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ABSTRACT
It has been documented that not much is known about the kinds of French and Raven powers that foster the acquisition, creation and sharing of organizational knowledge.  This study extends the French and Raven power literature to the Lebanese Organizations and provides an empirical evidence of knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing. Results from the regression analysis of this study show that expert power is positively and significantly associated with knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing.
INTRODUCTION
In the second half of the twentieth century, knowledge management proved to be a new managerial reform suited to the rapidly changing environment.  Managers were encouraged to consider and treat their employee’s knowledge as a crucial source for the success of their organizations (Huseman and Goodman, 1999; Stewart, 1997; Sveiby, 1997).

Many scholars have focused their attention on knowledge management. Grant (1996) argues that a source of organization’s competitive advantage is when organizations apply a great deal of effort to develop new knowledge and technology. This new knowledge and technology added to the organization have become more complicated in the current technological revolution, which requires combining and sharing knowledge and skills that several employees have. Knowledge management and creation could be completed through several tactics. Gold et al. (2001) stated that organizational structure is an important factor in leveraging technology and more specifically this organizational structure must be flexible to encourage sharing of knowledge and collaboration across traditional organizational boundaries to promote knowledge creation.

Power perception and use is proved to be a key factor in managerial success and subsequent organizational advancement (Yukl et al., 1993). According to French and Raven (1959) power has five important bases which are namely, coercive, reward, legitimate, expert and referent.  Despite the large amount of research on knowledge management, power, and the implication of power on managing knowledge, considerable less attention has been given to the issues associated with the dimensions of power, and knowledge management, which are essential for knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing (Yukl, 1994).

The aim of this paper is to find effective ways to induce and facilitate knowledge management chiefly through exercising power in an organization, focusing particularly on knowledge acquiring, knowledge creation and knowledge using.  However, no research has been conducted to challenge or affirm this assumption. This research provides an empirical investigation about the relationship between French and Raven Power and Knowledge Management within the organizations based in Lebanon.  It examines thoroughly the effectiveness of these five forms of power along with their influence on knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing.  Hence the primary aim of this paper is to contribute to empirical research validating the significance of managerial power on knowledge management.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows: section 2 provides an overview of power, section 3 provides a brief review of knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing, and section 4 presents the methodology followed by the analysis and results in section 5. Finally, we present the findings of the study and our conclusions in section 6.
OVERVIEW OF POWER
Power is one of the major concepts in any organization. It can be an extremely important tool in the success or failure of an organization. The term power often evokes mixed and passionate reactions with many observers viewing power as a sinister force.  Lord Acton stated that “power corrupts and absolute power corrupts absolutely” (Kreitner and Kinicki, 1998, p.322) and this can be observed in today’s society.  Nevertheless, power is common place in modern organizations and must be used because managers must influence those they depend on.  They should recognize and develop their own power to coordinate and support the work of subordinates, as it is powerlessness, not power, that undermines organizational effectiveness.

“Power has been described as the last dirty word.  It is easier for most of us to talk about money than it is to talk about power.  People who have it deny it, people who want it try not to appear to be seeking it, and those who are good at getting it are secretive about how they get it” (Kanter, 1979, p.65).

“Power refers to a capacity that A has to influence the behavior of B so that B acts in accordance with A wishes" (Robbins, 1998, p.396).  However Mintzberg (1983) criticizes Robbins definition and describes it as narrow because power in relation to changing someone’s behavior is a result of power effecting outcomes.

The acquisition and maintenance of power is, according to McClelland and Burnham (1976), one of the most socially motivating processes that occur in organizations. As one might expect, power is a central concern of most employees (Gioia & Sims, 1983), and it has also been examined by scholars from a wide variety of perspectives (e.g. Grimes, 1978; McClelland, 1975; Pfeffer, 1981).

