on the power dimension did not have any effect on
tendencies to change power differences.

Table 3.1. Tendencies to Change the Power Differences   in the three
Hierarchical Positions

Position of participant

Relation                           H                       M                           L                      Mean

H-M .76 a. -1.18,z -' 1   bi - .1 0*

H-L :06 Z -17 : - 1.04 bI ..49 Y

M-L ..42 b  .57 Z -77 1 -.28 *

Mean .09, :29 b ..64 c -.29

Note:  Positive = tendency to increase power difference; negative = tendency to
decrease the power difference. Means with different subscripts (a, b, c) differ
significantly by row (p < .05). Means with different superscripts (x, y, z) differ
significantly by column (p < .05).
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The mean tendencies in the three positionS to change the three power differences

are  presented in Table  3.1.  Post hoc teStS yielded results that supported predictions
from social comparison theory. Participants in position H wanted to increase the power
difference between themselves and M, but did not want to change the power difference

between themselves and L (Hypothesis I). Participants in position L wanted to decrease

the power difference between themselves and H more strongly than the power
difference between themselves and M (Hypothesis 2). Further analyses were also in line

with predictions from social comparison theory. When comparing the tendencies of the

participants in position H and M towards position L, the result was that H did not want
to change the power difference between H and L, while M wanted to increase the
difference between M and L (p < .05).

Discussion Of Experiment 2 and introduaion OfExperiment 3

The results of the hierarchical manipulation of power differences supported predictions
from social comparison theory. Variations in the differences between adjacent

hierarchical layers did not yield any effect on tendencies to change power differences.

These findings imply that the dimension on which power is compared cannot be
conceived of as a continuous dimension. Instead, power comparisons appear to be based

on the differences in rank only. Perhaps, people do not compare power, but hierarchical

positions.
If social comparisons of power are based on comparisons of hierarchical positions,

the question is whether situations in which some group members are equal in power will

induce tendencies to change power differences. Therefore, a situation in which some
group members are at the same hierarchical level offers new possibilities to test
predictions derived from social comparison theory. Experiment   1,  2, and previous

research by Poppe  ( 1996) yielded straightforward support for predictions concerning
effects of differences in hierarchical levels. In Experiment 3, these effects were not again

considered. Instead, we compared situations in which group members were equal in
power to situations in which group members, as in Experiment 2, differed in power. In
Experiment 3, all participants occupied the same hierarchical position (M) and had always

the same amount of power. The power of the two other group members was varied.
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As the position of the participant was not varied, Hypothesis  I and 2 could not be

tested by in terms of the effects of rank differences. However, hypotheses  I  and 2 could

be tested by comparing the variations in the amounts of power that the two fellow

group members had. This allows for a replication of the finding that differences in values

on the power scale (differences in the amounts of power), that is, differences in power

between adjacent hierarchical levels did not have any effects on tendencies to change

power differences.

Experiment 3

Method

Participants

The participants were 45 female and  100 male first-year economics students at Tilburg
University. They were randomly assigned to the conditions. For their participation, they

received NLG 7.5.

Design

In this experiment. the hierarchical position of the participant was not varied. The

participant was always in the middle position (M). The experiment had a 3 x 3 (x3)
design. The independent variables were power difference between the participant and

one other group member (H) (HMdifference: equal power, H more power, H much
more power) and power difference between the other group member (L) and the
participant (MLdifference: equal power, L less power, L much less power). Relation was a

three-level within-subjects factor (Changing the power difference between H and M,

between H, and L and between M and L).4

Procedure.

The procedure was almost the same as the one that was used in Experiment 2. The

difference was that the participants were always asked to imagine the situation of the

middle (person M) in the hierarchy of three persons, H, M, and L. The description of the

4 The actual names of the positions were D, E, and F to avoid confounding effects of
H(igh), M(iddle), and L(ow).



Equal and unequal power                                                                     49

group situation was the same; only the scores on the scale that measured organizational

power were different. Person H had 85 [or 65 or 55, depending on the experimental

condition ] points, person M had always 55 points, and person L had 55 [or 45 or 25]
points. After this introduction, the participants responded to two items that served as

manipulation checks, then twelve alternatives that represented changes in power for the

three group members at the same time were offered in pairs to the participants. The

manipulation checks and the dependent measures were the same as in Experiment 2.

Resu/ts and Condusions

Manipulation checks

An  ANOVA with  the item "Compared  to  M, H exercises  (1  -  just  as  much;  9  -  a  lot

more) influence" as the dependent variable and HMdifference and MLdifference as the

independent variables yielded a significant main effect of HMdifference  (F  (2,   137)  =
164.17, p < .001). All means were significantly different from each other (M85 = 7.15, M65
= 5.51,  Mss =  1·46; ps <  .001). An ANOVA with the item -Compared to  L, M exercises

(1  - iust as much; 9-a lot more) influence" as the dependent variable and HMdifference

and MLdifference as the independent variables yielded a significant main effect of

MLdifference  (F (2,  137)  =  80.61,  p  <  .001). All means were significantly different from

each other (MSS = 2.17, M45 = 5.50, M25 = 7.00; p's < .001).

Apparently, the participants perceived the intended power differences between H

and M and between M and L. Also, because the analyses yielded no effect of the
manipulation of one power difference on the perception of the other power difference

and no interaction effect of the tWO manipulations of the power differences on the

perceptions of these differences, the power differences were independently effectuated.

Tendendes to change power difierences

The hypothesis derived from social comparison theory was that the tendency to increase

the power difference with a less powerful group member is weaker than the tendency to

increase the power difference with an equally powerful other (Hypothesis 3). If, as was

found in Experiment 2, only hierarchical positions are compared, and not the amounts of

power, then the only predicted effect is a stronger tendency to increase the power

difference with the group member in position L in the conditions in which person L was
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at the same hierarchical level as the participant. This means that an interaction effect of
Relation (the within-subjects factor representing tendencies to change the three power

differences) and the power difference between the participant and person L
(MLdifference) was expected. We expected no differences between conditions in which
a group member had as much power or more power than the participant. This means

that no effect was expected of HMdifference. To analyze tendencies to change power
differences between the three positions (H-M, H-L, and M-L), an ANOVA was
performed with Relation as a within-subjects factor and HMdifference and MLdifference
as between-subjects factors. The analysis yielded a significant main effect Relation (F (2,
124  =  529.38,  p  <  .001).  This main effect was qualified  by a significant interaction  of
Relation and MLdifference (F (4,257) = 2.97, p < .05). This nature of this interaction
effect can be observed in Table 3, in which the mean tendencies to change power
differences in the three levels of MLdifference are presented.

Table 3.2. Tendencies to Change the Power Differences in the three Levels
of MLdifference

Power of lowest in hierarchy

Relation Very low Low Equalto Mean

participant

H-M -.77 Xa :70 x, -.67 'a ..71 '

H-L :22
Ya :30 Y, .04 'b . .1 6'

M-L .57 Za .42: .93 zb .64.

Mean . .1 5' -1 6* .10, -.08

Note:    Positive = tendency to increase the power difference; negative = tendency to
decrease the power difference. Means with different subscripts (a, b, c) differ
significantly by row (p < .05). Means with different superscripts (x, y, z) differ
significantly by column (p < .05).

The means of the three levels of Relation are all significantly different from each
other (Table 3.2, right column). The participants wanted to change the difference

between themselves and H in a direction that was positive for themselves. They wanted
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to increase the power difference between themselves (M) and L. The difference between

H and L was changed to a lesser extent. As was predicted, the interaction effect of
Relation and MLdifference is explained by stronger tendencies to increase the difference

between themselves and the group member in position L (M-L) if person L was equal in

power to the participant than if person L was inferior in power.

HMdifference yielded no significant main or interaction effects. This means that no

differences were found between person H having as much. more, or much more power.

The interaction effect of Relation and MLdifference was explained by stronger tendencies

to increase power differences with the person in position L in the conditions in which L

was at the same hierarchical level as the participant. No differences were observed

between conditions in which person L had less or much less in power. This is a
replication of the findings in Experiment  I that variations in the amount of power did not

affect preferences to change power differences.

General discussion

The aim of Experiment 2 and 3 Was to increase our understanding of when and how

people want to change power differences, by applying social comparison theory to these

issues. More specifically, the effects of three characteristics of hierarchically structured

groups on tendencies to change power differences were investigated: the rank
differences between hierarchical positions, the differences in the group members' exact

amounts of power, and the presence (or absence) of group members who were equal in

power. The first two characteristics are different operationalizations of power

differences, which allowed for two different teStS of the hypotheses derived from social

comparison theory: by means of differences in hierarchical ranks and by means of

differences in the scores (values) on the power scale.

With respect to hierarchical positions, the predicted effects were found. Group

members who were higher in the hierarchy were more inclined to increase power

differences with group members lower in the hierarchy as the differences were smaller

(Hypothesis I). Group members who were lower in the hierarchy were more inclined to

decrease power differences with group members who were higher in the hierarchy as

these differences were larger (Hypothesis 2). These results are consistent with those of

Poppe  ( 1996) and Experiment I. Experiment 3 showed that participants  were  more
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inclined to increase the power difference with a group member at the same hierarchical

level than with a group member at a lower hierarchical level (Hypothesis 3). As
expected. tendencies to change power differences with an equally and a more powerful

group member did not differ.

Independent from rank differences, the size of the power differences was in both

experiments effectuated by the amount of power that the highest and the lowest person

in the hierarchy possessed. These manipulations of power differences did not affect

tendencies to change power differences. According to social comparison theory,
tendencies to move on a comparison dimension are a function of the difference with the
comparison other on that dimension, regardless whether this is effectuated by the rank
difference between persons on this dimension or by different scores (values) on this
dimension. The results show that power is not compared at an interval dimension (based
on the size of the power difference), but on an ordinal dimension (based on the rank
difference between hierarchical levels). This means that larger differences on a
comparison dimension are only effectuated if more persons are situated between the
comparing person and the comparison other. It is conceivable that these findings are

restricted to power comparisons because the hierarchical structure is an easily

recognized aspect of organizations, and people may consider differences in ranks as much

more important than differences in the exact amounts of power, or differences between

adjacent hierarchical levels. In addition, hierarchical positions may be more strongly
associated with status than exact amounts of power. Subsequent research may be aimed

at determining whether this (lack of) effect results from a perceived correlation between

hierarchical rank and status, or whether it is present in a wider class of valued attributes.

Nevertheless, theorizing about effects of "interval" power differences is of no use if only

rank differences matter.

The manipulation checks showed that the perception of the interval information was

not affected by the categorical information. Therefore, these results cannot be explained

in terms of an interaction between the processing of categorical and interval information.

For instance, Tajfel   ( 1957; Tajfel & Wilkes, 1963) showed that differences between

stimuli (e.g., line segments) can be underestimated when they are presented as belonging

to the same class. These (and other) findings were generalized to the comparative fit
principle in self-categorization theory (e.g.. Turner et al., 1987, which states that as the

ratio of the within-class differences and the between-class differences of stimuli (people)

is smaller, it is more likely that these stimuli are characterized as belonging to distinct
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categories. Although interval information regarding the group members' standing on the

comparison dimension was perceived "correctly", it did not affect tendencies to change

differences on the comparison dimension.

The present findings are different from those  of  Ng  ( 1977),  who  was the first  to

study the effects of three characteristics of power systems on tendencies to change

power differences. His predictions regarding the effects of rank differences and

differences between adjacent hierarchical positions were based on power distance

theory (Mulder, 1977). Power distance theory claims that as one exercises more power,

the tendency to further increase one's power is stronger. Therefore, superiors are more

inclined to increase power differences with their subordinates as these differences are

larger. Conversely, subordinates are more inclined to decrease power differences with

their superiors as these differences are smaller. However, the pattern that was found in

the two present experiments is exactly opposite to these predictions. It should be noted

that power distance theory defines the amount of power as an exact value, not as a rank

in a hierarchy. Therefore the lack of effects for the values on the power dimension

cannot be explained by this theory either.

Ng's prediction regarding the effects of the number of group members that

functioned at the same hierarchical level was derived from social comparison theory:

having a group member at the same hierarchical level causes a decrease in comparison

with a group member at the highest hierarchical level; this decreased comparison results

in relatively weak tendencies to decrease the power difference with this person. The

results of Experiment 2 do not support this prediction: tendencies to change power

differences with the highest in the hierarchy were not affected by the presence of a

group member at the same hierarchical level as the participant.

In the present experiments, in order to predict effects of existing power differences

on tendencies to change them, the group members were descried as similar on other

dimensions: the participants were told that the group members hardly differed in age,

education, and experience. Outside the laboratory, power differences are, as in Ng's

( 1977) studies, usually correlated with differences in tasks  and in abilities,   such  as

education and experience. Therefore, Ng's studies may have been a closer replication of
a real life situation, because there was an explicit difference between the task of the

most powerful (with whom tendencies to decrease the power difference were assessed)

and the task of the participant. Now that we know how the size of power differences

affects people's tendencies to change them, we can explore situations in which people
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differ on dimensions that are related to power, including Ng's experimental setting.

People prefer to compare with others who are similar, not only on the comparison

dimension but also on related dimensions. Therefore, differences on dimensions that are

related to power (e.g., the task or experience) make it less likely that people compare

with others who also differ in power. In Ng's experiments, the group member in the
highest position was probably perceived as a less valid comparison other than the person

the participant's own hierarchical level. because the former not only had more power,
but also a different taSk. In these studies, and in real life, tendencies to change power
differences with persons at other hierarchical levels may be relatively weak, compared to
our results, because these others differ in power as well related attributes. Conversely,
tendencies to increase power differences with others at the same hierarchical level may

be relatively strong, as compared to our results, because others at one's own
hierarchical level are both equal in power related attributes.

If power. as it can be in real life. is something that can be earned, the effects of
differences on dimensions that are related to power can also be understood in terms of
equity theory (e.g., Adams,   1965; Van Yperen & Buunk, 1990; Walster, Walster  &

Berscheid. 1978). Equity theory predicts that people prefer the ratios of inputs and
outcomes to be equal for all group members. If these ratios are unequal people attempt

to equalize them by changing the inputs, changing the outcomes, or changing the

cognitive representation of the values of the inputs or outcomes. The disadvantaged are

especially motivated to restore equity. If people value having (by earning) power, power
differences imply differences in outcomes, but in the present study, power was not

earned; hence, the inputs were equal for all group members. However, our results

cannot be easily explained by means of equity theory because they show that people

prefer (a slight) superiority on the power dimension: participants in the highest position

showed no attempts at all to decrease power differences with any group member, but
they wanted to increase the power difference with the middle position. Participants in

the middle position also wanted to increase the power difference with the lowest
position. Most important. tendencies to change the power differences with someone at

the same and someone at a higher hierarchical level did not differ. The present results,
and the results of Experiment I strongly suggest that people's tendencies to change

power differences do not result from a motive to restore equity.

The participants were told that "the organization was due to some changes" to give

them a reason to express their preferences. A limitation of the applied method is that it



Equal and unequal power                                                                     55

does not address actual behavior. However, the results can be discussed in terms of
behavior, as some researchers have argued how power differences are actually changed.

For instance, Emerson   ( 1962, 1964) proposed that people can change the power

difference by decreasing the power of others: by reducing motivational investment in

goals that are mediated by these others, or by cultivating alternative resources for
gratification of their goals (by making others, for instance outside the organization

provide the valued outcomes). The present study shows that subordinates are more

inclined to decrease a power difference as this difference is larger. If they decrease the

power difference by withdrawing from the situation or by making others outside the

organization provide what they want, large power differences cause a decrease in

employees' commitment to the organization. This suggests that employees are more

committed to organizations with "flat" (few levels) than with "tall" hierarchies, which is

in line with studies that have investigated the relationship between organizational control

and  commitment (e.g., Houghland  &  Wood, 1980). However, the present study  also

suggests that decreasing the power of superiors over their direct subordinates is not

effective in stimulating commitment, as tendencies to change power differences are not

affected by the size of the power difference between adjacent hierarchical levels.

Applying the present results to actual behavior shows that the costs associated with

decreasing the power of others can be significant. For instance decreasing commitment

can be accompanied by disappointment in the organization, and one's future in it. If this
decrease results from caring less about what the organization has to offer, when it is
difficult to join other organizations, it can result in disappointment in one's own career

path.   According to Emerson   ( 1962, 1964), subordinates   can also change power

differences by increasing their own power others. This may take more effort, but yield

less disappointment. Denying power holders alternative recourses for achieving their

goals, by coalition formation  can be effective  (see also Mulder, 1977; Wilke,   1985).
Importantly, the present findings show that coalition formation can be used by
subordinates to gain power (a "revolutionary coalition"), but also by power holders. to
maintain the status  quo (a "conservative coalition"; Mulder,  1977), and, because people

want to stay or become slightly superior in power, to gain power over others who are
equal in power. Finally, power holders can be persuaded to increase their motivational

investment in goals that are mediated by their subordinates, by creating an organized

group, in which role prescriptions and group norms, and a status hierarchy is developed.
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This makes the power holders dependent on the other group members for their
prestige, which gives the subordinates power.

Creating or establishing an organized group is a way to change power differences,

but it does not imply that subordinates can easily move up in the hierarchy. An
important factor that determines whether groups develop a legitimate and stable

hierarchy is whether status differences in the organization are correlated with status

differences in society (e.g.. Ridgeway, Johnson, & Diekema, 1994; Ridgeway. Diekema, &

Johnson, 1995) Category members that in a given society have low status (e.g., women,

ethnic minorities) are often not supported in achieving or staying in a high hierarchical

position, even if they possess the capabilities to direct the group. Another example of

factor that makes it difficult for those low in power to move up in the hierarchy is the

bureaucratic  rule  (e.g.,  Ng,  1977, 1980; Bruins & Wilke, 1993), which states  that when

the top pOSition in a hierarchy becomes vacant, someone that occupied the next highest

level fills this position.
To conclude, applying social comparison theory to when and how people want to

change power differences increases our understanding of these issues and provides

stimulating suggestions on real life power dynamics. Moreover, the application of social

comparison theory to these issues may have consequences for the understanding of

social comparison processes in general, as it was shown that, at least in the case of

power, social comparisons are based on rank instead of interval information.



Chapter 4

Preferences for changes in power differences in equal and
unequa/ power re/ations: interpersonal comparisons

between groups'

' Based on: Van Dilke, M., & Poppe, M. (200 I d).
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A great deal of research shows that people want to change power differences in such a

way that their own power is increased, even in situations in which nothing other than

power is gained (e.g., Bruins & Wilke. 1992,1993; Extra, 1983; Mulder, Veen, Hart:suiker,

&  Westerduin, 1971; Mulder, Veen, Hijzen, & Jansen, 1973; Mulder, Veen, Rodenburg,

Frenken, & Tielens,   1973;   Ng.   1977). To understand these motives and subsequent

action tendencies, social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954; Rijsman,   1974,   1983)  has

successfully been applied to tendencies to change power differences (Poppe,   1996;

Experiments  1,2, and 3, previous chapters). A limitation of this research is that the focus

was always on interpersonal comparisons. The aim of the present study is to distinguish

interpersonal comparisons of power from intergroup comparisons of power. More
specifically, the first question is whether equality in power leads to perceived

membership of the same group. The second question is whether this perceived

membership of the same group suppresses interpersonal comparisons of power in favor
of intergroup comparisons.

Social comparison theory has been applied to situations of power differences by

Poppe  ( 1996),  and  in the experiments   L  2,  and  3. In Experiment  2, the power  of the
participant was, as in the study by Poppe ( 1996), manipulated by means of a hierarchy of

three persons in which the participant was the lowest, the middle, or the highest. In

Experiment 3, the situation of equal power was introduced. The participant was
moderate in power. One other group member had either the same amount of power,
more power, or much more power. The third group member had either the same

amount, less, or much less power. The hypothesis that tendencies to increase power
differences would be stronger towards an equally powerful group member than towards
a less powerful  one was supported (see Figure  1.1,  page  16).  Also  in  line with social

comparison theory. no differences were found in tendencies to change power differences

towards an equally powerful group member and one having more power.

The introduction of a situation of equal power in Experiment 3 allows for testing of
hypotheses derived from social comparison theory. However, the setting in which the
participants were asked to imagine a group might have suppressed other important
processes that affect tendencies to change existing power differences. When participants

actually function with other group members in a more realistic setting, social comparison
theory may not be the only theory that can increase understanding of motives to change

power differences. In its original formulation, the theory accounts for interpersonal

comparison only. More recent theoretical developments, especially social identity theory,
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account not only for interpersonal comparisons, but also for comparisons between

groups or categories.
The basic assumption of social identity theory (e.g., Tajfel.   1984)   is that group

behavior can be understood as individuals acting in terms of a shared identity. Groups

provide their members with a social identity, which is a description of who one is, as well
as a description and eva/uation of what this involves. In an intergroup context, a need for
self-enhancement expresses itself as a need to maintain or secure a positive social

identity for the in-group. Individuals who consider others as members of the same group

may be less inclined to become positively distinct from these group members because

self-enhancement motivations are already satisfied by intergroup comparisons (Hogg,

2000). Self-categorization theory (e.g., Turner  et  al, 1987; Turner,   1991;  Hogg,   1992),

which emanated from social identity theory, allows for fine-tuned predictions about the
conditions that will lead a person to categorize himself or herself either as an individual

or as a member of a certain group or category. Self-categorization is the process of
defining oneself similar to and, at the same time, different from others. The level of
abstraction at which one categorizes oneself can vary; conceivable extremes are
categorization at the level of -unique self' and the level of "life form". Categories can

also differ in content ("male" or "white" not different in level of abstraction). Whether a
certain categorization will occur depends on the salience of a given category compared

to rival categorizations. The salience depends on three factors. The first is the relative

accessibility of a given category relative to other categories. The relative accessibility of a

category depends on features of the categorizing person. It can be influenced by a

number of factors, for instance, prior group memberships or learning. The second factor

that increases the salience of a given category is the normative fit of that category.