In a popular classification for social power, nearly forty years ago, French and Raven (1959) proposed that power arises from five different bases: reward, legitimate, coercive, expert and referent power bases. McShane and Glinow (2005) defined reward power as a person’s ability to control the allocation of rewards valued by others and to remove negative sanctions.  A manager has reward power to the extent that he/she obtains compliance by promising or granting rewards (Kreitner and Kinicki, 2004). Legitimate power is an agreement among organizational members that people in certain roles can request certain behaviors of others. The bounds of this legitimacy are defined partly by the formal nature of the position involved and partly by informal norms and traditions. Kreitner and Kinicki (2004) argued that coercive power is present wherever there is a threat of punishment. Hence, the ability to apply punishment either physically or psychologically is known as coercive power, and the more negative the sanctions a person can bring to bear on others, the stronger is her or his coercive power (McShane and Glinow, 2005).  McShane and Glinow (2005) defined expert power as the capacity to influence others by possessing knowledge or skills that they value. The more important the information the fewer the alternative sources for getting it, the greater the power.  Referent power is when others identify with them, like them, or otherwise respect them (McShane and Glinow, 2005). It often involves trust, similarity, acceptance, affection, willingness to follow, and emotional involvement (Moorhead and Griffen, 1992; Moorhead and Griffen, 1998; Owens, 1998; Mintzberg, 1983). Reward, legitimate and coercive powers are derived from the power holder’s position; that is the person receives these power bases because of the specific authority or roles he/she is assigned in the organization. Whereas, expert and referent powers originate from the power holder’s own characteristics, in other words people bring these power bases to the organization.

Power can be used in many ways in an organization, but because of its potential for misuse it is important that managers fully understand the dynamics of using power.  If people perceive that their leader is not using his or her power appropriately, they may develop strong feelings of distrust (Moorhead & Griffin, 1998).    When a leader tries to exert power it results in several possible outcomes (Stewart, 1989).  These outcomes are dependent on the leader’s base of power, how that base is operationalized, and the subordinates individual characteristics (e.g. personality, traits or past interaction with leader)   (Moorhead & Griffin, 1998).  Many researchers have shown interest in investigating the outcomes that may result when the leader tries to exert power.  Politis (2005) found that expert power is positively related to knowledge acquisition.  Rahim (1989) found that legitimate, expert and referent power bases were positively associated with compliance and satisfaction, whilst the remaining, reward and coercive power bases would likely be associated with resistance.  Approximately four years later Rahim and Afza (1993) found that referent and expert power bases were positively associated with organizational commitment and that legitimate and referent power bases were positively associated with behavioral compliance.  Johnson and Short (1998) found that expert and legitimate power bases has strongest effect on the teacher empowerment.  Legitimate and reward power bases were associated with teachers’ compliance.  The coercive power was negatively associated with teacher’s empowerment.

Kipnis and Schmidt (1988) argued that the manager’s effective use of power behavior leads to the most favorable performances. In a managerial context, power can be two folded, on one pole, it is positive power, i.e. it is the ability to make a change happen, and on the other pole negative power is the ability to block or subvert a change. In this context, power could be defined as the management’s aptitude to manipulate the behavior, intentions, approaches, convictions, feelings, or values of subordinates (French and Raven, 1959).

OVERVIEW OF KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION, KNOWLEDGE CREATION, AND KNOWLEDGE SHARING

According to many economists and business theorists knowledge management is a crucial competitive advantage for the modern firm (Kothuri, 2002). It is being argued that KM is the combination of human resource management and information management, and thus relates to all processes that are combined with the identification, acquisition, creation, sharing and use of both information and knowledge. (Livonen & Huotari, 2000).

Consequently, Knowledge management is not only concerned with managing knowledge, it is directly linked to managing and creating a corporate culture that enables and encourages the sharing, appropriate utilization and creation of knowledge that provides a corporate strategic competitive advantage. In addition, developing new knowledge in an organization is made easy by having a clear understanding of the knowledge that exists within the organization, the forms it exists in, and the nature of processes involving it (Kothuri, 2002).