Normative fit is the congruence between the stereotypical content of a category and the

actual behavior (an example of low normative fit is "friendly hooligans). The third factor

that influences the salience of a categorization is the comparative fit of that category. The

comparative fit is the ratio of the differences within a group of stimuli and the differences

between two different groups of stimuli.

Although in most intergroup research, group membership is stressed to make it
salient ("you are a member of group A"), a few studies support the effects of

comparative  fit on spontaneous categorizations. Gaertner  et  al.  ( 1989) varied physical

proximity by making members of one group sit together or mix with members of
another group, similarity by wearing the same or different group labels, and outcome
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int:erdependence by making group members reach agreement in a discussion or not.

These three factors all increased the awareness of the stimulus persons that they

belonged  to one social category. Van Knippenberg  et  al.  ( 1994) presented  male  and

female stimulus persons who expressed opposing viewpoint to participants (all males in

favor of an issue, all females against this issue, or vice versa), students and teachers who

expressed opposing viewpoints, and a condition with no relation between stimulus

persons and expressed viewpoint. In the condition in which males and females expressed

opposing viewpoints, the participants showed a significantly stronger gender
categorization than in the tWO other conditions. The same pattern was observed for the

students / teachers conditions. Blanz   ( 1999)   used less extreme manipulations   of
differences between categories and correspondences within categories and found that

participants showed the predicted categorization only if that category was also primed.

Self-categorization theory predicts that categorization at a certain level (or a certain

group membership) has differential effects on the perception of, and on the behavior

towards, members  of the in-group  and the out-group. According to Turner  ( 1987),  an

effect is that a category that includes the self is evaluated positively. More specifically, the

evaluation of the self-including category is accomplished in a process of social

comparison between the self-including category and another category. Starting with the

minimal group studies by Taifel, Billig, Bundy, and Flament  ( 1971), many studies  (e.g.,

Brewer, 1979; Turner.   1978) have supported the effects  of mere categorization  at  the

group level on intergroup discrimination. This is not the only behavioral effect of

categorization. Identification increases cooperation within the in-group (e.g., Messick &

Brewer, 1983; Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Kramer & Brewer,    1984). In general,

identification with an in-group increases cooperation with in-group members and

increases competition with out-group members.

Applied to situations of equal and unequal power, the prediction derived from self-

categorization theory is that comparative fit of the situation induces people to categorize

between the in-group of equals in power and the out-group of unequal(s) in power

(Hypothesis  I). This categorization results in decreased competition between the equal

power persons, as compared to persons that are unequal in power, therefore, people

show weaker tendencies to change power differences (in a direction that is positive for

themselves) towards someone equally powerful than towards a more or a less powerful

person (Hypothesis 2).
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The predictions derived from social comparison theory are very different. As already

stated, social comparison theory's focus on interpersonal comparison yields the (rival)
prediction that one is more inclined to increase the power differences with an equally

powerful  than  with   a less powerful group member (see Figure   1.1,   page   16).   No
differences in tendencies to change power differences are expected towards equally

powerful and more powerful persons.

Experiment 4

Method

Participants

The  participants  were  5 I  female  and  19 male first-year students of the Department of
Social and Behavioral Sciences of Tilburg University who had not yet taken a course in
social psychology. They were randomly assigned to the conditions. For their
participation, they received either credits toward a research requirement in their

introductory year in psychology or fifteen Dutch guilders (NLG I is equal to EUR 0.47).

Design

In a group of five persons, the participant (person C) was always moderate in power.
The power of the most powerful (person A) and the power of the least powerful

(person E) were held constant. The power of two other group members (B and D) was
varied. Person B was either equal in power or exercised more power than the
participant. Person D was either equal in power or exercised less power than the

participant.
The design was 2 x 2. The first between-subjects factor was the power of person B

("Bpower"; more than the participant or equal to the participant). The second between-
subjects factor was the power of person D ("Dpower"; less than the participant or equal

to the participant). Depending on the analysis, a different within-subjects factor was
included. In the analyses of perceptions of subgroup membership, a four level within-

sublects factor Groupmembership was included. This factor represented perceived
subgroup membership with each of the four other group members. In the analyses of

preferences to change power differences, a three-level within-subjects factor was
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included. This factor represented tendencies to change power differences between the

group members B, C, and D (Relation; 8-C, 8-D, C-D).

Procedure

Five participants arrived at the same time; they were asked to take part in an experiment

about "decision-making in organizations". The participants were placed in separate rooms

where they had to work at a personal computer. The instructions were presented on

the computer screen. They were told that they would work together in a hierarchically

structured group consisting of five persons. Actually, the participants did not work with

others. They received pre-programmed information from simulated group members. To

eliminate perceived differences between the group members, the participants were all

told that they were randomly assigned to position C.

The participants were expected to buy or sell stocks in a hierarchically structured

group. Every group member received a budget of NLG  150,000  and, on every trial.  a

number of stocks to start with. There were twenty trials. In each trial, a chart of the
value of a stock during the  past 10 weeks was shown. They would receive advice from

group members higher in the hierarchy and were to give advice to group members lower

in the hierarchy. Five different kinds of advice were possible: (1) buy, (2) consider buying,

(3) buy or sell, (4) consider selling, and (5) sell. The flow of advices was from the highest

hierarchical level to the lowest level. First. the person in the highest hierarchical position

(person A) advised the four persons lower in the hierarchy. Then, person(s) in the next

lower position gave advice to the remaining group members, and so on. After having

given advice, a group member could buy or sell stocks him- or herself. The group
members had to give and receive advice by means of a computer network. The structure

of the hierarchy was made visible on the screen before and during the trials and the

participants saw the advice of all other group members. The independent manipulation of

person B's power and person E's power led to 4 different hierarchically structured

groups (see Figure 4.1).
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Figure 4.1. Organogram representing the four experimental conditions
Notes:   Rrticipaits are always in position C. Left versus right: D is less or equal

in power compered to C. Top versus bottom: B is either rnore or equi
in power compaed to C.

The participants did not really interact with other group members. All the
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participants functioned in position C (moderate power). The advice of the other group

members had been pre-programmed in order to standardize the procedure. The charts

representing the values of the stocks fluctuated around a certain value, but they never

went consistently up or down. This made it possible to let group members give any kind

of advice without the participant being able to refuse it as being of low quality. Positions

A and E, the highest and the lowest positions in the hierarchy, had been added merely to

make group members in the relevant positions (B, C and D) completely comparable by

giving them all a superior and a subordinate. Because power implies the possibility to

control the behavior of others, the advice of the pre-programmed group members

followed to a certain extent the advice of their superiors.2 Persons at the same

hierarchical level could not affect each other's behavior because the advice to the group

members at lower hierarchical levels were made visible only after every group member

at the same hierarchical level had given advice.

After completion of the twenty trials, several questions were asked to check the

induction of the independent variables. The experiment continued with a part of the
procedure adapted from Poppe  ( 1996). Apart  from the power scores  that the group

members received, this  part of the procedure was the same as in Experiment I. Every

group member received a score on the scale that ranged from 0 (minimal influence) to
100 (maximal influence).  In this specific group, person A had 75 influence points, person

B had 65 points [or 55 points, depending on the experimental condition], person C had

55 points, person D had 45 points [or 55 points], and person E had 35 points. All items,

manipulation checks, and dependent measures were presented on the computer screen.

After completion of the task, the experimenter asked some questions to check whether

the participants were suspicious of the fact that they had not really interacted. They

were then fully informed about the aims and procedure of the experiment. The

importance of not speaking about the procedure to others was emphasized.

Manipulation checks

The manipulation checks were questions about the position that the participant occupied

and the number of levels above and below the participant's own position. To eliminate

perceived differences between the group members other than the power differences, the

participants were assigned explicitly randomly to the positions. On the first scale, the

participants indicated on what basis they thought they had been allocated to their

positions (1 = randomly; 7 = based on performance). The charts representing the values
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of the stocks fluctuated around a certain value, but they never went up or down

consistently. This made it possible to let group members give any kind of advice without

the participant being able to refuse it as being of low quality. To check whether this

aspect of the procedure was successful, four items measured the participants' perception

of the quality of the advice of each group member (1  = very poor quality; 7= very good

quality).
The participants had to perceive all others that were above them in the hierarchy as

influencing them to the same extent. All persons who were lower in the hierarchy or at

the same hierarchical level should have influenced the participant to a lesser extent. Four

separate items measured how strong the influence was that was exerted on the

participant  by the other four group members  (1   = not strong;  7  = very strong).  The

participant could influence all group members lower in the hierarchy to the same extent.

The participant could not influence group members at the same or at a higher

hierarchical level because he or she gave advice after persons higher in the hierarchy had

given advice and at the same time as group members at the same hierarchical level. Four

items were added to measure how strong the influence was that the participant exerted

on the four other group members (1  = not strong; 7 = very strong).

The participant had to experience that he or she had more influence on the group as

a whole than group members lower in the hierarchy, but less than group members at a

higher hierarchical level. Group members higher in the hierarchy advised more fellow

group members than group members lower in the hierarchy. Four separate items

measured whether the participant exerted more or less influence on the total group

functioning than each of the four other group members (1  = much less; 7= much more).

Dependent variables

To measure whether the power manipulation resulted in perceived subgroup

membership. modified versions of "cognitive representation of the group" items

(Gaertner, Mann, Murrell & Dovidio,  1989) were applied. To measure whether equality

in power leads to an increased perception of being members of the same subgroup, four

items asked, "Did  it feel  like you and person  [A to E]  were part of one subgroupi" (1=

not at all; 7 = strongly). To measure whether being different in power leads to an

increased perception of being members of tWO different subgroups, four questions asked

"Did  it feel  like you and person  [A to  E] were parts  of tWO different subgroupsi'  (1=

not at all; 7 = strongly).



66                                                                                                           Chapter 4

The measurement of tendencies to change power differences was performed by the
method that was used in experiments that were described in the previous chapters. A

full presentation of the method can be found in Chapter 2.

Resultsz

Manipulation checks

Both on the item -Which position were you assigned toi, and on "How many persons

were above your position in the hierarchyi'. one participant came up with the wrong
answer. Their data were removed from further analyses. All the participants responded

correctly to the items "How many persons were below your position in the hierarchyi
and "How many persons were at the same position as you in the hierarchyi

The participants were asked whether they believed they had been allocated

randomly to their positions  (1 = completely random allocation;  7 = completely based  on

performance). The mean was  1.37. An ANOVA with Bpower and Dpower as between-
subjects factors yielded no significant effects on this variable. The charts representing the
values of the stocks fluctuated around a certain value but they never went up or down
consistently. This made it possible to let group members give any kind of advice without
the participant being able to refuse it as being of low quality. The participants were asked

to evaluate each group member's advices (including self but excluding E. who didn't give

advice)  (1   =  very poor quality;  7  =  very good quality). An ANOVA with Bpower  and
Dpower as between-subjects factors and the four items as one within-subjects factor
yielded  a main effect  of the within-subjects factor  (F  (3,  62)  =   14.14,  p  <  .001).  The

participants considered their own advice (M = 4.90) significantly better than the advice of

A (M = 3.88), B (M = 3.76) and D (M = 4.25). The advice of the three fellow group
members was not perceived to differ in quality.

All group members at higher hierarchical levels should have influenced the
participant to the same extent. Group members at the same or lower hierarchical levels

could not influence the participant. Two groups of four items each measured this aspect

2 Because of the low number of male participants, analyses both with and without the
male participants were performed. The results were the same whether or not the males
were included. Therefore, males were included in subsequent analyses and no further
mention of this will be made.
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of the manipulation. Four items measured how strong the influence was that was exerted
by  each  of the four other group members  on the participant  (1   = not strong;  7  =  very

strong). An ANOVA with Bpower and Dpower as between-subjects factors and the four

items as one within-subjects factor yielded a main effect of the within-subjects factor (F
(3,63)  =  24.89,  p  <  .001 )  and an interaction effect between Bpower  and the within-
subjects factor (F (3,62) = 2.76, p < .05). The means of the four items in the two levels

of Bpower are presented in Table 4.1. The results were as expected. A exerted  more

influence on the participant than all other group members when B was equal in power to

the participant. The influence of the remaining group members was weaker and did not
differ in this case. If B had more power than the participant, the difference between A

and B disappeared, the remaining group members still exerted a weaker influence.

Four items measured how strong the influence was that was exerted by the
participant on each of the other four group members (1  = not strong; 7= very strong).

An ANOVA with Bpower and Dpower as between-subjects factors and the four items as

one within-subjects factor yielded a main effect of the within-subjects factor (F (3,62) =
76.94, p < .001) and an interaction effect of Dpower and the within-subjects factor (F (3,
62)  =  44.17,  p  <  .001). The means  of the four items  in  the tWO levels of Dpower  are

presented in Table 4.2. A and B were less influenced than all other group members when

D had less power than the participant. The influence on D and E did not differ in this
case. If D was equal in power to the participant, the difference between A and B, on the

one hand, and D, on the other hand disappeared; only E was more influenced than the

three remaining group members.
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Table 4.1. Mean Influence Exerted on the Participant by the four Group
Members

Bpower Power exerted by

A         B          D         E

More 2.67*' 2.73«r 1.61 b' 1.12/

Equal 2.97: 1.40 bi 1.26 b' 1.37bI

Note:   Items: "How strong was the influence that was exerted on you by person [A
to  E]   (1   = strongly disagree;  7 = strongly agree)". Means with different
subscripts (a, b) differ significantly by row (p < .05). Means with different
superscripts (x, y) differ significantly by column (p < .05).

The participant had to experience that he or she had more influence on the group as

a whole than group members lower in the hierarchy, but less than group members at a
higher hierarchical level. Four items measured whether the participants felt they had

more or less influence than each of the four other group members  (1  =  much  less;  7 =

much more). An ANOVA with Bpower and Dpower as between-subjects factors and the

four items as one within-subjects factor yielded a main effect of the within-subjects factor

(F (3,63)  =  7.28, p  <  .001)  and an interaction effect of Bpower and the within-subjects

factor (F (3, 62) = 2.76, p < .05). The difference in influence on the group as a whole

between the participant and A (M = 3.26) was significantly larger than the difference in

influence on the group as a whole between the participant and B (M = 3.75; t (67) = -
3.51.p< .001), this difference was larger than the difference between the participant and

D  (M  =  4.24;  t  (67)  =  2.91, p  <  .0 1) .  But D was not significantly different from  E  (M  =

4.53). This lack of difference in perceived influence on the group as a whole between D

and E may be due to the fact that E's task differed from the task of the other group

members. The interaction effect of the within-subjects factor and Bpower was explained

by the item that measured whether the participant had more or less influence on the

group as a whole than person B. When B was at the same level as the participant (M =

4.06; not significantly different from the midpoint of the scale), the participant
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Table 4.2. Mean Influence Exerted by the Participant on the four Group
Members

Dpower Power exerted on

A            B          D          E

Equal IAI** 1.47: 1.69: 4.38bi

Less 1.28,* 1.81** 4.17bY 4.44 b*

Note:    Items "How strong was the influence that you exerted on person [A to E] (I
= not strong; 7 = very strong)" Means with different subscripts (a, b) differ
significantly by row (p < .05) Means with different superscripts (x, y) differ
significantly by column (p < .05).

perceived the difference in influence to be smaller than if B was at a higher level than the

participant was (A/1 = 3.42; significantly lower than the midpoint of the scale: t (32) = -
3.67, p <  .001). The difference between the two conditions was also significant (t (66)  =

3.53,   p   <   .001). To summarize, all aspects   of the manipulation were successfully

implemented.

Membership Ofo subgroup

It was predicted that people would categorize at the level of the in-group of equals in

power  and the out-group of unequal(s) in power (Hypothesis   I). Two groups  of four
items were used to assess whether the power manipulation had an affected perceived

subgroup membership. The first four items were "To what extent do you feel that you

and person  [A to  E]  are part of a subgroup2 (1  =  not at all; 7 = strongly)"; the second

group of four items were "To what extent do you feel that you and person [A to E] are

part of two different subgroupsr' Because the group members differed only in power, it
was expected that smaller power differences between a participant and another group

member would make perceived subgroup membership more likely. An ANOVA with
Bpower and Dpower as between-subjects factors and the four items as one within-

subiects factor (Groupmembership) yielded a main effect of Groupmembership (F (3,62)

= 9.25, p < .001), an interaction effect between Bpower and Groupmembership (F (3,62)

= 4.57, p < .01), and an interaction effect between Dpower and Groupmembership (F (3,
62) = 3.79, p < .05). The means of the items measuring whether the participants felt like
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each of the other four organization members were, together with the participant, part of
a subgroup are presented in Table 4. Smaller differences in power between the
participant and a group member led to more perceived subgroup membership including

that group member.3

It was expected that larger differences in power would make perceived membership
of a different subgroup more likely. An ANOVA with Bpower and Dpower as between-

subjects factors and the four items as one within-subjects factor (Groupmembership)

yielded a marginally significant main effect of Groupmembership (F (3,62) = 2.36, p< .1) ,
an interaction effect between Bpower and Groupmembership (F (3,62) = 3.69, p < .05),
and an interaction effect between Dpower and Groupmembership (F (3,62) = 2.86, p <

.05). The means of the items measuring whether the participants felt like each of the
other four organization members were part of a different subgroup than the participant

are presented in Table 4.3. Larger differences in power between the participant and a

group member led to an increased perception of membership of different subgroups.

To summarize, Hypothesis I was supported. Both indices of Groupmembership
appear to be affected by the difference in power. The larger the difference in power
between the participant and a group member, the less this group member is perceived to

belong to the same subgroup and the more as belonging to a different subgroup. This is

visible in the main effects of the tWO within-subjects factors, as well as in the interaction

effects of the two experimental factors and the within-subjects factor: group members

who are at the same hierarchical level are perceived more as belonging to the same

subgroup and leSS to a different subgroup than group members at a different hierarchical

level.

3 Gaertner et al. also applied four questions -Did it feel like you and person [A to E]
were separate individuals.i (1= not at all; 7 = strongly). These items are of less use here,
although the participants responded to them. Categorizing at the group level makes one
a less separate individual. This was obviously what Gaertner et al. wanted to measure by
means of these items. However, in the present study, the groups consisted of equals in

power versus unequals in power. If one is influenced by other group members, one is
also a less separate individual. An ANOVA with Bpower and Dpower as between-
subjects factors and the four items as a within-subjects factor yielded a main effect of the
within-subjects factor  only  (F  (3,  62)  =  3.68,  p  < .05). Person  A  (M    =  5.16)  was
perceived as being more separate than  B  (M  = 4.92; p <  .1)  and B being more separate
than D (M = 4.56) and E (M = 4.62; p < .05). D and E were not significantly different
from each other.
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Table 4.3. Mean Perceptions of Subgroup Membership with each of the
Other four Group Members.

Subgroup Membership with

A        B         D        E

B equal / D equal 3.00.' 4.592 4.47bv 2.88*.

B equal / D less 3.39,* 4.44b•v 3.67:' 3.50**
B more / D equal 2.82: 3.24** 4.59bY 3.47*.
B more / D less 2.44: 2.61 ,* 3.28: 2.94%

Membership of Different Subgroups with

A        B         D        E

B equal / D equal 4.00 b' 2.7 1 S 2.82.' 4.47 bi

B equal / D less 3.33 b' 2.44/ 3.56bJ 3.6 L'
B more / D equal 3.59 bi 3.59bY 2.94: 2.98:
B more / D less 3.44: 3.50: 3.67: 3.61.Y

Note:   Items "Did you feel that you and person [A to E] were part of the same
subgroup" and "Did it feel like you and person [A to E] were part of tWO
different subgroups"  (1 = strongly disagree;  7 = strongly agree). Means with
different subscripts (a, b) differ significantly by row (p < .05). Means with
different superscripts (x, y) differ significantly by column (p < .05). *:
differences between the two means in a row or a column that are Closest to
each other are marginally significant (p < .1) .

Tendencies to change power differences:
The hypotheses from self-categorization theory are that people show weaker tendencies

to change power differences (in a positive direction for themselves) toWards an equally

powerful group member than toWards a more or a less powerful one (Hypothesis 2).

Social comparison theory predicts that tendencies to increase power differences towards

someone less powerful are weaker than tendencies to increase power differences

4 In initial analyses, the Order of presentation of the stimuli (B, C, D; or D, C. B) did not
yield significant main or interaction effects. Therefore, it was removed from subsequent
analyses and will not be mentioned any further.
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towards the equally powerful. No differences in tendencies to change power differences

are expected between a group member who is equal or who has more power.
To test the predictions derived from self-categorization theory and the rival

prediction from social comparison theory, an ANOVA was performed in which the

factor Relation represented tendencies to change power differences (max B-C, max B-D,
and max C-D). Bpower and Dpower were between-subjects factors and Relation was a

within-subiects factor. The ANOVA yielded a main effect of Relation (F (2,63) = 34.82, p

<  .001).  This main effect of Relation was qualified  by a significant interaction effect  of

Dpower and Relation (F (2,63) = 3.67, p < .05). Post hoc teStS yielded results that were

in line with social comparison theory predictions. Predictions derived from self-

categorization theory received no support. The means are presented in Table 4.4.

Tendencies to increase power differences are stronger towards a group member who is

equal in power than toWards a group member who has less power. Equality in power

increased the perception that one was, together with a group member equal in power, a

member of the same subgroup. In addition, group members that differed in power were

perceived as belonging more to a different subgroup. This differentiation between an in-

group and an out-group did not lead to the predicted effects. No decrease in tendencies

to increase power differences towards a member of the same subgroup was found.