The identification of knowledge needs comes as a first step in the knowledge management process. (Bouthillier & Shearer, 2002). Knowledge acquisition is considered as the second step in the process. It involves knowledge fetching from some external sources, into an organization. Mykytyn et al. (1994) defined knowledge acquisition as the attainment of new knowledge directly from domain experts. Hence, the acquisition of knowledge is made by extracting information from top performers.  However, this knowledge must be preserved and shared in order to maintain the success of the organization (Kothuri, 2002). The third step in the knowledge management process is the creation of knowledge. Several ways exists that ensure knowledge creation, on one pole, creation could be accomplished by combining internal knowledge with other internal knowledge, hence creating a new knowledge. On the other pole, information could be analyzed to create new knowledge (Bouthillier & Shearer, 2002).  After knowledge is acquired and created, knowledge storage is required so that no data is lost, which makes knowledge storage the fourth step in the knowledge management process. Knowledge sharing is the fifth step and it involves the transfer of knowledge from a person/ group to another person/group (Bouthillier & Shearer, 2002). Employees are encouraged to share knowledge so that they can integrate knowledge available to create innovative solutions to business problems (Yun & Allyn, 2004). New technology and knowledge that can add value to an organization has become more complicated, and this requires combining and sharing knowledge and skills that several employees have.  Organizations utilize several tactics to manage and create knowledge.

Knowledge Management necessitates having a clear vision and control in managing the ways that a firm’s employees will share social knowledge, or even knowledge whose exposure can have important social impacts for those who believe it. In this context stands the power relations involvement in the management of knowledge: power relations are constitutive fundamentals of the processes and mechanisms that define and determine which knowledge is shared with whom and in what ways, i.e. power relations determine what kinds of knowledge can be shared (Ekbia and Kling, 2003). The assumed connectedness between managerial power and knowledge management attributes is expressed by these following hypotheses:
HI: knowledge acquisition will be positively related to reward power, legitimate power, coercive power, expert power and referent power.
HII: knowledge creation will be positively related to reward power, legitimate power, coercive power, expert power and referent power.

HIII: knowledge sharing will be positively related to reward power, legitimate power, coercive power, expert power and referent power.

HIV: There is a causal direction from various kinds of power to knowledge sharing.

This paper seeks to investigate which kind of power may enhance knowledge management in the Lebanese organizations where power is perceived to be an important issue.
METHODOLOGY
For this study the researchers have chosen to focus on professionals in the Lebanese organizations. The survey was conducted in the year 2006, namely January and extended till June.  Questionnaires were distributed across 15 organizations (Banks, financial institutions and telecommunications).  A total of 500 surveys were circulated, with an overall response rate of 60%; that is, 300 employees constituted our sample. Participants were encouraged to respond to all the questions in the surveys and were assured of absolute anonymity.

This study used interpretive paradigm in the aim to use scientific investigation for the interpretive researcher to understand how this glossing of reality goes on at one time and in one place and compare it with what goes on in different times and place (Cohen and Manion, 1994).  The questionnaire consisted of 5 items that collected demographic and personal data and 32 questions using 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Undecided, 4 = Disagree, 5 = Strongly Disagree).
The first 20 items (likert scale) was compiled to measure French and Raven’s managerial power were assessed using the Nesler, et al. (1993) modified version.  Accordingly, knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing were measured using 12 items (4 for each) from revised OECD questionnaire (2002).
Every response is given a point value, and the respondent’s score is then determined by adding the point values of every statement in such a way that valid and reliable differences among individuals can be represented (using SPSS).  This questionnaire was compiled to measure the perception of the 300 employees regarding the supervisors’ power bases – reward, legitimate, coercive, expert and referent (independent variables), and the effect in nurturing knowledge acquiring, knowledge creating and knowledge sharing (dependent variables).  For each dependent and independent variable there were four broad spectrum questions which covering different aspects within each dependent and independent variable.  The results of each set of four questions were inputted into the SPSS and averaged to a single value.
A reliability test was carried out on the entire dependent and independent variables, the resulted standardized item alpha of 0.889 showed an overall reliability. The researchers intended to provide the participants with a verbal preface by defining the five French and Raven powers and which one is expected to provide means to acquire, create and share knowledge and build intellectual capital. While piloting the questionnaire validity was checked by asking those who read the questionnaire whether or not the questions asked were likely to serve the purpose of the research.  The check for validity led to the little amendments in the questionnaire.
A Pearson correlation was conducted to test the relationship of 3 dependent variables (knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing) with five independent variables (the various forms of power).  Subsequently, the test to study hypotheses, repeated linear regression step wise analyses were run.  Accordingly, separate regression equations were computed formulating the significance of the relationship, if any, between the designed variables.

RESULTS

The objective of this study is to probe the relationship between French and Raven Power with several criterion variables consisting of knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing in the Lebanese organizations.

Properties of Scales

Table 1 shows the subscale, number of items, means, standard deviations, and correlation of the independent and dependent variables.
Table 1

Means, Standard Deviation and correlation of Independent and Dependent Variables
	
	Means
	S.D.
	Rew
	Legit
	Coer
	Exp
	Ref
	K. Acq
	K. Cr
	K. Sh

	Reward P
	3.708
	0.656
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Legitimate P
	3.968
	0.59
	.264**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coercive P
	3.69
	1.059
	.138*
	.797**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Expert P
	2.95
	1.353
	0.102
	.605**
	.824**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Referent P
	2.975
	0.606
	-0.08
	.139*
	.142*
	0.072
	1
	
	
	

	K. Acq
	3.191
	0.693
	.129*
	.475**
	.663**
	.932**
	0.051
	1
	
	

	K. Cr
	3.661
	0.727
	0.097
	.575**
	.511**
	.676**
	0.097
	.661**
	1
	

	K. Sh
	3.569
	0.866
	-0.01
	.317**
	.621**
	.862**
	0.102
	.920**
	.591**
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Notes: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
	
	

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
	
	
	


Building Regression Equation with Knowledge Acquisition:
With knowledge acquisition being used as the dependent variable, a regression analysis  was conducted using reward power, legitimate power, coercive power, expert power and referent power as independent variables. The analysis of these findings generated the following equation.  The results obtained are presented below:

Equation I:

Knowledge acquisition = 1.919 + 0.057Reward P – 0.221 Coercive P + 0.616 Expert P
0.005
        0.000
  
0.000
Sig. level = 0.05, F = 560.181 sig = 0.000, R2 = 0.905
Equation I partly supported HI.  The factors that emerged to be significant are reward power, coercive power and expert power bases in relationship with knowledge acquisition.  Both, independent variables, reward and expert power proved to have significant positive correlation with knowledge acquisition, while coercive power showed negative relationship.  This implies that 90.5% of knowledge acquisition variability could be attributes to these kinds of power.  The remaining 9.5% are not explained.
Building Regression Equation for Knowledge Creation:
The regression analysis conducted with knowledge creation being the dependent variable resulted in the following equation:
Equation II:

Knowledge Creation
=1.131 + 0.749 Legitimate P – 0.488 Coercive P + 0.481 Expert P
0.000

      0.000

     0.000

F = 84.847 sig = 0.000, R2 = 0.591

Equation II partly supported H2.  The factors which emerged to have significant association with knowledge creation are legitimate, coercive and expert power. Therefore, the regression equation includes these factors.  However, legitimate power and expert power established positive correlation with knowledge creation, while coercive power showed a negative relation.    This implies that 59.1% of knowledge creation variability could be attributes to these kinds of power.  The remaining 40.9% are not explained.