Table 4.4 Changing the Power differences Between the three Group
Members

Power difference

Power of D 8-C 8-D C-D Mean

Less -.22 a*
:06 b' .24 c* -.01 *

Equal :40 : .0  bx .54 1 .05 x

Mean ..31, -.03 b .38, .02

Note:  Positive = tendency to increase a power difference, negative = tendency to
decrease a power difference. Means with different subscripts (a, b, c) differ
significantly by row (p < .05). Means with different superscripts (x, y, z) differ
significantly by column (t) < .05).
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Discussion

Equality in power leads to categorization at the level of an in-group of equals in power

versus others who are different in power. Group members who were equal in power to

the participant were perceived to be more a part of the same subgroup as the participant

than group members that were different in power. Group members at different

hierarchical layers were perceived to be more part of another subgroup. It was expected

that comparisons are made between the in-group of equals and the out-group of those

who are different in power. The hypothesis derived from self-categorization theory is

that people will show weaker tendencies to change power differences (in a positive

direction for themselves) toWards an equally powerful group member than towards a

more powerful or a less powerful one. On the basis of social comparison theory, the

rival prediction was that tendencies to increase the power difference with a less
powerful group member will be weaker than the tendency to increase the power

difference with an equally powerful one. The latter prediction, derived from a theory

about interpersonal comparisons, was supported: One is less inclined to increase the

power difference towards a less powerful, as compared to an equally or more powerful.

No evidence was found for the prediction derived from an increase of perceived

subgroup membership.
Why do the participants consider themselves part of a subgroup with equals, but do

not show in-group favoritism in their preferences for power allocations.i Tajfel and

Turner  ( 1986) state  that the permeability of group boundaries affects whether status

relations between groups are subject to change. The permeability of group boundaries is

the extent to which members of a group perceive themselves as capable of moving to

another group. Van Knippenberg & Ellemers  ( 1993) found that members  of low status

groups prefer a strategy of individual movement to the high status group as a means to

improve their social identity when group boundaries are highly permeable. Power is also

a valued attribute. Therefore, this reasoning may be extended to power relations.

Allowing the participants to express their preferences to change power differences may

have suggested the possibility of moving upwards on the power dimension individually,

making tendencies to change power differences with equal power group members

stronger than with group members who have less power.

The above-described explanation of the results is derived from notions about the

enhancement of social identity. Identity enhancement is related to self-enhancement (or
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positive distinctiveness), which is also involved in interpersonal comparisons (Hogg,
2000). In the case of interpersonal comparisons, social comparison theory states that this
is not the only motive for people to compare: an important motive to compare, which
also affects movement on a comparison dimension, is the evaluation motive. People

evaluate their personal attributes because they are uncertain what they can do with them.
Festinger (1954) claimed  that a result of evaluation  is  that one moves closer  to  the
comparison other, or moves the comparison other closer to oneself. The articulation of
this  part  of the theory by Rijsman  ( 1974,   1983) was actually  used to derive specific

hypotheses about tendencies to change power differences as a result of interpersonal

comparison. Recently,  Hogg  (2000;  Hogg & Abrams,  1993;  Hogg & Mullin,  1998)  have
attempted to incorporate this evaluation motive in social identity theory. They proposed
that in addition to self-esteem motives, uncertainty reduction is an important motive that
people may have to categorize at a certain level and to identify with a certain group.

'Uncertainty is aversive because it is ultimately associated with reduced control over
one's life, and thus it motivates behavior that reduces subjective uncertainty' (Hogg &
Mullin,  1998,  p. 253). Hogg claimed that subjective uncertainty causes one to categorize
at a certain level, which reduces the differences between members of that category and

exaggerates differences with members of another category. This view of the
consequences of the reduction of subjective uncertainty is quite comparable to the

original statements by Festinger: One reduces subjective uncertainty by (perceptually or
actually) reducing differences on a comparison dimension or by (perceptually or actually)
reducing differences with members of a category or group that one identifies with.

When people compare their power with another's power, whether this is on an
interpersonal or int:ergroup level, the "reduced control that is ultimately associated with
subjective uncertainty" poses a problem. Will a group member try to reduce subjective
uncertainty by moving towards the comparison other, (by categorizing with this other as
being members of the same category) or by directly addressing the reduced control over

(aspects of) one's life by increasing one's own power over the group and / or decreasing
the power of others over the group and themselves, The present study suggests that
group members prefer to reduce subjective uncertainty by changing power differences in
a direction that increases their own power and / or decreases the power of other group
members. When participants were asked whether they felt they were part of the same
subgroup as certain group members, they responded positively to this question,
presumably because subgroup membership is a means to reduce subjective uncertainty.
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When the participants were allowed to change differences in power, they choose for the

competing opportunity to reduce subjective uncertainty: by means of increasing their
own power and / or decreasing the power of others.

This awards comparison of power a particular place in the comparisons of abilities.

In the general case of ability comparison. the evaluation motive, or the uncertainty

reduction motive, results in a tendency to move towards the comparison other. In the

case of power, the same uncertainty reduction motive can result in a tendency to move

upward on the comparison dimension. In other words, not only can subjective
uncertainty be reduced by a movement towards the other on the comparison dimension,

it can also be reduced by a movement towards self-enhancement (positive

distinctiveness). Social comparison theory states that people compare their abilities with

the abilities of others. This causes tendencies to change their relative position on the
comparison dimension. As was already stated in the original formulation of social

comparison theory by Festinger  ( 1954),  this  can   mean that individuals change their

position on the comparison dimension and/or that they try to change the position of
others on the comparison dimension. If another group member exercises power over
the group, this is a source of uncertainty in itself. The question is what is preferred:
increasing one's own power increases control over one's own 'fate', and over that of
other group members. Decreasing the power of the other decreases the control of this

group member over one's own fate, but it does not necessarily increase one's own

control. Therefore, moving towards the comparison other on the power dimension does

not straightforwardly reduce subjective uncertainty. The answer to the question who

moves or is moved on the comparison dimension may be found in factors such as the

trust that is felt in the other group members or the perception of their abilities in

steering the group in a valued direction.

The relationship between motives to change power differences and actual attempts

to do so may provide more insight into the question whether a strategy of individual

mobility or a group level strategy is preferred. Usually, the more powerful will be more

capable of changing power differences. The less powerful are more limited in recourses

when it comes to decreasing power differences. This means that less powerful group

members will have to find some means to change power differences. One possibility to

really change power differences is by means of forming coalitions between less powerful
group members (Wilke.  1985).  If this strategy is available and easier to implement than
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individual mobility, the effect may be that group level categorizations and resulting action

tendencies are preferred over interpersonal action.

The conclusion is that equality in power can lead to categorization at the level of the

in-group of equals in power and the out-group of those who differ in power. However,

this does not exclude strategies based on interpersonal comparisons. This can be a result

of options that were made available in this experimental setting only, but a more
interesting possibility is that it is inherent to the nature of the attribute that is compared.
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Appendix

Power implies the ability to control the behavior of others. To make the power

differences convincing to the participants, it was necessary for group members tO aCt

upon the advice of their superiors to a certain extent. If all the advices from superiors

were completely repeated, this would suggest the complete power of person A over the

group. In that case. it would be unclear to the participant what the power of other group

members was. Deviations from the advice of a superior lower the compliance to that

advice. Because some group members had more than one superior, they had to comply

with the advice of each superior to some extent. To have indices of the
correspondences between advice and the overlap between the advices, the rank orders

of the advice  were  used  (1 = definitely  buy;  5 = definitely  sell). A partial correlation

coefficient between the advices over the twenty trials was used as an index of
correspondence between the advices. The advices of the group members were pre-

programmed (in the case of subordinates of the participant, calculated in real time) to
obtain a partial correlation (controlling for all other correspondences representing other

group members influencing others' behavior) between the advice of a group member and

a group member functioning at a higher level of .5. The partial correlation between the

advices of two group members that functioned at the same hierarchical level was set to

0.



Chapter 5

Socia/ comparison Of Power: why independence from
others is preferred to having power over these others'

' Based on: Van Dijke, M., & Poppe, M. (200 I e).
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People want to change power differences in such a way that their own power is

increased,  even when nothing is gained other than power (e.g., Bruins & Wilke,   1992,

1993;  Mulder. Veen, Hijzen, & Jansen, 1973; Mulder, Veen, Rodenburg, Frenken, &
Tielens,   1973;   Ng.   1974. To understand the motives to change power and power

differences, and the subsequent action tendencies, social comparison theory (Festinger,

1954;  Rijsman,   1974,   1983)  can be applied to tendencies to change power differences

(Ng, 1977; Poppe, 1996; Experiments   1,2,3,  and 4, previous chapters). The present
study has two closely related aims. First, to test hypotheses regarding tendencies of

individuals to change power differences with other persons who have either less, as
much or more power. Second. to test hypotheses concerning two distinct aspects of the

power relation: do people want to change their own power, or another's power, or
bothi Another Way to frame this question is to ask whether people want to be
independent from someone else's power, or want others to be dependent on their

power, or both. These issues will be addressed by building on classic and more recent

notions on social comparison.
Poppe asked participants to think of themselves as being in a work unit of three

interacting persons who differed in power and whose amounts of power had been
assessed. Tendencies to change power differences were measured by having the

participants indicate their preferences for changes in the power of each of the three

group members in terms of changes on the power scale. The most important results

were that the highest in the hierarchy tended stronger to increase power differences

with the middle than with the lowest position. Furthermore, the middle in the hierarchy

tended stronger to increase power differences with the lowest than the highest did. In

addition to tendencies to change power differences, Poppe analyzed the participants'

tendencies to change the power of each of the three persons. The participants in all

positions increased their own power. This tendency was stronger for participants who

were lower in the hierarchy. The power of the other group members was usually left

unchanged.

To overcome possible limitations of the above-mentioned paper and pencil setting,

in   Experiment   1, the participants actually performed a decision making   task   in   a

hierarchically structured group. The results were a close replication of Poppe's initial
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findings and hence supported social comparison theory.2 In these studies. the power of

other group members was not varied independently from the power of the participant.

Therefore, an alternative explanation was that tendencies to change power and power

differences were an effect of the amount of power that the participant had, and not an

effect of power comparison. To address this shortcoming, Experiment 3 applied a
variation of Poppe's ( 1996) design and Experiment 4 a variation on the group setting that

was applied in Experiment  1, in which the power of the participant was kept constant.

Only the power of the other persons was varied. Conditions were included in which the

participant was equal in power to the other group members, or had more, or less
power. The hypothesis that tendencies to increase power differences with an equally

powerful would be stronger than tendencies to increase power differences with a less

powerful was in both experiments supported. Also in line with social comparison theory,

no differences were found in tendencies to change power differences with an equally

powerful person and a person with more power (see Figure  1.1, page  16).

In the above-described studies, participants in all hierarchical positions increased

their own power. Tendencies to decrease the power of other group members were

uncommon. This limited attention for the power of other group members may be

explained by tWO characteristics of the operationalization of power (which was also
applied in Bruins & Wilke,   1992, 1993). First, the amount of power  that a person

possessed was given by the amount of power this person had over the group as a whole.

The participants were told that they had a score on a scale, which measured their power

on the group. In the studies in which the participants performed a real decision making

task, this operationalization as power over the whole group was even more pronounced:

as a person had more power, the number of group members that were advised by that

person was larger; conversely, the number of group members that advised this person

was smaller. An increase in one's own power may have been perceived as an upward
movement in the hierarchy. This upward movement, by increasing one's own power.

may also have been perceived as an increase in one's own independence, because group
members that were higher in the hierarchy were advised by less fellow group members.

2 Only in the study by Poppe ( 1996) were the analyses of the tendencies to change the
power of the three persons reported. Additional analyses of the data of Experiment I
and 2 showed similar patterns. Participants in all positions increased their own power.
This tendency was stronger for persons who were lower in the hierarchy. The power of
the other persons was increased to a lesser extent or was left unchanged.
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Second, in the studies in which participants really cooperated on tasks, the advices were

never obligatory.  It was always possible to ignore an advice.  Ng  ( 1980) characterizes

(social) power as the ability to make others produce your intended effects. This is
comparable to Kelley and Thibaut's ( 1979) "fate control", which is the degree of control
one has over another's outcomes. Because the advice of other group members could be
ignored in the above-mentioned studies, the perception of being controlled by others
may have been weak or even absent. This may also have suppressed the tendency to
decrease the power of other group members.

Controlling others may be valued; being controlled by others is usually not a
preferred state. Brehm   ( 1966, 1993) states that reactance can occur when people

perceive that one or more behavioral freedoms are taken away. This urges people to
restore the original state of freedom. This means that people are motivated to restore

their independence by decreasing the power of others over themselves. For reactance to

occur, it is necessary to perceive a threat to independence. For instance, reactance can

occur when previously freely exercised behavior is suddenly inhibited. For the present

study, a particularly important way to obtain an indication that one's independence is

threatened is by social comparison of one's own independence with the independence of

another. Although a number of situational characteristics (for instance, an experimental

setting) can limit one's independence, power and independence are inversely related: the
amount of power that one person has over another limits the amount of independence

that this other person has, and vice versa. Not only are these two constructs inversely

related. but tendencies to change (increase) one's power and tendencies to change

(increase) one's independence may both be a result of social comparison.
A question is whether the tendency to change relative positions as a result of social

comparison of power (and independence) is expressed by changing the power of the
other over oneself, or by changing one's own power over another, or both. A closer

look at motives for social comparison can answer this question. An important motive for
a social comparison of one's personal attributes is the evaluation motive (Festinger,

1954;   Rijsman,   1977;   1983).   Hogg  (2000,  see also Abrams  &   Hogg,   1988;   Hogg  &
Abrams,   1993;  Hogg & Mullin, 1998) describes this evaluation motive  as a motive  to
reduce subjective uncertainty. "Uncertainty is aversive because it is ultimately associated

with reduced control over one's life. and thus it motivates behavior that reduces

subjective uncertainty" (Hogg & Mullin, p. 253). Being controlled by others is not

necessarily a source of uncertainty, but it is a source of reduced control over one's life.
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Controlling others can reduce subjective uncertainty, but it does not address reduced

control over one's own life as directly as being controlled by others does. Therefore,
when two aspects of a power relation, being controlled by others and being in control of
others, can be distinguished, the tendency to decrease the difference in these tWO

comparable aspects of the power relation should in general result in a stronger tendency

to decrease the power of the other over oneself than in a tendency to increase the

power of oneself over the other.

To study these issues, in the present experiment, power was operationalized as an

unavoidable aspect of the relationship. In addition, changes in one's own power did not

imply changes in one's own independence and changes in another's power did not imply
changes in this person's independence. This meant that individuals actually felt controlled

by another, and felt that they controlled this other. The following hypotheses derived

from social comparison theory (see Figure   1.1,  page   1 6) were tested: one wants  to

decrease power differences with a person who has more power (Hypothesis I). Because

it is difficult to predict exactly how large the power difference between a more powerful

and a less powerful is perceived, the tendencies to change the existing power difference

of a more powerful person are hard to predict. However, what can be predicted iS that

the tendency to decrease the power difference with a more powerful person is stronger

than the tendency to change (increase or decrease) the power difference with a less
powerful person (Hypothesis 2). The tendency to increase the power difference with an

equally powerful person will be stronger than the tendency to increase the power

difference with a less powerful person (Hypothesis 3). Tendencies to change power

differences with an equally powerful and a more powerful person are not expected to

differ. The last hypothesis takes the actual control two persons possess over each other

into consideration. Tendencies to change power differences are explained by a
preference to decrease the power of the other person over oneself to increasing one's

own power over the other person (Hypothesis 4).
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Experiment 5

Method

Participants

The participants were 97 female and 20 male psychology students at Tilburg University.

All participants were in the first year of their studies and had not taken classes in social

or organizational psychology. The participants received a partial credit toward a research

requirement. They were assigned randomly to the conditions.

Design

The independent variables were the power of the participant and the power of the other

person. The Power of the Participant (PP) was low, moderate, or high; the Power of the

Other person (PO) was low, moderate, or high. This resulted in a 3 (PP) x 3 (PO)
design. In the analysis of whose power was changed, a two level within-subjects factor

(Target) was added. This factor represented tendencies to change one's own power and

the power of the other person. Gender and Order of presentation of the information

(Order; self-other or other-self) were additional independent variables.

Procedure

The participants were asked to take part in an experiment about "decision-making in

organizations". The participants were placed in separate rooms where they had to work
at a personal computer. The instructions were presented on the computer screen. The

participants would complete a decision making task in dyads. Actually. the participants

did not work with real others; they received pre-programmed information from
simulated others. The participants were told that they were assigned randomly to
position A. The other person was assigned to pOSition B. The task consisted of buying

stocks for imaginary clients. The minimum number of stocks that could be bought was 0;

the maximum was 250. Both members of the dyad received a budget of 20.000 Dutch

guilders  (NLG I   =  0.47 Euro, which  was then about  $  0.86). In  each  of ten trials,  a

different stock was presented. The participants (and seemingly the simulated other
person) were shown a graph. which depicted the value of the stock during the past ten

weeks. On half of the trials, the participant advised the other person about the amount
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of stocks this person had to buy. On the other half of the trials, the other person advised

the participant about the amount of stocks that the participant had to buy.

The amount of power of the participant (person A) over the other person (person

B) was operationalized as the extent to which person B had to act upon the advice of the

participant. The amount of power of person B over the participant was the extent to

which the participant had to act upon the advice of person B. To accomplish this. the

advice had to be given in margins. For example, if one person advised the other to buy at

least 50 and at the most 100 stocks, the other person had to  buy a certain number of

stocks that was within these margins. The amount of power of one person over the

other was given by the width of the advice margin, which was set by the experimenter.

There were three different advice margins for the participant. These margins within

which person  B had to buy were, depending on the condition, 50,  100, or  150 (PP;  high,

medium, or low). Independently from this, there were also three different advice margins

for the other person: 50,  IOO, or 150. These margins, within which the participant had to

buy, represented the power that the other person could exercise over the participant

(PO; high, medium, or low).
After completion of the ten tria|s, the participants were told that the network

connection was terminated and several questions were asked that served as manipulation

checks. Then, the dependent variables were measured by asking the participants about

their preferences regarding the width of the advice margins of both persons. The

participant's preferences would not be told to the other person. It was told that because

the number of possible changes in the width of one or both of the margins is very large,

twelve possibilities were selected  to rank order.  The 12 possibilities for changes  in  the

width of each of the two margins were then presented on the computer screen in pairs.

The pair wise presentation of the twelve alternatives led to 66 situations in which the

participants chose one alternative over the other.

Manipulation checks

Questions were asked about the position that the participants were assigned to, the

width of the margins within which each of the two persons had to buy stocks, and the

basis on which they believed they were assigned to their positions.i(I  = totally random;

7 = totally based on experience).

Two items were added to measure the perceived power of the two persons: "Did

you  have a strong influence  on the person in position  B "  (1= not strong;  7  =  very
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strong)  and  "Did the person in position  B  have a strong influence  on  youi'  (1=  not
strong; 7 = very strong). The responses to these items can answer four questions. First,

whether the participant perceived him or herself as having more power over the other
person when his or her advice margins, within which the other had to buy, were

narrower (and as having less power when these margins were wider). Second, whether
the participant perceived the other person as having more power when this person's

advice margins, within which the participant had to buy, were narrower (and as having

less power when these margins were wider). Third, whether the power of each of the
two members of the dyad was manipulated independently by the two factors. It is, for
instance, possible that a perception of one person as having more power leads to the

contrasting perception of the other as having less power. Fourth, whether similar

margins resulted in the same amounts of perceived power for both persons. It is, for
instance, imaginable that, although both persons have advice margins of 50, one of them

may be perceived to be more powerful by the participant.

Dependent variables

The measurement of tendencies to change power and power differences was performed
by a method adapted from the assessment of social value orientations (Grzelak, Poppe,

Czwartosz, & Nowak, 1988; Kuhlman & Marshello, 1975; Messick & McClintock,  1968).
This method was also applied in the experiments that are described in the previous

chapters. The measurement will be described shortly because of three differences. First,
in the present experiment, social value orientations were measured regarding a situation
of two persons. Second. in addition to preferences to change the differences in power,
the preferences to change each of the two persons' power will be analyzed. Third,
because the operationalization of power in the present study differs from the
operationalization that was applied in the previously described experiments, the
measurement is also slightly different. A social value orientation is a motive when

allocating outcomes to oneself and other(s). Examples of social value orientations are
"allocating as much as possible to oneself' or "the difference between outcomes for
oneself and the other must be as large as a possible in one's own advantage" or
"outcomes must be allocated as equally as possible to oneself and the other". In social

value orientations research, outcomes are usually points, which sometimes refer to
money. In the present research, the points refer to the width of the margins and, hence,

to the power of the tWO members of the dyad.
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Social value orientations can be measured by having the participants rank order
alternatives that represent different outcomes for themselves and another (Schultz &
May,   1989). Each participant's ranking  of the twelve alternatives  can be compared  to

perfect rankings that would be obtained if a certain value orientation were effective. For

instance, to what extend does the ranking of a participant resemble the perfect ranking

for "maximizing own outcomes'i The alternatives and perfect rankings that were used

were  developed by Grzelak, Bobrowski, Ossewska, & Wyszogrodzki  ( 1994)  and  were
first applied to power difference settings by Poppe ( 1996): Twelve different alternatives,

each consisting of a change in the width of the margins of both the participant and the

other, were presented to the participants in 66 pairs. The alternatives are shown in

Table  5.1. An example  is the choice between alternative  I:  self +20 other -20  and
alternative  2: self 0 other -10.  If the participant chose the first alternative, the margins

within which the participant had to buy stocks would be 20 stocks wider; the margins

within which the other person had to buy stocks would be 20 stocks narrower. This

means that the participant's power over the other would increase, and the power of the
other over the participant would decrease. Choosing the second alternative implied that

the participant's own buying margins would remain the same; the margins within which

the other had to buy stocks would narrow by ten stocks. The participant's power over
the other would increase slightly; the power of the other over the participant would

remain the same.

For each participant. the rank of each alternative was computed by counting the

number of times a certain alternative was preferred. The most frequently preferred
alternative was ranked one, the second most frequently chosen was ranked tWO, et
cetera. The ranking of each participant was correlated with four perfect rankings. These

perfect rankings are shown in Table  5.1. This method yielded indices  of the strength  of

four different orientations for each participant. For use in further analyses, Fischer-z

3 These alternatives were developed for three-person situations. In research by Poppe
( 1996)  and the previously described experiments, these alternatives were applied  to
measure the preferences for changing the power of three persons and the power
differences between the three persons. Although it is possible to measure social value
orientations in two-person situations by means of less (seven) alternatives, which can be
rank ordered, these twelve alternatives were used in order to be able to compare these
results with the aforementioned studies.
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transformations of the correlations were computed. The values ranged from -2.« to
2.65.

Table 5.1  Alternatives and Perfect Rankings for Changing Power and Power
Differences.

Change margin for Perfect ranking according to

Self Other Max self- Max self Max other Min Iself-
other otherl

+20 -20                       1.0                1.5                1 1                   1 1.5

+20             0 2.5 6.0          11            8.5

0 -20 2.5          1.5 6.0 8.5

+20 +10 4.5 8.5          11            4.5

0 -10 4.5 3.5 6.0 4.5

+10 +10 6.5 8.5 8.5            1.5

-10 -10 6.5 3.5 3.5            1.5

+10 +20 8.5         11 8.5 4.5

-1 0                     0 8.5 6.0 3.5 4.5

0 +20 10.5                 11 6.0 8.5

-20                0 10.5 6.0          1.5            8.5

-20 +20                           1 2                   1 1                   1.5                   1 1.5

Note:     Column  I  and  2:  Each row presents  one  of the 12 alternatives for changes  in
power   of  the two persons   at  the   same  time.   Self +20 other +1 0 means
"increase the margins between which you have to buy by 20 and increase the
margins between which the other   has  to   buy  by 10". Choosing  for  this
alternative implies that both persons' power is decreased but the other's
power is decreased less than one's own power. Column 3-6: rank numbers of
the alternatives for the three perfect rank orders. Max self = increase one's
own power (over the other); Max self-other = increase the difference in power
between oneself and the other in a direction that is positive for oneself. Min
self-otherl = minimize the changes in power in either direction.
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Two perfect rankings are "maximizing one's own power" and "maximizing the

other's power". The correlation between these two perfect rank orders is 0. This means

that if a participant should choose to maximize his or her own power, this preference

would not increase or decrease the index of maximizing the other's power. The perfect

ranking that represents "maximizing the difference between one's own power and the

other's power in a positive direction for oneself' shares 50 percent of its variance with

each of the two aforementioned perfect rankings. If a participant chooses to maximize

his or her own power, the index of maximizing the difference in power in a direction

that is positive for oneself also increases (r = .702). If a participant chooses to maximize

the other's power, the index of maximizing the difference in power decreases (r = -.702).

The fourth perfect ranking represents a choice to minimize changes in power between

oneself and the other in either direction. This means that one wants to avoid changing the

existing power differences, which means maintaining the present situation. The

correlations between this last perfect ranking and the three aforementioned perfect

rankings are 0.

Results

In initial analyses, Gender and Order of presentation of the information (self-other, or

other-self) were included. Because these factors did not yield any significant main or

interaction effect. they were not entered in subsequent analyses or included in any of the

further discussions.

Manipulation checks

To the questions "To which position were you assignedi'. "How wide were the margins

between which you had to buy stocksi'. and "How wide were the margins between

which the other person had to buy stocksi", all participants came up with the correct

answers. The overall mean of the question "On what basis were you assigned to your

position  (1 = totally random basis;  7 = totally based on performance)"was   1.3 1.  An

ANOVA with PP and PO as the independent variables, and this question as the

dependent variable yielded no significant main or interaction effects of these two factors.

To check whether the differences in the advice margins of the participant within

which the other person had to buy, had effectuated the predicted differences in the
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perceived power of the participant over the other, it was asked "Did you have a strong

influence on the person in position  Bi' (1= not strong; 7 = very strong). An ANOVA
with this item as the dependent variable and PP and PO as the independent variables

yielded a significant main effect of  PP  (F  (2,  108)  =   16.03,  p  <  .001).  Post hoc analyses
showed that as the advice margins of the participant, within which the other person had

to buy, were narrower, the participant's own power over the other was perceived as

significantly stronger. All means were significantly different from each other in all levels of

PP W < .05; Mhigh = 4.72, Mmoder*,2 = 4.08, A/1 „ = 3.44). To check whether the differences
in the advice margins of the other person, within which the participant had to buy, had
effectuated differences in perceived power of the other person over the participant, it
was  asked  "Did the person in position  B  have a strong influence  on  youi'  (l=  not
strong; 7 = very strong). An ANOVA with this item as the dependent variable and PP
and  PO  as the independent variables yielded a significant main effect of PO  (F (2,  108)  =
8.24,  p  <  .001).  Post hoc tests showed  that the mean perceptions  of the power of the
other person in the levels of PO, Mhigh and M were both significantly different frommorderate 

Mi - (p < .05; Mhigh = 4.79, Mmode-:e = 4.23, Mt - = 3.54). Mhigh and M moderate were
marginally significantly different from each other (p < .07). Because variations in the
power of one member of the dyad did not affect the perception of the power of the
other member, the perception of one's own and the other's power were effectuated
independently by the two factors PP and PO.

The above-mentioned analyses do not show whether similar advice margins induce

the perceived power of the two persons to the same extent (for instance, when both
persons had advice margins of 50. did the participant perceive the power of both
persons to be equally strong). To check on this, an ANOVA was performed with the
two items as a within-subjects factor and PP and PO as the independent variables. This
analysis yielded a significant interaction effect of the within-subjects factor and PP (F (2,
108)  =  5.37;  p  <  .01)  and a significant interaction effect of the within-subjects factor and
PO (F (2,  108)  = 8.07; p < .001).  No main effect of the within-subjects factor was found
(F (1,  104)  =  .49;  p  >  .48). This means  that, on average, the power of the two persons

was perceived to be equally strong. The interaction effects of the between-subjects

factors and the within-subiects factor are explained by the fact that the manipulation of
the power of one person affected the perception of this power only, and not the
perception of the amount of power of the other person. As can be seen above. the
means of the items representing the perception of the power of the two persons are
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virtually the same in similar advice margins (i.e. when both persons have advice margins

of 50). The conclusion is that the participants perceived all aspects of the situation in the

way that was intended.

Tendencies to change power differences

If the participants' preferences for changing power differences result from comparisons
of their own power with the power of the other person, an ANOVA with "increasing

the difference between self and other in a direction that is positive for oneself' (Max self

- other) as a dependent variable should yield a main effect of the power of the other

(PO) and a main effect of power of oneself (PP). If one's own power is constant,

variations in the power of the other imply variations in differences. When the power of

the other is constant, variations in one's own power also imply variations in differences.

No interaction effect of these factors is expected because both factors contribute equally

to the difference variable.

The ANOVA with Max self - other as the dependent variable and PP and PO as the

between-subiects factors yielded a significant main effect  of  PP  (F  (2,   108)  =  8.74,  p  <

.001) and a significant main effect of PO  (F (2,108)  = 4.04, p <  .05). The interaction effect

of PP and  PO was not significant (F (4,  108)  = .47, p >  .75).  Post hoc tests revealed that

for PP, Mi  (.73) and Mmoderate (.73) were not significantly different from each other. Both

means were significantly different from Mhigh  (·00;  P  <  ·00 | )·  For  PO,  the same pattern

emerged. M - (.40) was not significantly different from Mmoderate (.26); both means were

significantly different from Mh,gh (·81; p< .05)

The main effect of PO means that variations in the power of the other person had

an effect when own power was held constant. This suggests that the participants were

actually comparing their own power with the power of the other. The conditions were
rearranged to obtain a power difference variable of five levels (Power Difference; PD;

see Table 5.2): very inferior in power to the other person (vi), inferior (i), equal (eq),

superior (s), or very superior (vs).
Averaging the means that represent the same power difference (for instance,

averaging the means of the three conditions in which both members of the dyad were
equal in power) yielded the following values: M., = 1.01, Mi = .92, M.q = .35, M, = .26, M.,

= -.04. An ANOVA with PD as the independent variable and Max self-other as the

dependent variable yielded a significant main effect of PD (F (4,112) = 4.53, p < .01). Post
hoc tests showed that the means of the conditions in which the participant was very
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Table 5.2 Power Differences in the Levels of Own Power and the Other's
Power

Other's power (PO) Own power (PP)
Low Moderate High

Low                                                eq                  s                  vs
Moderate                                           i                  eq                 s

High                                                vi                   i                  eq

Note: The cells represent the relative power positions as given by the amounts of
power of the participant and the other person. vi = very inferior in power; i
= inferior in power; eq = equal; s = superior; vs = very superior.

inferior or inferior were not significantly different from each other. Both these means

were significantly larger than the three other means (p < .05). The means of the
conditions in which the participant had equal, more, or much more power were not

significantly different from each other. In addition to this, the means of the conditions in

which the participant was very inferior, inferior, and equal in power to the other person

were significantly larger that 0. The means of the conditions in which the participant was

superior or very superior were not significantly different from 0.

Hypothesis  1, that participants  who are inferior in power  want to decrease  the

power difference with another who has more power was supported. Hypothesis 2 was
also supported: tendencies to decrease power differences of less powerful participants

were stronger than tendencies to change power differences of more powerful

participants. Hypothesis 3. that tendencies to increase the power difference with an
equally powerful person are stronger than tendencies to increase the power difference

with a less powerful person was not supported. The tendency to increase the power

difference was significantly weaker in the conditions in which the two members of the

dyad were equal in power than in the conditions in which the participant had less power.

Tendendes to change the power Ofthe two persons

When social comparison theory is applied to tendencies to change power differences, it

is necessary to know that the participants were actually comparing their own power over

the other person with the power of the other person over them. An alternative
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possibility is that the participants were not comparing their own power over the other
with the other's power over them, but that they wanted to increase their own (absolute)
power over the other; this tendency was perhaps stronger when they had less power
over the other. In addition to this, the participants may have wanted to decrease the

(absolute) power of the other over them; this tendency was perhaps stronger when this

other person had more power.
In situations in which the other person had more absolute power (PO larger), the

participant had relatively less power. If the participants paid attention to their relative
amount of power, (if participants compared their own power over the other with the
other's power over them). variations in the power of the other person should affect the

participant's tendencies to change their own power. Moreover, in situations in which the

participant had more absolute power (PP larger), the other person had relatively less

power. Therefore, if the participant was comparing his or her power with the power of

the other person, variations in the participant's own power over the other should affect

on the participant's tendencies to change the power of the other person over the
participant  (for a related  view, see Dakin & Arrowood, 1981). Because tendencies  to

change power differences should be addressed most strongly by a tendency to decrease

the power of the other person (Hypothesis 4), this reasoning should apply at least to

tendencies to change the power of the other person.

To determine whether participants were actually comparing their own power with

the power of the other, tWO separate ANOVA's were run. An ANOVA with increasing

one's own power (Max self) as the dependent variable and PP and PO as the independent

variables yielded a significant main effect  of PP  only  (F (2,   108)  =  8.60,  p  <  .001).  This
means that tendencies to change one's own power were affected only by one's own

absolute amount of power. An ANOVA with increasing the other's power (Max other)
as the dependent variable and PP and PO as the independent variables yielded a

significant main effect of PP (F (2,108) = 4.95, p < .01) and a significant main effect of PO

(F (2,108)  =  8.33,  p  <  .001).  As was explained above, variations  in  one's own absolute

power (PP) imply variations in the relative amount of power of the other person.

Because tendencies to change the other's power over the participant were affected by

variations in the power of the other as well as by variations in the participant's own

power, the conclusion is that the participants did pay attention to the relative amounts

of power and, hence, compared their own power to the other's power.
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Hypothesis 4 was that one prefers decreasing the power of the other person to

increasing one's own power. Rearranging the conditions of PO and PP to represent

differences in power (see Table 5.2) yields the power difference variable (PD). An
ANOVA with Target (increase one's own power and increase the other's power; Max

self and Max other) as a within-subjects factor and PD as a between-subjects factor

yielded a main effect of Target (F (1,  1 1 2)  =  16.50, p  < .001) and an interaction effect of

Target and  PD (F (4,  112) = 4.95, p < .001). On average, participants wanted a decrease

in the power of the other person; they wanted to keep their own power more or less

constant. This effect is also visible in the fact that the overall mean is significantly below 0

(F  (1,1 1 2) =1 0 1.3 3,  p<  .001). The means of changing (increasing or decreasing)  own
power and changing the other's power are presented in Table 5.3. The tendency to

decrease the power of the other person is weaker as one is more superior. The
tendency to decrease one's own power is stronger as one is more superior in power. An

interesting finding is that a significant tendency to increase own power was never

observed. On the contrary, participants who were very superior tended to decrease

their own power.

Table 5.3 Mean Tendencies to Change Own Power and the Other's Power

Power difference:

Vi               I             Eq                 S              Vs

Own power .19** .08: ..15 .b' :18 *b' ..49 b'

Other's power ..93 b' -.93 b' :44.* -.35 *. -.19:

Note:   Positive = a tendency to increase power; negative = a tendency to decrease
power. Means with different sub-scripts differ significantly by row; means with
different superscripts differ significantly by column. Italic means are significantly
different from 0.

Discussion

Two interrelated aspects of power relations were investigated. First, predictions were
tested regarding tendencies of individuals to change power differences with another

person who has either less, as much, or more power. Second, it was tested whether
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tendencies to change power differences are expressed by preferences to decrease the
power of the other over oneself, or by preferences to increase one's own power over
the other person, or both. To apply social comparison theory to tendencies to change

power differences, it is necessary to know that people do indeed compare their own
power with the power of another person. It was shown that people take the relative

amounts of power into account and. hence, compare their own power with the power
of the other person.

Three hypotheses were derived from social comparison theory regarding individuals'

tendencies to change the power differences when they have less power than another
person, as much as the other, or more power than the other (see Figure  1.1, page  16). A

less powerful person was predicted and found to prefer a decrease of the power
differences with the other person who had more power. As can  be seen in Figure  1.1,

the tendencies of more powerful persons to change the power difference with less

powerfuls are predicted to be relatively weak. Only slightly more powerful persons
might show relatively strong tendencies to increase existing power differences. When
people are more superior in power, tendencies to change (increase or decrease) are
predicted to be relatively weak. To account for this, Hypothesis 2 was that the tendency

to decrease the power difference with a more powerful person would be stronger than

the tendency to change (increase or decrease) the power difference with a less powerful

person. The results supported this prediction. Hypothesis 3 was that the tendency to
increase the power difference with an equally powerful person is stronger than the
tendency to increase the power difference with a less powerful person. This hypothesis

was not supported; no differences were found between tendencies to change power
differences with an equally powerful person and a person having less power. The only
(weak) support for the hypothesis was that participants wanted a significant increase of

the power difference with an equally powerful person; this effect was not found for
participants towards a less powerful person.

In general, the pattern that was predicted by social comparison theory was

supported. In previous studies (Bruins & Wilke,  1992, 1993; Poppe, 1996; Experiment  L
2,3. and 4), power was operationalized as a position in the hierarchy. This allowed

persons in higher positions to advice a larger number of others. This was meant to give
them more power. Persons who were higher in the hierarchy were themselves advised

by a smaller number of others, this implied that they were more independent. In

addition, the participants could ignore the advices that they received. In the present
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study, power was operationalized as power over a specific person, it was not
confounded with independence, and the advices could not be ignored because one had

buy a certain number of stocks within the given margins. Even when one is directly

affected by the power of another person, one's own power over the other and the

other's power over oneself are compared. This comparison results in general in the

predicted tendencies to change power differences. Therefore, social comparison theory

appears to be a useful framework to understanding the motives and resulting action

tendencies to change power differences.

The finding that people are less inclined to increase power differences with an

equally powerful person than with a more powerful person is not in line with social

comparison theory. It is also not in line with the findings of previous experiments

(Experiment 2 and 3). The difference in the operationalization of power between the

present study and the previous research may explain the different results. Research into

reactance (e.g., Brehm,   1966, 1993) shows that people attempt to restore previously

held freedoms. It was predicted that the preference to decrease the relative difference is

addressed most strongly by decreasing the other's power over oneself, because the

power of another over oneself implies reduced independence, which causes a perception
of reduced control. One cue to the perception of a limitation of one's independence is a

comparison between one's own independence and the independence of another person.

If there is no difference between one's own and the other person's independence, as was

the case in the conditions in which the two members of the dyad had equal power, a
limitation of one's own independence may not be perceived. This may have induced the

participants to be more inclined to maintain the existing situation. To test this
explanation, an ANOVA was performed with the power difference (PD) as the
independent variable and the preference to maintain the existing situation (minimize the
absolute difference of changes in power between oneself and the other person, see

Table 5.1) as the dependent variable. The ANOVA yielded a significant effect of PD  (F (4,

1 1 2)  =  10.36, p < .00 l i M. , =  .2 1,M i = .1 4, Meq = .68, M, = .28, My, =  .28). Post hoc tests

showed that the mean of the conditions in which the two persons had equal power was

significantly higher  (p  <  .01)  than all other means. which  were not significantly different

from each other. The above-mentioned explanation of the results appears to be a valid

one: comparison of independence is relevant only if a threat to one's independence is

perceived.
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The fourth hypothesis, that people prefer to decrease the power of another person

over oneself to increasing their own power over that other person, was supported. A

decrease in the other's power over oneself appears to address perceptions of reduced

control more directly than a change in one's own power over the other person does. In

addition to this finding, the analysis yielded the result that in the conditions in which one

was very superior in power, one's own power over the other was decreased. Social

comparison theory predicts that when one is very superior to the comparison other.

one tends to decrease this difference. One way to decrease the power difference when

one is superior in power is by decreasing one's own power. In previous research (Poppe,

1996;  Experiments  1,  2,  3. and  4), a tendency to decrease  one's own power was never

observed. The fact that in these studies having more power also meant being more

independent might explain why a preference to decrease in one's own power was never

observed. By decreasing their own power, the participants would also increase their

dependence on the other group members.

The last noteworthy result is that a significant tendency to increase one's own

power over the other person was never observed, not even in conditions in which

participants were very inferior in power. Although it was predicted that attempts to

change the power difference would be addressed most strongly by tendencies to

decrease the other's power, a total absence of tendencies to increase one's own power

is remarkable. This finding is at odds with findings of previous research (e.g., Bruins &

Wilke,   1992, 1993; Mulder  et  al., 1973; Mulder  et  al.,   1973;  Ng, 1977; Poppe,   1996;

previous experiments). In all these studies, it was found that participants wanted to

increase their own power. According to several authors, people value having power as

an  end in itself (e.g., Kipnis, 1974; Mulder,   1977). This causes people to increase their

own power over others, if this is possible. The result of the present experiment, that

people do not want to increase their own power, even when such a tendency can be

expressed without being limited by a tendency to increase their own independence,

strongly suggests that participants in the previously mentioned studies did not want to

increase their power over others, but their independence from these others. The "need

for power" may be a need to control one's own behavior rather that a need to control

another's behavior.

To summarize, the dynamics of power cannot be understood by looking at motives

to increase one's own power over another or to increase one's independence from

another's power separately. One's own and the other's power are compared with each
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other. Perhaps, a better Way to frame this is that one's own and the other's
independence are compared because the only aspects of the power relation that are
actually changed are one's own, and sometimes the other's, independence. The outcome

of the comparison process is that people want to stay or become slightly more powerful,

or better, slightly less dependent, than the comparison other. Social comparison of
power and independence not only results in a tendency to increase one's own
independence which is stronger than the tendency to increase one's own power over
another; an increase in one's own power is not cared for at all.
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Eva/uating one's power by socia/ comparison: The
interplay between power difference, power level, and

va/idity  of comparison  information'

' Based on: Van Dijke, M., & Poppe, M. (200 I f).
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The present study aims to increase our understanding of the motives and subsequent

behavioral tendencies to change power differences. To move beyond explanations based

on single motives to increase one's own power and to decrease the power of others,
social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954; Rijsman,  1974,1983)  can be applied to these

issues  (Ng, 1977; Poppe, 1996; previous experiments). Tendencies to change power
differences can result from the comparison of one's own power with another's power
(Experiment 5). The effects of the size of existing power differences on tendencies to
change these differences were studied by Poppe  ( 1996) and  in the experiments that are

reported  in the previous chapters. The predictions were derived from Rijsman's  ( 1974,

1983)  articulation  of the effects of social comparisons on performance shifts. which  is

described in Chapter  I. The present study integrates the knowledge about the effects of

power differences with tWO other important factors that affect tendencies to change

power differences.

First, a comparison of one's own power with another's power yields information

that can vary in validity. Invalid comparison information can result when others use their

power to enforce decisions that are perceived as poor or illegitimate. Second,

independent of the validity of the comparison information, this information can vary in

accuracy: instructions can be more or less specific, regardless of their perceived quality.

Below, it is argued that the accuracy of the information that results from comparing

one's own power with another's power depends on the amount of power that people

have over each other (the power level). The present study addresses the interplay

between the power difference, the power level, and the validity of the comparison

information as they affect tendencies to change power differences. In Experiment 5, it
was studied which aspect of a power relation, one's own power or the other's power. is

altered most strongly to change the power difference. The present study extends these

results to capture variations in the validity and the accuracy of the comparison

information. Hypotheses are derived from traditional and contemporary notions on
social comparisons.