Building Regression Equation for Knowledge Sharing:
The regression analysis conducted with knowledge sharing showed the following results:

Equation III:

Knowledge Sharing = 3.02 – 0.493 Legitimate P + 0.667 Expert P + 0.097 Referent P

0.000

    0.000
     
  0.008
F = 256.075 sig = 0.000, R2 = 0.813
Equation III partly supported H3.  The factors that emerged to be significant are legitimate, expert and referent power bases in relation with knowledge sharing.  However, while expert power and referent power established positive correlation with knowledge sharing, legitimate power showed a negative correlation.  Therefore the regression equation includes the following factors.
This implies that 81.3% of knowledge sharing variability could be attributes to these kinds of power.  The remaining 18.7% are not explained.
Path Analysis
Based upon the above regression equations and as an extension of regression analysis, the researchers were interested in examining more closely the factors that might be causing the knowledge sharing practice in the Lebanese organizations.  For this purpose, path analysis was used. A set of additional regression equations were built to help in the creation of the path model.  These are the following:

Sharing = f (power, acquisition, creation)

Acquisition = f (power)

Creation = f (power, acquisition)

The envisioned model is shown in Figure 1, and the path coefficients were derived from the regression coefficients and error variances.
The model in Figure 1 contains five kinds of power namely, Reward, legitimate, coercive, expert and referent power (independent variables) and knowledge acquisition, creation and sharing (dependent variables).

Figure 1 displays results and supported HIV, Expert power had positive effect on knowledge acquisition (γ = 0.203**), knowledge acquisition had positive effect on knowledge creation (γ =0.971**) and knowledge creation do have a positive effect on knowledge sharing (γ = 0.121**).
Figure 1













γ  = path coefficient
p<0.01, sig @0.001
DISCUSSION
The primary aim of this paper is to contribute to empirical research validating the significance of managerial power on knowledge management (knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing).
HI, HII, HIII and HIV concluded that expert power proved to have a positive correlation with knowledge acquisition, creation and sharing, where Figure 1 showed a bold path from expert power to knowledge acquisition then knowledge creation and to knowledge sharing.  To a large extent the results of our regression analysis are in accord with those of earlier studies. Some of the above findings are partly aligned with Politis (2005) where expert power was positively related to knowledge acquisition.  Johnson and Short (1998) found a positive relationship between expert, legitimate power and empowerment, where knowledge is power (Yukl et al., 1993). They also found a negative relationship between coercive power and empowerment.  Also, the results are aligned with those of Rahim and Afza (1993) who found a positive relationship between referent and expert power with commitment.

Knowledge acquisition proved to be significantly attributed positively to expert power.  Reading, listening to someone, observing, experiencing events or thinking (politis, 2005), this requires an appropriate and enhancing organizational culture and leadership style.  This clearly explains the results of the regression analysis. Like any knowledge management initiative, knowledge acquisition requires managers who can know their people and can determine the behaviors that need to be changed or reinforced. Coercive power cannot be logically expected to be used in a knowledge driven economy.  Its negative impact will most probably lead to a decline in knowledge acquisition.  The negative highly significant regression coefficient of the coercive power variable demonstrates this expectation.  As the coercive power in an organization increases, the opportunity for good communication, understanding and trust would decrease, thus resulting in a significant decrease in knowledge acquisition.  It is not surprising to find that coercive power has been, as it still is, a source of negative aspects in most organizations.  This kind of power will lead to feelings of intimidation, resulting in uncooperative employees who would participate, the least, if any, in the process of knowledge acquisition, and would most probably be involved in other processes, like information filtering, for example. Making knowledge available in the organization in order to attain strategic advantages has become very essential in the knowledge era.