In Poppe ( 1996) and the previously described experiments, social comparison theory
was applied to tendencies to change power differences. In these studies. predictions

were tested and supported regarding the effects of the size of power differences on

tendencies to change these differences. In addition, the theory allows for predictions

concerning whose power is changed most strongly to alter the power difference. The

rationale is found in the evaluation motive. People want to hold accurate appraisals of
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their abilities because they are uncertain about what their abilities allow them to do
(Festinger.  1954). This is a motive towards the reduction of subjective uncertainty (e.g..

Abrams  &  Hogg, 1988; Dakin & Arrowood,  1981;  Hogg,  2000;  Hogg  &  Abrams,   1993;

Hogg  &  Mullin. 1998). "Uncertainty is aversive because  it is ultimately associated  with

reduced control over one's life, and thus it motivates behavior that reduces subjective

uncertainty"  (Hogg & Mullin,  p.  253;  see  also Van  den  Bos, 2001). Categorizing at a level

that includes oneself and the other implies that differences on the criterion under

consideration (the comparison dimension) are perceptually or actually diminished. This

can, according to Hogg, reduce subjective uncertainty. This proposal is analogous to

Festinger's statement that differences on a comparison dimension result in tendencies to

move the other closer to oneself, or move oneself closer to the other.
Because power is the potential to control another, comparison of power directly

causes a perception of limited control over oneself, especially (but not only) when one
finds oneself in an inferior power position. When one's own power over another and the

other's power over oneself are compared. a preference for whose power is changed to

alter the power difference can be predicted. A change in the power difference (especially

when one has less power) will be addressed most strongly by decreasing the other's

power over oneself (an increase in one's own independence) because being dependent
on others is an immediate source of limited control over oneself, while having power
over others is not.

In Experiment 5, it was investigated whether one's own power over another and the

other's power over oneself (one's own dependence on this other) are actually

compared. in other words, whether people pay attention to their relative amount of
power. If people compare their power with another's power, the difference should be
changed most strongly by decreasing the power of the other over oneself (increasing

one's own independence). Participants were led to believe that they were cooperating in

dyads on a decision-making task (the other person was simulated). They advised their
partner about the number of stocks the other had to buy; they were advised by this

person about the number of stocks they had to buy. The power of the two persons was

manipulated independently. It was operationalized by having the two persons advising in

margins within which the other had to buy. A narrower advice margin of the participant,

within which the other person had to buy, represented more power of the participant

over the other person. A narrower advice margin of the other person, within which the

participant had to buy, represented more power of this person over the participant.
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After completion of this task, the participants indicated their preferences regarding the

width of the advice margins of both persons (representing both persons' power).

The results showed that participants took the relative amount of power into account
in their tendencies to change power differences. Thus, they compared their own power
with the other person's power. The power differences were largely changed by a
decrease in the power of the other (an increase in the participant's independence). The

participants did not want to increase their own power over the other; instead, when

they were very superior in power, they wanted to decrease it. In this condition, the
other person's power was not decreased (the participant's independence was not
increased). This shows that people do not want maximal superiority in power (or
maximal independence); they want to be slightly more powerful (slightly less dependent)

than a comparison other. This is presumably caused by the joint operation of the
pressures towards uniformity and toWards positive distinctiveness (see Figure  1.1, page

16).

Although the study described above showed that people compare their power with
another's power, the evidence for a resulting pressure towards uniformity was not
conclusive. The present study presents evidence for the operation of a uniformity

pressure as an effect of power evaluation. The focus is on two characteristics of

situations in which people compare their power with another's power: the validity of the

comparison information and the power level, which affects the accuracy of the
comparison information. The interplay between these characteristics yields variations in

the strength of the pressure towards uniformity.

In introducing the research objective, it was stated that the information that results

from a comparison of one's own power with the power of another can vary in validity:

power holders can use their power to implement decisions that are perceived as poor

or illegitimate. If one compares one's power with another's power to assess what one's

power allows one to do, the resulting comparison information is probably considered

invalid if this other uses his or her power to implement poor decisions. However, it is
hard to know objectively whether a decision is poor. An indication that others make

incorrect use of their power (resulting in invalid comparison information) is the extent

to which the power use by these others meets one's preexisting knowledge about what
one's power allows one to do. Therefore, if persons are forced to act in a way that is
opposed to their preexisting ideas concerning a task, or if others act upon instructions as
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little as possible, the comparison information regarding what one's power allows one to
do is probably considered invalid.

The second aspect of a power relation that was investigated in the present study is

the accuracy of the comparison information, which is affected by the power level (this is
the amount of power that people have over each other). A more powerful person's

instructions can vary in specificity, which implies variation in the accuracy of the

comparison information. Variations in specificity imply variations in this more powerful
person's amount of power. As was explained, what is social about social comparison of
power is that people pay attention to their relative amount of power: the power
difference. The power difference can vary independently from the absolute amount of
power that persons have (the power level). When both persons have more (absolute)
power over each other (a high power level), the direction of the behavior is more

specific. Therefore, whether comparing persons are superior or inferior in power, it is
clearer what their power makes them capable of when the power level is high. This is
especially clear in settings in which power differences are based on information that is
given to others and received from others, as was the case in the previously described

experiments (see also Bruins & Wilke,  1992,1993).
The validity of the obtained comparison information and the power level

interactively affect one's tendencies to change power differences. When the information
that results from comparing is found to be invalid (i.e., perceived poor decisions), less
accurate information (i.e., as caused by unspecific instructions) may increase subjective
uncertainty, but decreasing the power difference cannot decrease this uncertainty.

Therefore, the accuracy has no effect on the resulting tendencies to decrease the power
difference when comparison information is perceived as invalid. The accuracy of the
comparison information is effective only when this information is perceived to be valid.

Situations that yield valid but inaccurate information yield much subjective uncertainty
(high quality but unspecific instructions), which can be reduced by decreasing the power
difference. Because low power levels yield less accurate comparison information than
high power levels do. low power levels yield stronger tendencies to decrease the power
difference than high power levels do.

The following hypotheses regarding tendencies to change power differences as an

effect of existing power differences were tested (see Figure  1.1, page 16): People want to

decrease the power difference with a person who has more power (Hypothesis  I).  One
is more inclined to increase the power difference with an equally powerful person than
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to increase the power difference with someone who is less powerful (Hypothesis 2).

People are equally inclined to increase the difference with someone equally powerful and

to decrease the power difference with someone more powerful. In a two-person

situation, it is hard to predict exactly how superior more powerful persons perceive

themselves to be. Therefore, it is also difficult to predict whether superiors in power

want a slight increase or a slight decrease of the power difference, or whether they do

not want to change the power difference at all. However. it can be predicted that

tendencies to decrease the power difference with a more powerful person, as well as

tendencies to increase the difference towards another who is equally powerful are

stronger than the tendency of a more powerful person to change (increase or decrease)

the power difference with someone less powerful (Hypothesis 3).

Hypothesis 4 addresses the interaction between the validity of the comparison

information, the power level and the power difference. The lower the power level is, the

stronger the tendency to decrease the power difference, but only when comparison

yields valid information. Finally, the present study aims to replicate and extend the

results of Experiment 5 to situations that yield variations in the validity and the accuracy

of the comparison information. Tendencies to change the power difference are

addressed more strongly by decreasing the power of the other person over oneself and

thereby increasing one's own independence than by increasing one's own power over

the other person (Hypothesis 5).

Experiment 6

Method

Participants

The   participants  were   8 I   female   and   22 male psychology students from Tilburg

University. The mean age was 21 years. All the participants were in the first year of their

studies and had not yet taken classes in social or organizational psychology. The

participants received a partial credit toward a research requirement. They were
randomly assigned to the conditions.
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Design

The design was a 3 x 2 x 2 factoria1 design. The first independent variable was the t)ower

difference (PD) between the participant and the other person; the participant had either

less power than the other person, as much power, or more power than the other

person. The second independent variable was the power level (PL) of the dyad; the power

level was either low or high. Finally, the Validity of the obtained information was
manipulated. Comparison with the other person yielded either valid or invalid

information. In the analysis of whose power was changed most to alter the power

difference, a two-level within-subjects factor (Target) was added. This factor represented

tendencies to change one's own power and the other person's power.

Procedure

The procedure was largely the same as in Experiment 5. The charts that represented the

values of the stocks went in eight out of ten tria|s consistently up or down, in the
remaining two trials the charts fluctuated around a certain value, but they did not go up

or down. Previous research (Experiment I) showed   that  over 85 percent  of  the

participants (first-year psychology students) advised others to buy when the value of a

stock went up and advised not to buy when the value went down. Valid comparison

information was operationalized by having the other giving strong buy advice when the

value of a stock went up and giving no-buy advice if the value of the stock went down.

When the participant gave advice, the other person would take a buy decision that was

approximately in the middle of the advice margin of the participant in these conditions.

Invalid comparison information was given by letting the other give strong buy advice when

the value of the stock went down, giving no-buy advice when the value of the stock went

up. When the participant gave advice, the other person would always take a buy decision

at the contrasting end of the margin in these conditions. For instance, when the value of

a stock went consistently down, and the participant advised buying at least 0 and at most

100 stocks, the other person would  buy 100 stocks. The power difference (PD) between

the participant and the other person and the power level (PL) (the amount of power that

the two persons had over each other) were operationalized by variations in both
persons' advice margins. The six conditions that resulted from the independent

manipulation of the power difference and the power level are presented in Table 6.1.

After completion of the ten trials, the participants were told that the computer

connection with the other person was terminated, and several questions were asked that
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served as manipulation checks. Then the dependent variables were measured by asking

the participants about their preferences regarding the width of the advice margins of
both persons. Finally, the participants were fully debriefed and asked not to talk about
the experiment with others during the next weeks.

Table  6.1 The Width  of the Advice Margins  of the Participants and their
Partner when the Participant was Inferior, Equal or Superior in
Power in Low and High Power Levels

Power difference (PD)

Power level (PL)

Less (inferior) Equal More (superior)

Low 200 / 150 175 / 175 150 / 200

High 100 / 50 75175 50 /  100

Note: The different advice margins are presented in the cells. A wider advice margin,
within which the other person had to buy stocks represents less power over
this other. For example 200 /  150: the advice margin of the participant, within
which the other person had to buy was 200; the advice margin of the other
person, within which the participant  had  to  buy was  150; the power of the
participant over the other person was less than the power of the other person
over the participant.  The same power difference is represented  by   100  /  50;
but in this case, both advice margins were 100 narrower, therefore the power
of the two persons over each other (the power level) was higher.

Manipulation checks

Questions were asked about which position the participant was assigned to, how wide
the margins were within which each of the tWO persons had to buy stocks. and whether
the participants believed  they were assigned to their position  on a random basis  (1   =
totally random; 7 = totally based on experience).

To check whether the manipulation of the power difference by means of the varying

advice margins of the participant, within which the other person had to buy, and the
advice margins of other person, within which the participant had to buy, was
implemented successfully, it was asked, "Did you have more or less influence than the
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person in position  Bi(l= much  less; 7 =  much more) and "Was the influence that you

exerted on the person in position B stronger or weaker than person B's influence on

youi(l= much stronger; 7= much weaker).
To check on the manipulation of the power level, it was asked, "How strong was the

influence that you exerted on each otheri' (1= not strong; 7= very strong), "To what
extent were you depending  on each other  when  you were buying stocks2"(1=  not
strong; 7 = very strong). "To what extent did you have to deal with each other when
buying stocks2-(1  = very little; 7 =a lot), and "Did the tWO of you have much autonomy

when taking decisionsi' (1= very little; 7=a lot).
To check on the manipulation of the validity of the comparison information, the

participants were asked to evaluate the advices  of the other person  (1   =  very  poor

quality; 7 very good quality), how much they cared about the advices of the person in

position  B  (1  =  not  much;  7  =  a  lot),  how  much the person in position B cared about

their advices (1  = not much; 7 = a lot), and the extent to which they thought that they

and the other person matched on relevant qualities for the organization (I= not at all; 7

= strongly).

Dependent variables

The measurement of tendencies to change power and power differences was performed

by a method adapted from the assessment of social value orientations (Grzelak, Poppe,

Czwartosz, & Nowak, 1988; Kuhlman & Marshello, 1975; Messick & McCIintock,  1968).
An extensive description of this method is presented in Chapter 5.

Resuftsz

Manipulation checks

On the questions "What was the name of the position that you were assigned toi',

"How wide were the margins within which you had to buy stocksi-, and "How wide

2
In initial analyses, Gender and Order of presentation of the information regarding

changes in the width of the margins (first self, then other or first other. then self) were
included as independent variables. Because these factors never yielded any significant
main or interaction effect, they were not entered in subsequent analyses or included in
any of the further discussions.
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were the margins within which the other person had to buy stocksi'. all the participants

came up with the correct answers. The fourth question was meant to check on what
basis the participants believed  they were assigned to position  A  (1   = totally random

basis;  7 = totally based on performance). The overall  mean of this question was  1.71. An

ANOVA with PD, PL, and Validity as independent variables and the grounds on which

the participant believed to be assigned to position A as the dependent variable yielded no

significant main or interaction effects of these factors.

To check whether the manipulation of the power differences was successfully

implemented, it was asked "Did you have more or less influence than the person in

position  Bi(I=  much  less;  7  =  much  more). An ANOVA with  PD,  PL, and Validity as
independent variables and this item as the dependent variable yielded a significant main

effect of PD only (F (2,91)  =   9.42, p <  .001).  Post hoc teStS showed that M less (3.39) was

significantly smaller than M
equal (3.98), which was significantly smaller than Mmore (4.60; p <

.01). The second check  of this aspect  of the manipulation  was:  "Was the influence  that

you exerted on the person in position B stronger or weaker than person B's influence

on your (1= much stronger;  7 = much weaker). An ANOVA with  PD,  PL and Validity

as independent variable and this item as the dependent variable yielded a significant main

effect  of  PD  (F  (2,  9 1)  =  6.00,  p  <  .0 1) .   Post hoc teStS showed  that  M
less (4.70) was

significantly larger than both Meg.e (3-96) and Mmore (3.53; p < .05), the difference

between M and M was marginally significant (p < .07).equal more

Four items were used to check the induction of the power level (PL). A multivariate

ANOVA with these four items as dependent variables and PD. PL, and Validity as

independent variables yielded a significant multivariate main effect of PL (F (4, 88) =
12.73,  p  < .001). Univariate ANOVAs  with  the same independent variables yielded  a

significant main effect of PL on "How strong was the influence that you exerted on each

other2" (1  = not strong; 7 = very strong; F (1,9 1) = 28.60, p < .001; M .w = 4.06, Mhigh =

5.37), on "To what extent were you depending on each other when you were buying

stocks.i-  (I  = not strong;  7  = very strong; F (1,9 1)  = 23.60,  p  <  .001; M t- =4.1 2, Mhigh

=5.38), on "To what extent did you have to deal with each other when buying stocksr'

(1  = very little;  7 = a lot;  F(I, 9 1)  =  10.21, p  < .01; M t. . =4.1 6, Mhigh =  5.13), and finally

on "Did the two of you have a lot of autonomy when taking decisionsZ" (l= very little; 7

=a lot; F (1,9 1) = 37.70, p<.001; M:.. = 4.90, Mhigh = 3.29).
The manipulation of the validity of the comparison information was checked with

four items. A multivariate ANOVA with these items as dependent variables and PD. PL,
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and Validity as independent variables yielded a significant main effect of Validity (F (4,88)
=  10.88.  p  <  .001).  In the univariate ANOVAs, a significant main effect of Validity was

found on "What was the quality of the advice the person in position  B gave to you2" (1  -

very poor quality;  7 very good quality"F(1,91)= 38.68, p <  .001; Mvalid =  4.84,  /V|;,™,1 d  =

3.21),  on  "How  much  did the person in position  B care about your advicei"  (1=  not

much; 7 = a lot; F(I, 9 1)  =  1 2.1 4, p < .001; Mvalid = 4.24, M invalid = 3.42), on "How much
did you care about the advices of the person in position 82" (I= not much; 7=a lot; F

(1,9 1) = 7.21,p <.01;Mvalid = 4.28, M invalid = 3.72), and also on "Do you think you match

on relevant qualities for this organization with the person in position B " (1= not at all; 7

=strongly F(1,9 1) =  12.46, p< .0 0 1;M valid = 4.38, M invalid = 3.43).
Apparently, all aspects of the manipulation were successfully (and independently)

induced.

Tendencies to change power differences

Hypotheses I to 3 concerned tendencies to change power differences in situations in

which persons had either less, as much, or more power than their partner. Hypothesis 4

concerned the increase in strength of the tendency to move towards the comparison

other when the power level was low; this was predicted to occur only when the

obtained comparison information was perceived to be valid. To test these hypotheses, an

ANOVA was performed with PD, PL, and Validity as independent variables and

tendencies to change the power difference between oneself and the other (Maximize self

- other) as the dependent variable. The ANOVA yielded a significant main effect of PD (F

(2,91)  =  IS.97, p  <  .001)  and a significant interaction effect of PD,  PL and Validity (F (2,
9 1)  =  3.89, p <.05).The means of Maximize  self - other in all levels  of the factors are

presented in Table 6.2.

The first three hypotheses concern the main effect of PD (see Figure  1.1,  page  16)

Hypothesis I was that one wants to decrease power differences with another person

who has more power. The mean of Maximize self - other (maximize the difference

between one's own power and the other's power in a direction that is positive for

oneselD is indeed significantly larger than 0 for persons who are inferior in power to

their partner. Hypothesis 2 stated that members of the dyad who are equal in power to

their partner tend to increase the power difference with this person; this tendency is

stronger than the tendency to decrease the power difference of more powerful persons

toward less powerful partners. This hypothesis was also supported: the mean of
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Maximize self - other in the equal power conditions is significantly larger than 0; this
mean is also significantly larger than the mean of Maximize self - other in the conditions
in which the participant had more power. In addition, this tendency was not significantly

different from the tendency of less powerful participants towards superior partners,

which is also in line with social comparison theory. Less powerful persons as well equally

powerful persons were significantly more inclined to change the power difference than
more powerful persons. This supports Hypothesis 3. To summarize, all hypotheses
concerning tendencies to change power differences were supported.

Table 6.2 Mean Tendencies to Change Power Differences in Low and High
Power Levels, when Comparison Yields Valid Information or Not

Validity of comparison information

Invalid Valid

Power difference Power difference

Power level: Less Equal More Less Equal More

Low 1.05 : .56 2 .20 b' 1.59: . 76  *          ..82 :

High 1.25: .78: . 1 I bx .46.v .68: .12**

Total 1.15 2 .67* .14b 1.14, . 72 a -.27 h

Note:    Positive = a tendency to maximize self - other, which is a decrease in the Power
difference if one is inferior in power; it is an increase in the power difference if
one is superior or equal in power. Negative = a tendency to maximize other -
self. Means with different sub scripts (a, b, c) differ significantly by row (in the
levels of the factor); means with different superscripts (x, y) differ significantly by
column. italic means are significantly different from 0.

It was hypothesized that the effects of the power difference are qualified by an

interaction between PD, PL, and Validity. Hypothesis 4 concerns this interaction: the
lower the power level, the stronger the tendency to decrease the power difference, but

only when comparison yields valid information. As can be seen in Table 6.2, participants
who were inferior in power to their partner showed stronger tendencies to reduce the
power difference with the more powerful other in low power levels than in high power



Three factors in power comparison 111

levels. The same effect is observed for more powerful participants towards less powerful

partners. These effects are present only in the conditions in which comparison with the
other yields valid information. When comparison yields invalid information, no difference

is observed between high and low power levels. In sum, Hypothesis 4 was also
supported.

Tendendes to change the power Ofthe two persons

Hypothesis 5 was that tendencies to change the power differences are affected more
strongly by decreasing the power of the other person over oneself, and thereby
increasing one's own independence, than by increasing one's own power over the other.

An ANOVA with Target (maximizing own power and maximizing other's power) as a
within-subjects factor and PD, PL and Validity as between-subjects factors yielded a
significant main effect of Target  (F  (1,  9 1)  =  23.12,  p  <  .001), a significant interaction

effect of Target an  PD (F (2, 9 1)  =  1 5.1 3, p <  .001), and a significant interaction effect of
Target,  PD,  PL, and Validity  (F  (2,  9 1)  =  3.29,  p  <  .05).  Also, the overall  mean  was

significantly below 0 (F (1, 9 1)  =  106.80, p < .001). The overall  mean of Maximizing own
power was -.03; the overall mean of Maximizing the other's power was -.66. This
indicates that the participants mostly wanted to decrease their partners' power.

To examine this complex interaction effect, two separate ANOVAs with Maximizing

one's own power and Maximizing the other's power as dependent variables were

performed. The independent variables were again PD, PL, and Validity. The ANOVA with

Maximizing one's own power as the dependent variable yielded a significant main effect

of PD only (F (2,91) =  19.74, p< .001). Post hoc teStS showed that when the participant

was inferior in power, the tendency to increase one's own power (M = .29) was not
significantly larger than when the participant and his or her partner were equal in power

(M = .00). Both means were significantly larger than the mean tendency to increase one's

own power when the participant was superior in power (M = -.50). This means that

participants did not increase their own power, instead, they decreased their own power
over the other person when they were superior to their partner.

The ANOVA with Maximize the other's power as the dependent variable yielded a

significant main effect of PD  (F  (2,91)=  2.65,  p  <  .0 1) .  Post hoc teStS showed  that,  for

PD, the tendency to decrease the power of the other were not significantly stronger

when the participant was inferior in power (M = -.83) than when both dyad members

had equal power (M = -.70). Both means were significantly smaller than the mean of the
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condition in which the participant was superior in power (M = -.29). The main effect of

PD was qualified by an interaction effect of PD, PL, and Validity (F (2,91)= 3.93, p<.05).
The results of the analysis of tendencies to change the other's power are analogous to

the results of the analysis of tendencies to change the power differences.