Although determined and explained by legitimate power, still knowledge creation is negatively related (with high significance) to coercive power.  This is logical since such kind power will most probably block the creativity, produce ill feelings and sense of resentment which would forbid employees from positively contributing to the origin with new ideas, systems, designs or procedure. Building on one’s own tacit knowledge, learning from the past experiences, learning from others, and using all of this to generate innovative products, services, ideas, systems and methodologies are the pillars of knowledge, creation and major characteristics of the learning organizations.  For this to take place, a culture of empowerment and flexibility and an atmosphere of trust and positive reinforcement should prevail in the organization.  This, of course, demands a proper use of the right power dimensions, i.e. expert power. Managers with expert power can contribute positively to the process of knowledge creation.  They are well aware of the various aspects of their domain area, can identify the tacit knowledge among their employees, unlock it and guide them in order to release their power of innovation.  They themselves can add to the knowledge base of their organizations of making use of the various information sources available to them, past experiences, and the research and development activities.  Surprisingly, the regression analysis showed a positive and a highly significant relationship between legitimate power and knowledge creation.  It seems that in the Lebanese culture, where the power distance is high (Hofstede's, 1991), employees can be guided to knowledge creation (maybe with consultants and information technology).  Though organizational policies and management level power without the need for management-employee trust based relationship.

A hierarchical organization cannot contribute positively to knowledge sharing.  Making decisions, making use of information, thinking of strategies, and setting policies and procedures are processes that take place at the top or by managers, leaving no space for knowledgeable employees to share their knowledge. Another positive and highly significant relationship is found between knowledge sharing and referent power – an employee’s desire to feel that his manager is a role model to be followed.  Such committed followers will most probably feel motivated to share their knowledge with each other and their “referent” leader.  Trust and collaboration are expected in such a working environment, leading to enhanced levels of knowledge sharing. Legitimate power is positively and significantly associated with knowledge creation while negatively correlated with knowledge sharing.  Referent power is positively and significantly correlated only with knowledge sharing.  However, expert power is negatively correlated with knowledge acquisition and knowledge creation.

The most important finding of this study is that expert power, the independent factor, is positively correlated with the three dependent variables: knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing; that is the more managers and leaders exercise expert power willingly the more the knowledge will be acquired, created and shared in the Lebanese organizations.  The significant result related to expert power is an indicative why managers and leaders should be interested in exercising expert power.

At this point the following recommendations could be made: expert power should be used to ensure that knowledge can be acquired, created and shared in the Lebanese organizations.  The managers/leaders should be a friend of power. They should sustain a spirit of inquiry, self-examination, and readiness to entertain new ideas and launch on new educational revitalization (Dodds, 1962). The leader should be committed to work cooperatively with people and to look for ways of collaboration with others rather than simply expecting them to follow him blindly (Saguinis, 1995, p.66).  The leader of today should not only require a belief in worker teams and employees empowering, but must also be able to handle many different relationships with people such as cooperation, sharing, collaboration and team work (Hug, 1995).  It is not good just for the leader to assume that people will follow him because “he is the boss”, he must make his followers understand why they are doing it and this will be the result of expert power.

The implication of this study is that managers can be more effective in knowledge management by enhancing their personal power bases, such as expert power.  As previously mentioned, by encouraging subordinates to be fully participative, leadership would be providing a learning culture.
CONCLUSION
This study demonstrates that expert power, the only power, has a significant impact on knowledge acquisition, creation and sharing. The regression analysis showed how the various kinds of power can explain the variation in each knowledge management practice.  This study indicates that the employee’s perceptions of supervisor power play a critical role in their interaction with manager.  The path analysis could help the researchers build a causational model between the power dimensions and knowledge management practices in general and knowledge sharing in specific.

An important limitation of this study was the sample size, the researchers overlooked the knowledge preserving variable and the relationship found in this study was correlational rather than causal.

As a final point, this study adds to the existing power and knowledge management literature by empirically testing the relationship between French and Raven power (1959) and knowledge management through knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation and knowledge sharing in Lebanese organizations.  From this stage the researchers recommends that Lebanese managers/leaders exercise expert power.
The researchers proposes further research both qualitative and quantitative in a diversity sectors e.g. educational institutions, technological or any field/organizations where power are deemed highly indispensable for enhancing knowledge management, hence building intellectual capital, a core element for maintaining competitive advantage.
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