Discussion

The present study was conducted to increase our understanding of people's motives and

the resulting behavioral tendency to change power differences. This tendency results

from the comparison of one's own power with another's power. Hypotheses derived

from social comparison theory were tested regarding people's tendencies to change

existing power differences. Previous research showed that the size and the direction of

the existing power difference affect these tendencies. It was argued that this effect is

qualified by an interaction between the power difference, the power level (the amount of

power that persons have over each other), and the validity of the information that is

obtained by comparing one's power with another's power. In addition, it was predicted
that the tendency to change power differences is addressed most strongly by a decrease

of the other person's power.
Each hypothesis regarding tendencies to change existing power differences (see

Figure   1.1,  page   1 6) was supported. Less powerful persons wanted to decrease  the

power difference with their more powerful partners (Hypothesis I). Persons who were

equal in power to their partner were more inclined to increase the power difference

than persons who had more power were (Hypothesis 2). As expected, no difference was

found in tendencies to decrease the power difference for persons who were inferior in

power and persons who were equal in power to their partner. Hypothesis 3 was also

supported: participants who were inferior or equal in power were more inclined to
change the power difference than participants who were superior in power.

As predicted, the effects of the power difference between oneself and another

person were qualified by an interaction of the power difference, the power level, and the

validity of the information that results from comparison. A low power level induced

stronger tendencies to decrease the power differences, whether the participants were

inferior or superior in power, than a high power level did, but only if the comparison

information was valid. In high power levels, no differences were found at all between the
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conditions in which the participants were inferior. equal, or superior in power to their

partner.
The prediction that power differences are changed more strongly by a decrease of

the other's power than by an increase of one's own power was also supported; this

finding was extended to situations yielding comparison information that varied in validity

and accuracy. When the other person gives advice that appears to be all wrong and

when this person appears to disregard the advice as much as possible, no evidence is

found for a tendency to increase one's own power over the other. Equally important, no

evidence was found for a stronger tendency to become independent from the other

dyad member when comparison yields invalid information. Tendencies to change one's

own power and tendencies to change the other's power were analyzed by means of two

separate analyses. Only the latter yielded a significant interaction effect of the power

difference, the power level, and the validity of the comparison information. This means

that, when comparison information is valid, variations in the accuracy of the comparison

information caused by variations in the power level affect the tendencies to decrease the

other person's power only; hence, variations in the accuracy of the comparison

information affect tendencies to increase one's independence from the other's power

only.
When comparison with the other person yielded invalid information, no differences

in tendencies to change the power difference were found between high and low power

levels. This is further evidence that people compare their own power with the power of

another: only their relative power matters to them. If people were more inclined to

increase their own power when they had less power, then a low power level would have

yielded stronger tendencies to increase own power. If people would be more inclined to

decrease the other's power when this person had more power, the participants would

have shown stronger tendencies to decrease the other's power in a high power level

situation. The similarity in tendencies to change power differences between different

power levels, when comparison information is invalid. indicates that people are affected

by their relative amount of power only; hence the only cue for people to change their

own power, the other's power, and the power difference appears to be a comparison of

one's own power with the power of another.

Probably the most important conclusion is that people pay attention to the power

difference. This causes them to change their own and the other person's power and the

power difference. They pay more attention to the power difference if they are more
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uncertain about what they can do with their power. Increased uncertainty yields a

stronger tendency to decrease the power difference, but only when such a decrease can

actually reduce subjective uncertainty. Hence, focusing only on the power difference
between persons as a determinant of tendencies to change this difference is incomplete
and can even lead to misleading results. This is especially clear for people who are
superior in power: depending on the amount of uncertainty that they feel regarding their
power, the power difference is left unchanged or decreased.

Although this study is a first step towards understanding the effects of variations in
power levels and the resulting subjective uncertainty regarding people's motivations to

change existing power differences, not all questions have been answered. One question
is whether other sources of subjective uncertainty can be distinguished. apart from the

power level. One source may be the ambiguity of the information on which decisions are

based. In the present study, the information was unambiguous: the value of a stock went
consistently up or down, making it easy for the participants to decide what to do and
what to advise. When. as is mostly the case in organizations, the information on which
advice and decisions are based is more ambiguous, subjective uncertainty also increases;
tendencies to decrease existing power differences may be stronger.

This suggests that it is not only uncertainty regarding power, but also a general

increase in subjective uncertainty (irrespective of the ability under consideration), which
can affect the strength of tendencies to decrease the difference on a comparison

dimension. There is some evidence that this is the case. Hogg and Mullin ( 1999) report a

series of experiments in which they predicted and found that higher levels of subjective

uncertainty led to stronger identification with an in-group and to stronger intergroup
competition in a minimal group paradigm. They manipulated the level of subjective

uncertainty in two different ways: first, by having half of the participants practice with a
number of outcome allocation matrices (low uncertainty) and half of the participants not

(high uncertainty); second, by distinguishing between participants who had never before

participated in a psychological experiment (high uncertainty) and another group who had
participated before (low uncertainty). The second manipulation directly addresses the

somewhat "odd" nature of a minimal group setting, in which one is assigned to a certain

group on a random basis and usually does not even know who is in which group when
one is asked to allocate outcomes to a member of the in-group and a member of the
out-group. The first manipulation does not address the uncertainty regarding the
intergroup setting. but the uncertainty regarding the task only. However, both



Three factors in power comparison II5

manipulations affected in-group identification and intergroup competition. To conclude,

there is some evidence that uncertainty concerning aspects of the situation that are not
related to the attribute that is being evaluated can also affect the tendency to decrease

the differences on the comparison dimension.

To summarize, tendencies to decrease power differences appear to result from an
evaluation motive as well as a positive distinctiveness motive, which are both central to
social comparison theory. This evaluation motive has been called a motive towards the
reduction of subjective uncertainty regarding the object of comparison under

consideration, in this case, power. In the present study. three characteristics of power

relations were predicted and found to affect interactively the strength of the tendency to

decrease power differences: one's relative position on the comparison dimension (the
magnitude and direction of the existing power difference), the power level (the power

that the two persons have over each other), and the validity of the comparison

information. Power differences are usually changed by a decrease in the power of the
comparison other. It appears that the understanding of people's motivations to change

power and power differences is significantly enhanced by the application of social

comparison theory to these issues. At the same time, the understanding of the nature

and function of the evaluation motive, which is central in this theory, is deepened.



Chapter 7

/ntegration  Of the flndings,  conclusions and discussion
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This aim of this chapter is to integrate and discuss the findings of the six experiments.
Because predictions from social comparison theory were contrasted with predictions
derived from several other theories, the support for the various theories will be
presented. Upon concluding that the results of the studies are best explained by social

comparison theory, a closer look will be given to a number of questions that were partly
addressed in the previous chapters and partly can be addressed by a different look at the
results of the six experiments. Each question addresses how the understanding of social

comparison theory can be enhanced by applying it to tendencies to change power and

power differences and at the same time, how these tendencies can be more fully grasped

by the application of social comparison theory.

Support for social comparison theory and other theories

Social comparison theory: tendencies to change power differences

The hypotheses derived from social comparison theory concerning the effects of
differences in hierarchical positions on tendencies to change these differences (see Figure

1.1,  page  1 6) were mostly supported. Persons having less power want to decrease  the

power difference with more powerful others (Experiments  1,2,5,6);  they want this
stronger as the difference in hierarchical positions is larger (Experiment 2). People tend to

increase the power difference with others who are equal in power (Experiment 3,4,5,

6). This tendency is as strong as the tendency to decrease the power difference with a

more powerful person (Experiment 3,4,6). It is stronger than the tendency to increase
the power difference with a less powerful person (Experiment 3,4,6). Persons who are

more powerful tend to increase the power difference with someone who is slightly

inferior on the power dimension, but not with someone who is more inferior

(Experiment 1,2).

Power distance theory
Social comparison theory predicts that people's tendencies to change power and power
differences are an effect of the joint operation of a pressure towards uniformity and a
pressure towards positive distinctiveness. A more power person's tendency to increase

the power difference is predicted to be weaker as the power difference is larger; a very
large power difference can even lead to tendencies to decrease the power difference.
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According to power distance theory, power is addictive·. tendencies to increase one's
own power are stronger as more power exercised already; this results in a stronger
tendency to increase the power difference as this difference is larger already.

Experiment I was designed to contrast predictions from social comparison theory
and from power distance theory. As stated above, the theories offer contrasting

predictions for the tendencies to change power differences of more powerful persons

(with less powerful persons). The results showed that tendencies to increase the power
difference of a more powerful person were weaker as the power difference was larger.

Hence, the predictions from social comparison theory were supported and the
predictions derived from power distance theory were, as far as they were different from
social comparison theory, not supported. As was described in Chapter three, the results

of Experiment 2 show a similar pattern.
There is another difference in predictions between the two theories. The addiction

assumption, which is the core of power distance theory, states that as a person has more

power, tendencies to change the power difference in a direction that is positive for
oneself are stronger. This implies that a more powerful person should show stronger
tendencies to increase a power difference than a less powerful person shows to
decrease this difference. This logic is used by Mulder ( 1977) to deduce hypotheses 4 and

5  (see  Chapter 2). Social comparison theory predicts the opposite (see Figure  1.1,  page

16): tendencies to decrease a power difference  (of less powerful persons) are stronger

than tendencies to increase this power difference (of more powerful persons).

Four studies allow for a contrast of these predictions: Experiment  1,2,5 and 6. Each

study shows that the tendency of less powerful persons to decrease a power difference

is stronger than the more powerful person's tendency to increase this difference. Hence,

social comparison theory is supported, and power distance theory is not. To conclude,

the predictions that were derived from power distance theory were never supported as
far as they were different from predictions derived from social comparison theory. Each

study yielded results that were significantly in the opposite direction as the predictions

derived from power distance theory.

Balancing mechanisms and equity theory

As was explained  in the introduction  and in Chapter 2. Emerson  ( 1962, 1964) predicts

that people's tendencies to change power differences are not affected by the joint

operation of a pressure towards positive distinctiveness and a pressure towards
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uniformity, but only by a pressure towards uniformity. This means that people always

want to reduce power differences. He recognizes that the assumptions of this theory are
closely related to notions on distributive justice. One systematic theory in the field of
distributive justice is equity theory (e.g., Adams & Jacobsen, 1964; Adams, 1965). Equity

theory predicts that people prefer the ratios of inputs and outcomes in a relationship to
be equal for all members of this relationship. If these ratios are unequal, people are

dissatisfied and want to make these ratios equal. This can be realized by altering the

inputs, altering the outcomes, or altering the cognitive representation of the values of

the inputs or outcomes. Not all members of an inequitable relationship are equally

dissatisfied. The disadvantaged are more dissatisfied than the advantaged, hence they are

stronger motivated to restore equity   (e.g., Van Yperen, & Buunk, 1990; Walster,

Walster, & Berscheid,  1978).
In the experiments that were presented in this dissertation, the inputs were equal

for all group members because they were explicitly randomly assigned to the hierarchical

positions. The outcomes were sometimes unequal, when group members differed in

power, and sometimes equal, when group members had equal power. The results do not

support equity theory or Emerson's notions on the restoration of the power balance. In

Experiment I and 2. the outcomes were different because group members were unequal

in power. The results showed that participants in the highest position did not want to
decrease power differences with any group member. Instead, they wanted to increase

the power difference with the person in the middle position. In addition, participants in

the middle position wanted to increase the power difference with the lowest position.

This means that an explanation of these results that is derived from a motive to achieve

balance (a pressure towards uniformity) only is insufficient.

Another confrontation of predictions derived from balancing mechanisms / equity
theory and predictions derived from social comparison theory is possible in the studies

in which group members were sometimes equal in power to the participant. The results

of these studies (Experiment 3 and 4) show that the participants want to increase the

power difference with others who are equal in power. although there is balance already

in these conditions. Moreover. tendencies to decrease power differences with a more
powerful person and tendencies to increase power differences with an equally powerful

person did not significantly differ in strength. These results are perfectly in line with
social comparison theory, but they contradict explanations that are solely based on
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equity theory. This means that no evidence was found at all that people actually pay

attention to differences in inputs, when the outcomes are differences in power.

Predictions from social comparison theory were also contrasted with predictions

derived from self-categorization theory (Experiment 4). A discussion of these findings is

presented below. The above-presented results are best explained by social comparison

theory. To conclude  from the above discussions of Mulder's  ( 1977) power distance

theory and Emerson's  ( 1964) notion of balance restoration, more powerful persons  do

not want to increase the power difference stronger as this difference is larger already.

instead, the tendencies to increase the power difference towards less powerful persons

is weaker as the power difference is larger. Moreover, people are not only interested in

achieving balance in power; from the above presented results, it cannot be concluded

that people want balance at all. Al that can be concluded is that people want to become

or stay slightly superior in power.

A better understanding of power and social comparison theory

To show that social comparison theory really enhances our understanding of people's

motives and behavioral tendencies to change power. independence, and power

differences, four questions will be addressed. First, do people actually compare their own

power with another's poweri Second, if they compare their power with another's

power, does this cause a joint operation of a pressure towards uniformity and a pressure

towards positive distinctiveness, Third, if comparison causes a joint operation of these

pressures, do these pressures induce people to change the difference in power or in

independencel Fourth, if comparison causes a joint operation of two pressures, are these

pressures the result of power evaluation.

Do people compare their power with the power ofot}hers?

To address the first question, when social comparison theory is applied to tendencies to

change power differences, it is necessary to know that the participants were actually

comparing their own power with the power of other persons. Alternatively, they may not

have compared their own power with another's power, but they may have wanted to

increase their own (absolute amount of power; this tendency was perhaps stronger as

they had less power (a "need for power "). In addition, the participants may have wanted



122 Chapter 7

to decrease the power of others; this tendency was perhaps stronger as these others
had more power (i.e., a "need for independence").

In Chapter 5, results were presented showing that the participants actually paid
attention to their relative amount of power, and not, or at least not only, to their
absolute amount of power. Hence, they compared their own power with the other
person's power. In the studies in which the participants' preferences were assessed
regarding changes in the power of three persons, only the results of the analyses of
tendencies to change the power differences were reported. These results do not allow
for a conclusion that the participants compared their power with the power of others.
However, this conclusion can be reached by an analysis of the participants' tendencies to

change their own power in the three-person studies.

If tendencies to increase one's own power are affected only by the amount of power
that a person has, no effects on tendencies to change one's own power are expected of
variations in the power of others. If, on the other hand, the participants paid attention to
their re/ative amount of power (if participants were comparing their own power with
another's power), variations in the power of others should affect the participant's
tendencies to change their own power (see Dakin & Arrowood,  1981). As can be seen in
Figure   1.1   (page 16), tendencies to increase  one's own power should be stronger  in
conditions in which the participant had the same amount of power than in the condition
in which the participant had relatively more power. No difference is expected between
conditions in which the participant was inferior in power (had relatively less power) or
was equal in power. The studies in which the participants' power was kept constant, and
only the power of other group members was varied (Experiment 3 and 4) can be used to
assess whether the participants actually paid attention to their relative amount of power.
In these studies, one group member had either more power or as much power as the
participant had; independent from this, another group member had either as much
power or less power than the participant.

An ANOVA was performed with the tendency to increase one's own power as
dependent variable. The independent variables were Study (Experiment 3, a paper and
pencil study; and Experiment 4, a laboratory study), the power difference between the
participant (M) and the highest person (H) in the hierarchy (HMdifference; H equal in
power to the participant or H more power than the participant). the power difference
between the participant and the lowest person (L) in the hierarchy (MLdifference, L
equal in power to the participant, or L less power than the participant), Gender of the
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participant, and the Order of the presentation in the 66 alternatives (H, M, L or L. M, H).
The analysis yielded a significant main effect of Study  (F (1,   1 9 1)  =  18.65,  p  <  .001)  and a

significant main effect of MLdifference  (F  (1,   1 9 1)  =  6.84,  p  <  .0 1) . The participants
increased their own power stronger in the paper and pencil study (M =  1.1 8) than in the

laboratory study (M = .72). Importantly, if the person in position L was equal in power to

the  participant, the participants tended stronger to increase their own power (M =  1.1 7)

than if the person in position L had less power (M = .94). This shows that the
participants in the three-person studies, just like the participants in the two person

studies, were affected by their relative amount of power, because variations in the power

of another group member caused variations in the participants' tendencies to change

their own power. Therefore, the participants were indeed comparing their power with
the power of the other group members.

Does socid comparison cause two pressures to operate jointly?

The second question is whether a comparison of one's own power with another's power

results in a joint operation of a pressure towards uniformity and a pressure towards

positive distinctiveness, or only in the operation of one of these two pressures. When

discussing Emerson's balancing mechanisms above, it was concluded that people's

tendencies to change power differences cannot be understood by means of a pressure

towards uniformity only. The question is then, do the two pressures operate jointly, or
does only the pressure towards positive distinctiveness result from a comparison of

one's own power with another's power. The studies in which the participants were
asked to indicate their preferences for changes in power differences regarding three

persons cannot answer this question, because these studies never yielded results that

showed that a more powerful person wanted to decrease the power difference with less

powerful group members.

The first indication of the operation of a pressure towards uniformity was found in

Experiment 5. In the two-person situation, in the condition in which the participants

were very superior in power, they tended to decrease their power over their partner.

However. this evidence was only suggestive, because in this condition, no significant

difference was found between the participants' tendencies to decrease their own power

over the other and to decrease the other's power over themselves. Hence, the tendency

to move down on the comparison dimension (to decrease the power difference) was not

shown.
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Evidence for the pressure towards uniformity was found in Experiment 6. If people

compare their power with another's power, and if this is because they are uncertain

about what their power allows them to do, then. apart from the power difference, other
factors can affect the strength of the resulting pressure towards uniformity. This means

that, apart from the power difference, other characteristics of a power relation affect

tendencies to change power differences. Experiment 6 yields evidence that, in addition to
the power difference, the power level and the validity of the comparison information
interactively affect the strength of tendencies to change power differences. Important for
the present purpose, it was shown that persons that are more powerful sometimes

decrease the power difference with a less powerful partner. This can only be an effect of
the pressure towards uniformity. because the pressure towards positive distinctiveness is

always aimed upwards. To summarize: people compare their power with the power of
other persons, this comparison results in the joint operation of a pressure towards
uniformity and a pressure towards positive distinctiveness.

Power or independence
A third question is. if people compare their power with another's power, what do they
actually attempt to achieve: power or independence2 The first suggestion to an answer is
given in the results of Experiment 4. In this study, an attempt was made to contrast

hypotheses that were derived from self-categorization theory and hypotheses derived

from social comparison theory. Self-categorization theory and the derived hypotheses

were extensively described in Chapter 4. The results showed that, although equality in

power elicits perceptions of shared group membership, only Social Comparison
predictions were supported regarding tendencies to change power differences. The most

important explanation for these findings was that although equality in power elicits

perceptions of shared subgroup membership, the nature of the dimension on which this

categorization occurs, power, also explains why people "fall back" at an interpersonal
level. People compare their valued attributes to reduce subjective uncertainty. Subjective

uncertainty is aversive, because it is associated with a lack of control over oneself (e.g.,
Hogg, 2000). When one's own power is compared to another's power. the resulting

tendencies to categorize at a level that includes oneself and the other do not hold.
Instead, people prefer to regain or increase control over themselves by increasing their
power and, perhaps more importantly, their independence from these others.
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Each of the three-person studies applied an operationalization of power as power

over the group as a whole. Persons that were higher in the hierarchy had power over
more others, because they advised more others. A disadvantage of this is that the
amount of power that someone has over others was confounded with the amount of
power that others have over this person (one's independence from these others):
People that were higher in the hierarchy had more power over others, but at the same
time, they were more independent from the power of others because they were advised

by less other group members.

To answer the question whether people want to increase their power or their
independence as a result of power comparison, these two aspects of a power relation

were manipulated separately in Experiment 5. Experiment 5 (and 6) showed that people

prefer decreasing another's power over themselves, which gives them independence and

control over themselves, to increasing their own power over the other. Tendencies to

increase one's own power over others were not observed. The prediction was derived

from the very reason for people to evaluate their valued attributes: because uncertainty

regarding that attribute elicits feelings of deprived control over oneself. The results

showed that people wanted to increase their independence by decreasing the power of

the other. Moreover, people don't want to maximize their independence by maximally

decreasing the other's power; they want to be slightly superior on the dimension of

independence. This preference for a slight superiority in independence was also visible in

the finding that the participants decreased their power over the other when they were

very superior.
Experiment 6 extended this finding to situations in which the other person appeared

to discard the participant's advice as much as possible, and in which the other person

gave advices that were completely against the participant's preexisting ideas about the

task at hand. In these conditions, the participants did not increase their own power. they
only decreased the power of the other. This means that people want to be slightly less

dependent than comparison others, regardless whether these others are perceived to be

high or low quality decision makers.

Do people compare for evaluation purposes?
Concluding that people compare their power with the power of others leaves the

question whether they do this to achieve an accurate appraisal of their power. According

to social comparison theory, people compare a valued attribute because they are
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uncertain about what it allows them to do. People prefer to compare with similar others,
because comparison with similar others yields the most accurate information. Starting

with the classic rank order paradigm (e.g., Wheeler,   1966), a number of studies  have

supported the notion that people prefer to compare with others who are similar on the
comparison dimension. Although people sometimes choose to compare with the most
dissimilar other on the comparison dimension, to define this dimension (e.g., Wheeler et

al-  1969). In addition, people  seek to compare with others  who are similar on related

dimensions (Goethals & Darley,   1977) to grasp the meaning of their standing  on  a

specific dimension. Finally, people sometimes even prefer to compare with others who
are similar on dimensions that are not even related to the comparison dimension. This
has been explained by means of "closeness" (Tesser,  1986).

Similarity on the comparison dimension appears important to people when they are
aware of the nature of this dimension. However, people cannot always choose a
comparison other. Rijsman  ( 1974,1983) elaborated on this by distinguishing between by
a high and a low situational pressure to compare. If the pressure to compare is low. an

individual can choose whether or not to compare with some specific other, therefore,
this person is expected to compare with the most similar other. If the situational

pressure to compare is high, people are forced to compare, even with very dissimilar

others. Examples of situations that are characterized by a high pressure to compare are

when   members   of a group cannot leave that group (Festinger.    1954),   or   when

participants are explicitly watched by an observer (Rijsman,  1974).
In the present studies, a high pressure to compare was expected. When an amount

of power is operationalized as an amount of control over others behavior, it is hard to
imagine how a low pressure to compare would come about for people that are inferior
in power when a group structure does not change (i.e.. when the top position does not
become vacant). For someone who is inferior in power, the larger the power difference,
the more this person is subject to control of the more powerful person. This is
especially clear for the two-person studies in which the dyad members actually

controlled each other's behavior to a certain extent. In the three-person studies, the
persons that were higher in the hierarchy had more power over the group as a whole,
making their presence also hard to ignore. Therefore, it seems that in social comparisons

of power, a low pressure to compare is not likely to be found for people that are
inferior in power. For people that are superior in power, a low pressure to compare is
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more likely, because larger differences in power mean that they are less controlled by
the less powerful.

The results show a pattern that fits a high pressure to compare, especially for

persons that are inferior in power: tendencies to decrease a power difference were

stronger as the power difference was larger (Experiment 2, hierarchical manipulation), or
no significant differences were found between small and large power differences

(Experiment I and 5). A problem with results fitting a pattern of a high pressure to

compare, is that this pattern yields no evidence that the participants compared their

power out of evo/uation purposes. This evidence can only be found in situations yielding a
low pressure to compare. Because in these situations, the participants are free to choose

someone with whom comparison yields the most informative information. Therefore.
the effects of power evaluation by social comparison have to be deduced from other
results.

Rijsman  ( 1983) proposes that it is  not an evaluation motive that explains tendencies

to move towards the other, but he states that a conceptual identification of oneself

requires that one defines oneself as an element of a set of objects (persons). The result
of this definition of oneself as being a member of a set people is a tendency to decrease

the relative difference on the dimension that defines the set: the uniformity pressure. A

second tendency arises from the fact that a person, in order to see him- or herself as an

individual. has to see him- or herself as unique in a collection of persons. This uniqueness

is not neutral to the individual, hence, the individual attaches value to this (comparison)

dimension. This results in a tendency towards positive distinctiveness.

The  predictions  in the first studies (Experiment  1,2,3,  and  4) were derived  from

comparison effects without specific reference to the origins of the pressure towards
uniformity and the pressure towards positive distinctiveness. In Experiment 5, the
prediction concerning whose power is altered most strongly to achieve a change in the

power difference was derived from the evaluation motive, which is central in Festinger's

formulation of social comparison theory. In Rijsman's formulation. the tendency to be
positively distinct arises from a strive towards uniqueness. When the construct at which
uniqueness (as well as uniformity) is achieved is power. the straightforward explanation is

that in order to see oneself as positively unique, one cannot be controlled by another,
because when another controls one's behavior, this makes this behavior a result of the
power holders needs and wishes. Hence, the results concerning whose power is changed
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to alter the power difference can be understood in terms by means of Rijsman's

formulation of the origins of the two pressures.

This leaves the question why people that are superior in power sometimes reduce

the power difference, as was predicted and found in Experiment 6. To understand the

results in terms of Rijsman's description of the origins of the pressures toWards

uniformity and towards positive distinctiveness, it is necessary to understand how the

strength of an "identification of oneself as an element of a set of objects" can vary as a
function of the experimental manipulations. One explanation is that it is more dimcult to
identify (cognitively) when the information that is obtained from comparing with the

other is or more ambiguous. This increased difficulty makes it more pertinent to
decrease the difference on the dimension under consideration, which makes a need to

be positively distinct at least temporarily less pronounced. If this reasoning is valid, it
implies for the other source of ambiguity, the difference on the comparison dimension,

that it is not a preferred position on the comparison dimension that is strived for, but
the difficulty of the conceptual identification, that causes tendencies to reduce the

difference to vary in strength. This means that, although people do compare their power

with another's power, and although this comparison causes the joint operation of the

pressures towards uniformity and positive distinctiveness, it is not certain that people

compare their power to achieve an accurate appraisal of what their power allows them

to do.

Does social comparison theory explain all the results?

Differences in positions and differences in power
In each experiment in which a three-person situation was applied (Experiment I to 4),

the predictions derived from social comparison theory were supported with regard to

the effects differences in hierarchical positions. However, Experiment 2 and 3 yielded no

support for predictions concerning the effects of differences in power between adjacent

hierarchical positions. These findings were reported and discussed in Chapter 3. It
appears that participants compared their position in the hierarchy with another person's

position. In Experiment 5, a different operationalization of power was applied. In this

study, the participants were not assigned to a position in a hierarchy, but the power of a

person was given by the extent to which his or her advices were binding. However, the
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participants appeared to be affected by rank differences only, although no further notice

of this was given. It appears that people do not compare their amount of power, but that

they are affected by differences in ranks only. As was suggested in Chapter 3. this can

imply that people, in the case of power comparison, compare differences in hierarchical

positions only. The results of Experiment 5 suggest that it is a more general effect. Social

comparison of power appears to take place at an ordinal dimension. Social comparison

of all valued attributes may take place at a dimension on which the exact values do not

matter to people.

The  dominant  orientations  of the  participants

Social comparison theory predicts that people want to change their own power, or the

power of others to alter the power differences. In addition, they can directly change the

power difference, without specifically focusing on their own power or the power of

others. The ANOVA analyses are appropriate for analyzing these tendencies. However,

these analyses cannot fully account for the motives underlying the participants' choices,

for two reasons. First, as was explained in Chapter 5, the perfect rankings are correlated

in the model that was used. The correlation of the perfect ranking that represents

Maximizing the power difference between oneself and the other person with the perfect

ranking that represent maximizing one's own power is .71; the correlation of the former

perfect ranking with minimizing the power  of the other person  is -.71. Second,  it was

shown in Chapter 5 that there were also significant effects of the power difference on

the participants' tendencies to minimize the changes in the power differences in any

direction.

In the three-person situation. a generalized version of this model was used. In this

model, the perfect rankings that represent maximizing the power of H, M, and L are
uncorrelated. The perfect rankings that represent minimizing the absolute changes in

power differences (maintaining the status quo) are also uncorrelated with the perfect
rankings that represent maximizing the power of H, M, and L. Consequently, they are

also uncorrelated with the perfect rankings that represent maximizing the differences in

power between the three persons, because the variance of these rankings is completely

accounted for by the rankings that represent maximizing the power of the three persons.

A more general remark is that it is possible that participants were not attempting to

change the power of a person or the power differences between persons at all, but

preferred something else.



130 Chapter 7

To gain more insight into motivations underlying the participants' preferences,

correlations were computed  with a variety of different rankings (Poppe,   1996).  Most
important are rankings that represent the preservation of the status quo (minimizing

changes in the power difference in any direction) and rankings that represent maximizing

or minimizing the power of more than one person at the same time. A participant was
considered to have a certain dominant orientation if the correlation between his or her
ranking and a perfect ranking was higher than the correlation between the participants'
ranking and every other perfect ranking. Furthermore, the correlation with a perfect
ranking had to be higher than .707 to make sure that more than half of the variance in a

participant's preferences was accounted for by this orientation. The dominant
orientations of the participants in the three-person studies (Experiment I to 4) were
aggregated, because trends in the data were, as expected, comparable between these

studies. They are presented separate from the aggregated dominant orientations in the
two-person studies (Experiment 5  and 6). Table  7. I  presents the dominant orientations
for the three-person studies. Of all participants in the four studies. 33 (7.8 %) could not
be classified according to a dominant orientation. This means that their rank orders did
not meet both criteria; their choices were mostly made on a random basis.

As can be seen in Table 7.1, a large percentage of participants preferred to increase

their own power. The difference between the hierarchical positions was significant Ce =

164.52, Fisher exact test p < .001). They point in the same direction as the results of the
ANOVA analyses that are presented in Poppe  ( 1996) and in Chapter 5  (note 2).  In the
lower positions, more participants were found that wanted mainly to increase their own
power. This effect of position is also visible in the linear-by-linear association being

significant, indicating that a lower hierarchical position yields stronger tendencies to
increase one's own power (z2  = 34.14, Fisher exact test p <  .001).

The second large group of dominant orientations contains the participants who
were attempting mainly to change the diflerences in power. While participants in the
highest position are mainly increasing the difference between themselves and the middle

position, and participants in the middle position are mainly decreasing the difference

between themselves and the highest position, many participants in the lowest position
have a dominant orientation towards a decrease of the power difference between

themselves and the highest and the middle position at the same time.

While about two-third (62 %) of the participants had a dominant orientation in line
with predictions from social comparison theory, about one third of the participants
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Table 7.1 Dominant Orientations in the Three-Person Studies

Position

H                M                 L

Orientation L equal L less

Max H 12.1

Max M 52.6 31.3
Max L 16.7 3A 50.7

Max H-M                         19.7
Min H-M 2.6 16.2

Max M-H-L 7.9

Max H-L 3.0

Min H-L 2.2

Max M-L 13.2 4.5

Min M-L 2.8

Max L-H-M 15.5

Max H+L 4.5

Max M+L 4.5 6.6 17.3 4.2

Max M+L-H 2.2

Min IH-MI                      6.1                                                 2.2
Mm HM 3.9

Min IH-LI 2.6

Mm HL 13.6
Mm ML 10.1 4.2

Mm H,M,L                        9.1 2.6 4.2

Classified N                        66                            76                           179                             71

Total N                                69                            82                           199                             75

Note: The dominant orientations were aggregated over the four studies. They were
Split between the three available hierarchical positions. The middle position is
split into conditions in which the lowest in the hierarchy (L) was equal in power
and in which L had less power than the participant (M). Max = Maximization,
Min = Minimization, Mm = Maximin. The cell values are column percentages of
the classified total. Percentages below 2 were omitted.
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showed dominant orientations that were not directly predicted by social comparison

theory. Some participants wanted to increase the power of tWO individuals at the same

time. If the participant is not one of these two, the main objective is to change the power

of the two other group members, while the participant is not interested in changing his

or her own power. This can be considered an alternative way of changing power
differences between self and two persons at the same time. If the participant is one of the

two, it can be conceived of as a tendency to form a coalition. Coalition formation is a
means or a strategy to change power relations. For instance, increasing one's own power

and the power of one other group member can be out of a motive to decrease the

relative power of the third group member.

Of all participants, 15.8 percent were concerned most either with preserving  the

status quo, or they had a maximin orientation. Because the participants had to choose

between two alternatives, the power differences remained unchanged when the smallest

absolute change in power differences was preferred. A maximin orientation is a mixture
of preserving the status quo between persons and a preference to increase the power of

these persons at the same time.

In the studies in which the participant had one partner, the picture is different.

These dominant orientations are presented in Table 7.2. In the two-person studies, 33

( 15 %) participants could not be classified according to a dominant orientation. This large

proportion, compared to the three person studies. is most likely caused by the more

complex task in the two person studies: by increasing the margin within person A had to
buy, person B's power over A was decreased. The most striking difference between the

three- and two-person studies is that in the latter only I participant (out of 220) wanted

mainly to increase his own power over the other (Max self), while in the three-person

studies large numbers of participants wanted this increase in their own power. This

shows that when one's own power over another and the other's power over oneself are

separated almost no one is solely interested in an increase in his or her own power over
the other; Hence, the large numbers that wanted to increase their own power in the
three-person studies most likely wanted to increase their independence instead of their

power.  In the two-person studies, a number of participants  ( 17) wanted to decrease

their own power over the other (Min self). This orientation is observed mostly when the

participant was superior in power. This confirms the results of Experiment 5 in which

participants who were very superior in power wanted to decrease their power over
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their partner. As expected, more participants (32) want primarily to decrease the other's

power over themselves (Min other). to increase their independence from this other.

Table 7.2 Dominant Orientations in the Two-Person Studies

Power difference

Superior Equal Inferior

Max self                                                                                             1.8

Min self 27.3 3.2          1.4

Max other                                                                                         1.8           1.6

Min other 14.5 9.7 25.7

Max self - other 25.5 27A 55.7

Max other - self 16.4 4.8          7.1

Min 1self - other                                                                               1.8 27.4 51

Max self + other                                                                                      1.6

Min self + other 5.5 12.9 4.3

Mm self other 5.5 11.3

Classified N                                                      55       62          70
Total N                                                           69       74          77

Note: Max self = maximization of own power over the other, Min other =
minimization of the other's power (which is a maximization of one's
independence from the other), Mm = maximin. The values in the cells are row
percentages of the classified total.

Another remarkable difference between the three- and the two-person studies is

that in the latter, the orientations that represent maintaining the status quo (Min Iself-

other ) and the maximin (Mm self other) orientation are observed much more often in

the conditions in which the members of the dyad are equal in power than in the other

conditions, while in the three person studies. these orientations were largely spread

across all conditions. In Chapter 5, it was outlined that an indication of a limitation of

one's independence can be that a difference between one's own and the other's
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independence is observed. The finding that the orientations related to maintaining the

status quo are in the two person studies observed much more often in conditions in
which the participants were equal in power to their partner is an additional indication

that a social comparison of one's independence with another's independence can be a

cue that one's independence is threatened. In the three-person studies, it was very
uncommon for group members to be all equal in power; hence, the concentration of the
status quo maintaining orientations was not found in these studies.

To summarize the above, social comparison theory explains the occurrence of most
dominant orientations. In the three-person studies, about one third of the participants

showed orientations that are not directly predicted from social comparison theory. In
the two person studies, a smaller number of participants show dominant orientations

that are not predicted by social comparison theory.

Conclusion

To conclude this dissertation, people compare their power with the power of others.

This results in the joint operation of the pressures towards uniformity and towards

positive distinctiveness. These pressures can independently vary in strength. Tendencies

to change power differences as a result of these pressures are expressed most strongly

by tendencies to decrease to power of others over oneself, and thereby increasing one's

independence from these others. The comprehension of people's motivations and their
resulting behavioral tendencies to change power and power differences is significantly

enhanced by studying these issues in the framework of social comparison theory. In

addition, the construct that is studied in this framework increases our understanding of

the nature and function of social comparisons.
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Summary

This aim of this dissertation is to integrate and increase the knowledge about why and
how people want to change their power over others, their independence from others,
and the power differences between themselves and others. Several interrelated
hypotheses were tested in six experiments, which were for a large part derived from
traditional and more recent notions on social comparisons (Festinger,  1954; Hogg, 2000;

Rijsman,  1983).
Power is defined as an interaction characteristic that gives persons the opportunity

to cause their intended effects by making others produce these effects. Many authors
(e.g.,  Kipnis, 1974) think that people value power as an end in itself: thus, they may want
to increase their own power. According to Brehm  ( 1966, 1993), reactance can occur
when people perceive that their behavioral freedom is restricted; hence, people may

want to decrease the power of others. Emerson  (1962, 1964) proposed that people

want to achieve balance in a power relation; hence. they are predicted to decrease a

power difference. Social comparison theory allows for an integration of these different
motives.

Social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) states that people compare their abilities
and opinions with those of others because they want correct opinions and correct

appraisals of their capabilities. As comparison others are more different, comparison
yields less accurate information. Hence, one compares less with another as the
difference between one's own and this other's opinion or ability is larger. Evaluation

results in a pressure towards uniformity: one decreases the difference between oneself

and the other on the comparison dimension. When abilities are compared. the
uniformity pressure is accompanied by a pressure to move upwards on the comparison

dimension.

According to Rijsman's  ( 1974, 1983) articulation of social comparison theory, one's
movement on a dimension on which an ability is compared results from the joint
operation of two pressures: A uniformity pressure, which is stronger as the difference with
the comparison other is larger, and a pressure towards positive distinctiveness, which is
strongest if one is very inferior and absent if one is very superior. If the situation forces

one to compare, these jointly operating pressures incline an inferior person stronger to
move upwards on the comparison dimension as this person is more inferior. If one is
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equal to the comparison other, one wants to move upwards. Tendencies to move

upwards on the comparison dimension are weaker as one is more superior. A large

superiority inclines one to move down on the comparison dimension.

In   Experiment   I (Chapter 2), predictions were contrasted regarding people's

tendencies to change power differences derived from social comparison theory and from

power distance theory (Mulder, 1977). According to power distance theory, power  is

satisfying as well as addictive: attempts of a more powerful person to increase the power

difference are stronger as this difference is larger already. Social comparison theory

predicts the opposite: the more powerful person's tendency to increase the power

difference is weaker as this difference is larger. Poppe ( 1996) contrasted the theories in a

paper and pencil setting and found support for social comparison theory. Tendencies to

change power differences were assessed by means of a method derived from social value

orientations research (Grzelak, Bobrowski, Ossewska, & Wyszogrodzki, 1994). Bruins

and  Wilke  ( 1992) found support for power distance theory  in an actual group setting.

Experiment I integrated Poppe's and Bruins and Wilke's procedures. The participants
performed a decision-making task with (simulated) others in a hierarchically structured

group. The participants' power was manipulated by varying their hierarchical position

(high, middle, or low). Upon finishing the task, it was told that the amount of power of

the group members had been assessed; then they indicated their preferences for changes

in the power of the group members. The results supported social comparison theory.

Participants in the highest position were more inclined to increase the power difference

with the middle than with the lowest position. Furthermore, participants in the middle

position tended to increase power differences with the lowest more strongly than

participants in the highest position did.

In Experiment 2 and 3 (Chapter 3), in addition to the effects of differences in

hierarchical positions, the effects of two other characteristics of hierarchically structured

groups  (Ng,   1977) on tendencies to change power differences were investigated.  A

variation of Poppe's ( 1996) procedure was applied. Participants imagined being a member

of a hierarchical group. They received information concerning the amount of power of

the group members in terms of scores on a scale, which was said to measure

organizational power. Then they indicated their preferred changes in the group

members' power by changing their scores on the scale. In Experiment 2, the participants

were assigned to one of three hierarchical positions (H, M, or L). In addition, the power

differences between the positions H and M and between the positions M and L were
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varied independently. The manipulation of hierarchical positions yielded results that were
comparable to the results of Experiment  I. The manipulations  of the power differences

between adjacent hierarchical levels yielded no effects, although these manipulations

were clearly induced.

In Experiment 3, tendencies to change power differences with group members at
the same hierarchical level as the participant were compared with tendencies to change

power differences with group members at different levels. The prediction that one is
more inclined to increase the power difference with a person who is equal in power than
with someone who has less power, was supported. Also in line with social comparison
theory, no difference was found in tendencies to change power differences with
someone who was equal in power and someone who had more power. As in Experiment
2, no effects were found of variations in power differences between adjacent hierarchical
levels. The implications for social comparison theory of this lack of effects were
discussed in terms of comparison of valued attributes on an ordinal dimension.

In Experiment 4 (Chapter 4), predictions from social comparison theory were
contrasted with predictions derived from self-categorization theory. The former predicts
that interpersonal comparisons cause tendencies to increase the power difference with an

equally powerful to be stronger than tendencies to increase the power difference with a
less powerful. Self-categorization theory predicts that power equality causes a perception
of shared subgroup membership; tendencies to increase power differences with a
member of the same subgroup are relatively weak. The procedure was the same as in
Experiment  1,  but the participant was always  in the middle position. One other group
member had either more or as much power as the participant; a third one had less or as
much power as the participant. Upon finishing the taSk, the participants' perceptions of
shared subgroup membership with each other group member and their preferences for
changes in power differences between the group members were measured. The results
showed that smaller power differences increased the perception of shared subgroup
membership. However, no evidence was found for weaker tendencies to increase power
differences towards members of the same subgroup. These results were discussed in
terms of control restoration by increasing one's own power, instead of control
restoration by means of categorizing (Hogg, 2000) at a level of equals and non-equals in
power.

If people compare their power with another's power. it is expected that a decrease

in another's power over oneself (an increase in one's independence from the other) is
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preferred over an increase in one's own power over the other to alter the power

difference, because this immediately relieves perceptions of reduced control. In
Experiment 5 (Chapter 5), power was operationalized in such a way that the participants

actually controlled another person's behavior. and were controlled by this other person

to a certain extent. The participant's power and the power of the other were varied

separately. The participant and one (simulated) other performed a decision-making task

in which they offered advices to their partner that were binding to a certain extent

(varying to manipulate the amount of power over the other); the participant received

advices from the other, which also varied in the extent to which they were binding. After

this taSk. the participants indicated their preferences for changes in the extent to which

their advices and the other's advices were binding (representing changes in their and the

other's power). The results showed that the participants compared their own power

with the other's power. The hypotheses regarding tendencies to change power

differences were also supported. The power differences were changed mostly by a
decrease in the other person's power (an increase in the participant's independence).

The participants' own power over the other was not increased. Instead, when
participants were very superior in power, they decreased their power.

Experiment 5 yielded support for predictions concerning the operation of the
evaluation motive in power comparisons. However, the evidence for a pressure towards

uniformity, resulting from power evaluation was not conclusive. Experiment 6 (Chapter
6) was designed to show variations in the strength of the pressure towards uniformity.

The effects of power differences were integrated with the effects of tWO other variables:

the validity of the obtained comparison information (i.e. the perceived quality of the
decisions of the comparison other) and the accuracy of the comparison information (i.e.,
the specificity of the instructions of the other), as this is affected by the power level (the
amount of power that the two persons have over each other). It was predicted that, if
comparison of one's power with another's power yields valid information, tendencies to

decrease the power difference are relatively strong in low power levels. The task and the

dependent measures were the same as in Experiment 5. The experiment yielded support

for the hypotheses regarding tendencies to change power differences, and also for the
above-derived hypothesis. Furthermore, the results of the previously described

experiment were replicated: power differences were mostly changed by a decrease in

the other person's power.
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In Chapter 7. the conclusions from the experiments were integrated and discussed.

Social comparison theory explains the results better than other theories with which

predictions were contrasted. People compare their power with the power of others; this
comparison results in a joint operation of pressures towards uniformity and towards

positive distinctiveness. The uniformity pressure is affected by variations in the power

level. if reducing the power difference can reduce subjective uncertainty regarding one's

power. A power difference is mostly changed by decreasing another person's power,

resulting in an increase in one's own independence.



Samenvatting

Het doel van deze dissertatie is het integreren en verder uitbreiden van kennis m.b.t. de

motieven en de resulterende gedragstendensen die mensen hebben om hun macht over

anderen, hun afhankelijkheid van anderen en machtsverschillen tussen henzelf en anderen

te veranderen. In zes experimenten werd een aantal gerelateerde hypothesen getoetst,

die voor een groot deel werden afgeleid uit gangbare en meer recente inzichten op het

gebied van sociale vergelijking (bijv. Festinger,  1954; Hogg, 2000; Rijsman,  1983).

Macht werd opgevat als een interactiekenmerk dat personen de mogelijkheid geeft
hun beoogde effecten teweeg te brengen door anderen die effecten te laten

voortbrengen. Veel auteurs (bijv. Kipnis, 1974; Mulder, 1977) stellen dat men macht op
zichzelf waardeert; daarom zou men de eigen macht willen vergroten. Volgens Brehm

( 1966,  1993) kan reactantie optreden  als men waarneemt  dat de eigen gedragsvrijheid
wordt beperkt; daarom zou men de macht van anderen willen verkleinen. Emerson

( 1962,1964) stelt dat men machtsbalans prefereert in een machtsrelatie; dit leidt tot de

voorspelling dat men vooral machtsverschillen wil verkleinen. De sociale-

vergeliikingstheorie maakt een integratie van deze verschillende motieven mogelijk.
De sociale-vergelijkingstheorie stelt dat mensen hun opinies en bekwaamheden

vergeliiken met die van anderen omdat ze correcte opinies en correcte evaluaties van

hun bekwaamheden wensen. Hoe meer verschillend vergelijkingsanderen ziln, hoe
minder accuraat de vergelijkingsinformatie is. Daarom is de neiging tot vergelijken met

een ander zwakker als het verschil met die ander groter is. Evaluatie resulteert in een

tendens tot uniformiteit: men wil het verschil tussen zichzelf en de vergelijkingsander op

de vergelijkingsdimensie verkleinen. Als bekwaamheden worden vergeleken is er naast

een uniformiteitstendens ook een opwaarts gerichte tendens op de vergelijkingsdimensie

aanwezig.

In   Rijsmans   (bijv.    1974, 1983) specificatie   van de sociale-vergelijkingstheorie   is

verschuiving op een dimensie waarop een bekwaamheid wordt vergeleken het resultaat

van twee gezamenlijk opererende tendensen: een uniformiteitstendens, die sterker is als

het verschil met de vergelijkingsander groter is. en een tendens tot positieve

onderscheiding, die het sterkst is als men zeer inferieur is aan de vergelijkingsander en niet
aanwezig is als men zeer superieur is. Als de situatie dwingt tot vergelijking dan zorgen

deze gezamenlijk opererende tendensen ervoor dat men neigt tot omhoog bewegen op
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de vergelijkingsdimensie, dit sterker naarmate men meer inferieur is. Ook als men gelijk
is aan de vergelijkingsander wil men omhoog bewegen. De neiging om omhoog te

bewegen op de vergelijkingsdimensie is zwakker naarmate men meer superieur is, een
zeer sterke superioriteit zorgt ervoor dat men omlaag wil bewegen op de
vergelijkingsdimensie.

In Experiment I (Hoofdstuk 2) werden voorspellingen die waren afgeleid uit de
sociale-vergelijkingstheorie   en de machtafstandtheorie (Mulder, 1977) tegen elkaar

afgezet. Volgens de machtafstandtheorie leidt macht tot voldoening en tot
machtsverslaving Daarom zijn tendensen van een meermachtige persoon om de eigen

macht verder te vergroten sterker als het machtsverschil reeds groter is. De sociale-

vergelijkingstheorie voorspelt het tegenovergestelde: tendensen van een meermachtige

om het machtsverschil verder te vergroten zijn zwakker als het bestaande machtsverschil

groter is. Poppe toetste contrasterende voorspellingen vanuit deze theorie8n in een
inlevingssituatie en vond steun voor de sociale-vergelijkingstheorie. De tendensen om
machtsverschillen te veranderen werden door hem gemeten door middel van een
methode die is afgeleid van onderzoek naar sociale orientaties (Grzelak, Bobrowski,
Ossewska, & Wyszogrodzki, 1994). Bruins en Wilke ( 1992) vonden ondersteuning voor
de machtafstandtheorie in een realistische groepssituatie. In Experiment I werden de
procedures van Poppe en van Bruins en Wilke geintegreerd. De proefpersonen voerden

een beslissingstaak uit met (gesimuleerde) anderen in een hidrarchisch gestructureerde
groep. De macht van de proefpersonen werd gemanipuleerd door het varWren van hun

hiZrarchische positie (hoog, midden of laag). Na het bedindigen van de taak werd hen
verteld dat de macht van de groepsleden was vastgesteld; daarna gaven de proefpersonen
hun voorkeur voor veranderingen in macht van de groepsleden. De resultaten steunden

de sociale-vergelijkingstheorie. Proefpersonen in de hoogste positie waren meer geneigd
het machtsverschil met de persoon in de middelste positie te vergroten dan met de

persoon in de laagste positie. Verder waren proefpersonen in de middelste positie meer
dan proefpersonen in de hoogste positie geneigd het machtsverschil met de persoon in
de laagste positie te vergroten.

In Experiment 2 en 3 (Hoofdstuk 3) werden, behalve de effecten van verschillen in
hiZrarchische posities, de effecten van twee andere karakteristieken van hiifrarchisch

gestructureerde groepen op tendensen om machtsverschillen te veranderen onderzocht.

Hierbij  werd een variatie op Poppes  ( 1996) procedure gebruikt. Proefpersonen stelden

zich voor dat ze lid waren van een hi8rarchisch gestructureerde groep; ze ontvingen
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informatie over de hoeveelheid macht van de groepsleden in termen van scores op een
schaal waarvan werd gezegd dat die macht in organisaties meet. Daarna gaven ze door
hen geprefereerde veranderingen in de macht van elk van de groepsleden aan. in termen

van veranderingen in scores op deze schaal. In Experiment 2 werden de proefpersonen

toegewezen aan 66n van drie hidrarchische posities (H, M of L). Onafhankelijk daarvan

werden de machtsverschillen tussen de posities H en M en tussen de posities M en L

gevarieerd. De manipulatie van hidrarchische posities gaf resultaten die vergelijkbaar zijn
met die van Experiment  I. De manipulaties van de machtsverschillen tussen naastgelegen

hi&rarchische niveaus leverde echter geen effect op, hoewel deze manipulaties duidelijk
waren geinduceerd.

In Experiment 3 werd een vergelijking gemaakt tussen situaties waarin groepsleden

zich op hetzelfde hidrarchische niveau bevinden en situaties waarin groepsleden zich op
verschillende niveaus bevinden. De voorspelling dat men meer geneigd is om
machtsverschillen te vergroten met iemand die zich op hetzelfde hErarchische niveau

bevindt dan met iemand die zich op een ander niveau bevindt werd ondersteund.

Overeenkomstig verwachtingen vanuit de sociale-vergelijkingstheorie werden geen
verschillen in tendensen om machtsverschillen te veranderen gevonden tussen personen

die zich op hetzelfde of op een hoger hi&rarchisch niveau bevinden. Net als in
Experiment 2 werden geen effecten gevonden van variaties in machtsverschillen tussen

naastgelegen hi8rarchische niveaus. De implicaties van deze ontbrekende effecten voor
de sociale-vergelijkingstheorie werden besproken in termen van sociale vergelijking van

gewaardeerde eigenschappen op een ordinale dimensie.

In Experiment 4 (Hoofdstuk 4) werden voorspellingen vanuit de sociale-

vergelijkingstheorie gecontrasteerd met voorspellingen vanuit de zelf-

categorizatietheorie. De eerste voorspelt dat interpersoonlijke vergelijkingen resulteren

in sterkere tendensen om het machtsverschil te vergroten ten opzichte van een gelijke in

macht dan ten opzichte van een minder machtige. De zelf-categorizatietheorie voorspelt

dat gelijkheid in macht een perceptie van gedeeld subgroep lidmaatschap veroorzaakt en

dat tendensen om machtsverschillen te vergroten met leden van dezelfde subgroep

relatief zwak zijn. De gebruikte procedure was gelijk aan  die in Experiment  1,  maar de

proefpersoon was altijd in de middelste positie. Een ander groepslid had meer dan of
evenveel macht als de proefpersoon; een derde groepslid had minder dan of evenveel

macht als de proefpersoon. Na het bedindigen van de taak werden de percepties van
gedeeld subgroep lidmaatschap en tendensen om machtsverschillen te veranderen
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gemeten. De resultaten lieten zien dat kleinere machtsverschillen een sterkere perceptie
van gedeeld subgroep lidmaatschap veroorzaakten. De tendensen om machtsverschillen

te vergroten waren echter niet zwakker ten opzichte van leden van dezelfde subgroep.

Deze resultaten werden besproken in termen van controlevergroting door het

vergroten van eigen macht, in plaats van controlevergroting door middel van

categorisatie in gelijken en verschillenden in macht.

Als twee personen macht uitoefenen over elkaar en als men de eigen macht

vergelijkt met de macht van een ander, dan zal men de machtsverschillen sterker willen

veranderen door de macht van de ander te verminderen dan door de eigen macht te

vermeerderen. Dit omdat door het verminderen van de macht van de ander onmiddellijk

percepties van gereduceerde controle worden verminderd. In Experiment 5 (Hoofdstuk

5) werd macht geoperationaliseerd zodat proefpersonen werkelijk het gedrag van een
ander controleerden; ze werden zelf gecontroleerd door deze andere persoon. De
macht van de proefpersoon over de ander en de macht van de ander over de

proefpersoon werden onafhankelijk van elkaar gevarieerd. De proefpersoon en een

(gesimuleerde) ander voerden een beslissingstaak uit. Hierbij adviseerden ze de ander;

deze adviezen waren in zekere mate bindend (vari rend om de macht van de
proefpersoon over de ander te manipuleren). De proefpersoon ontving zelf advies van

de ander; dit varieerde ook in de mate waarin het bindend was. Na de taak gaven de

proefpersonen hun voorkeuren voor veranderingen in de mate waarin de adviezen

bindend waren (dit was een afspiegeling van voorkeuren voor veranderingen in hun eigen

macht en die van de anders). De proefpersonen bleken hun eigen macht te vergelilken

met die van de ander. Ook werden de gebruikelijke hypothesen met betrekking tot het

veranderen van machtsverschillen ondersteund. De machtsverschillen werden

voornamelijk veranderd door het verkleinen van de macht van de ander over de
proefpersoon zelf (een toename in de onafhankelijkheid van de proefpersoon). De

proefpersonen wilden hun eigen macht over de ander niet vergroten. Als ze zeer

superieur in macht waren over de ander wilden ze hun macht over deze ander zelfs

verkleinen.

Experiment 5 leverde ondersteuning voor voorspellingen die betrekking hadden op
het evaluatiemotief in machtsvergelijking. De evidentie voor een uniformiteitstendens als

een resultaat van deze machtsvergelijking was echter niet doorslaggevend. Experiment 6

(Hoofdstuk 6) was opgezet om variaties in de kracht van de uniformiteitstendens te laten

zien. De effecten van machtsverschillen werden geintegreerd met de effecten van twee
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andere variabelen: de validiteit van de verkregen vergelijkingsinformatie (bijvoorbeeld de

waargenomen kwaliteit van de beslissingen van de ander) en de accuraatheid van de

vergelijkingsinformatie (bijvoorbeeld de specificiteit van de instructies van de ander).

Deze specificiteit wordt beinvloed door het machtsniveau (de hoeveelheid macht die

beide personen over elkaar hebben). De voorspelling was dat tendensen om

machtsverschillen te verkleinen het sterkst zijn in lage machtsniveaus, als vergelijking van

de eigen macht met de macht van een ander valide informatie oplevert. De taak en de

afhankelijke maten waren gelijk aan die in Experiment 5. Het experiment leverde

ondersteuning voor de hypothesen met betrekking tot tendensen om machtsverschillen

te veranderen die in eerdere experimenten werden getoetst, en ook voor de hierboven

beschreven hypothese. Verder werden de resultaten van Experiment 5 weer bevestigd:

machtsverschillen werden het sterkst veranderd door het verkleinen van de macht van

de ander.

In hoofdstuk 7 werden de conclusies van de experimenten geintegreerd en

bediscussieerd. Verder werden een aantal aanvullende analyses gepresenteerd. De

sociale-vergelilkingstheorie verklaart de resultaten beter dan andere theorie6n waarmee

voorspellingen werden gecontrasteerd. Men vergelilkt de eigen macht met de macht van

anderen. Dit resulteert in het geliiktijdig optreden van een uniformiteitstendens en een

tendens tot positieve onderscheiding. De uniformiteitstendens wordt beinvloed door

variaties in het machtsniveau als de subjectieve onzekerheid met betrekking tot de eigen

macht kan worden gereduceerd door verkleining van het machtsverschil.

Machtsverschillen worden met name veranderd door het verkleinen van de macht van

anderen; dit resulteert in een vergroting van de eigen onafhankelijkheid.



Acknowledgements

Matthijs Poppe, you were my primary advisor and you were the primary person who
helped me making this project a success. Thank you for this.

In addition, I gratefully acknowledge the help of the following persons: John Rijsman
for making this project possible, for reading several manuscripts, and for evaluating the
dissertation and as a member of the promotion committee. Marcel Zeelenberg, for
reading the dissertation as a member of the promotion committee and for commenting
on several manuscripts. Dr. Pascal Huguet, prof. dr. Eddy van Avermaet, and prof. dr.
Janusz Grzelak for being external members of the promotion committee. Marcel Croon
for developing the "mixed model", which is used to analyze parts of the data from
Experiment I. Davida van Dijke for correcting the Dutch summary  and for being  my
66paranimf'; Jasper Remijn, who is my other "paranimf'. Marjolein van Hoek for
comments on the introduction section; and Babette Koppelman for designing the cover.

Finally, important people who were less directly involved: my friends. my family
(who  are also friends),  and my roommates   in P514: Seger Breugelmans and Viona
Wijnen. I'm happy to know you all.



Curriculum vitae

Marius van Dijke  was  born on December  18,1972 in Poortvliet (Tholen).  From   1992

until   1997 , he studied Psychology and Educational Sciences at Utrecht University. He
obtained a masters degree in Organizational Psychology and a masters in Educational

Consultancy. From December  1997 till November 200 I  he was employed as a research

fellow at Tilburg University. During this time. he conducted his dissertation research. He

is currently an assistant professor in Psychology at the Open University in Heerlen.



156

The "Kurt Lewin Institute Dissertation Series" started  in 1997. Since   1999 the following

dissertations have been published:

1999-1: Barbara van Knippenberg: Determinants of the use of hard and soft influence

tactics

1999-2: Manon Hoekstra: Gedragsbeinvloeding door cursussen. Een studie naar de
effecten van persoons-, cursus- en omgevingskenmerken

1999-3: Marga de Weerd: Sociaal-Psychologische determinanten van boerenprotest:
collectieve actie frames, onvrede, identiteit en effectiviteit

1999-4: Agnes van den Berg: Individual differences in the aesthetic evaluation of
natural landscapes

1999-5: Wilco van Dijk: Dashed hopes and shattered dreams: On the psychology of

disappointment
1999-6: Frans Oldersma: Downward comparison in close relationships: A blessing in

disguise,
1999-7: D6rte Heimbeck: Training and motivation: The function of implementation

intentions, goal orientation, and errors for performance
1999-8: Patricia Rodriguez Mosquera: Honor and emotion. The cultural shaping of

pride, shame and anger
1999-9: Tjarda van Sliedregt: Het beoordelen van functies nader beoordeeld
1999- 10: Marco  Yzer: Mass media campaigns to promote  safe  sex. An evaluation  of

public campaigns in the Netherlands
1999- 1 1: Ellen de Bruin: Good for you or good for me2 Interpersonal consequences of

personality characteristics

1999- 12: Ellen Giebels: What if this is as good as it gets: Alternative partners and social

motives of negotiators
2000- 1: Roeline Kulier: Give-and-take among couples facing cancer. Equity concerns in

the context of a serious illness

2000-2: Marieke Wilke: Billijkheid van prestatieverschillen in taakgroepen

2000-3: Cathy van Dyck: Putting errors to good use: On error management culture

in organizations
2000-4: Manuela Barreto: Identity and strategy in pro-group behaviour
2000-5: Arieneke Groenenboom: Efficiency and fairness in collective task performance



157

2000-6: Birgitta Gatersleben: Sustainabel household metabolism and quality of life:

Examining the perceived social sustainability of environmentally sustainable

household consumption patterns
2000-7: Wander Jager: Modelling consumer behaviour 2000-8: Claudia Hoeksema-van

Orden: Fatigue and performance in groups

2000-9: jaap Ouwerkerk: Comparison-based reactions to group performance

outcomes

2000- 10: Carien 66rts: The Significance of Personal Relationships in Cultural

Perspective: A Comparison of Individualistic and Collectivistic Cultures

2000- 1 1: Monique Timmers: Sex differences in emotion expression

2000- 12: Ana Christina Costa: A matter of trust: Effects  on the performance  and

effectiveness of teams in organizations
2000- 13: Sander Koole: Positivity in self-evaluation

2000- 14: Andreas Rauch: Success Factors of Small and Medium Sized Enterprises

2001-1: Laura Sweeney: Abstraction, representation and Social Cognition
2001 -2: Arjan Bos: HIV stigma and social interaction: Examining strategies to influence

perceivers' emotional and behavioral reactions in initial encounters.

2001 -3: Esther van Leeuwen: Preserving identity when groups combine: A study of
group-based reactions to mergers

2001 -4: Mark Dechesne: Flexible and rigid reactions to reminders of mortality.  Some

further explorations of terror management theory

2001 -5: Wendy van Rijswijk: Contextual and perceiver factors  in the stereotyping of

multiple category groups
2001 -6: Nanja Kolk: Assessment Centers. Understanding and improving construct-

related validity
2001 -7: Paul Harland: Pro-environmental Behavior

2001 -8: 1Ija van Beest: Self-interest and fairness in coalition formation

2001 -9: Maaike ten Berge: Freebooters and Prosperity. The structure of situations

from a trait psychological perspective

2001 -10: Fieke Harinck: Conflict Issues Matter: How Conflict Issues Influence

Negotiation
2 0 0 1-1 1: Pieternel Dijkstra: Men, women and their rivals: Jealousy    from    an

evolutionary-psychological perspective



158

2 0 0 1-1 2: Frenk van Harreveld: Unpacking Attitudes, an investigation into atitudinal

structure

2002- 1: Marius van Dijke: Understanding power dynamics: Effects of social

comparison on tendencies to change power and power differences



Bibliotheek K. U. Brabant

17 000 01464000 8

 


	CONTENTS
	Chapter I Introduction
	What is power?
	Changing power differences
	Social comparison theory
	Overview of the chapters
	Chapter 2 Effects of social comparisons on tendencies to change power differences in hierarchically structured groups
	Experiment I
	Method
	Participants
	Design
	Procedure
	Manipulation checks
	Dependent variables
	Results
	Manipulation checks
	Tendencies to change power differences
	Rating scale items
	Discussion
	Chapter 3 Preferred changes in power differences: Effects of social comparison in equal and unequal power relations
	Experiment 2
	Method
	Participants
	Design
	Procedure
	Manipulation checks
	Dependent variables
	Results
	Manipulation checks
	Tendencies to change power differences
	Discussion Of Experiment 2 and introduaion Of Experiment 3
	Experiment 3
	Method
	Participants
	Design
	Procedure
	Results and Condusions
	Manipulation checks
	Tendencies to change power differences
	General discussion
	Chapter 4 Preferences for changes in power differences in equal and unequal power relations: interpersonal comparisons between groups
	Experiment 4
	Method
	Participants
	Design
	Procedure
	Manipulation checks
	Dependent variables
	Results
	Manipulation checks
	Membership of a subgroup
	Tendencies to change power differences
	Discussion
	Appendix
	Chapter 5 Social comparison of Power: why independence from others is preferred to having power over these others
	Experiment 5
	Method
	Participants
	Design
	Procedure
	Manipulation checks
	Dependent variables
	Results
	Manipulation checks
	Tendencies to change power differences
	Tendencies to change the power of the two persons
	Discussion
	Chapter 6 Evaluating one's power by social comparison: The interplay between power difference, power level, and validity  of comparison  information
	Experiment 6
	Method
	Participants
	Design
	Procedure
	Manipulation checks
	Dependent variables
	Results
	Manipulation checks
	Tendencies to change power differences
	Tendencies to change the power of the two persons
	Discussion
	Chapter 7 Integration of the findings, conclusions and discussion
	Support for social comparison theory and other theories
	Social comparison theory: tendencies to change power differences
	Power distance theory
	Balancing mechanisms and equity theory
	A better understanding of power and social comparison theory
	Do people compare their power with the power of others?
	Does social comparison cause two pressures to operate jointly?
	Power or independence
	Do people compare for evaluation purposes?
	Does social comparison theory explain all the results?
	Differences in positions and differences in power
	The  dominant  orientations  of the  participants
	Conclusion
	References
	Summary
	Samenvatting
	Acknowledgements
	Curriculum vitae

