
International Journal of Contemporary Management
Volume 17 (2018) Number 1, pp. 157–177

doi:10.4467/24498939IJCM.18.009.8388
www.ejournals.eu/ijcm

ORGANIZATIONAL POLITICS AND CHANGE: 
A CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND EMPIRICAL 

TESTING*

Monika Kulikowska-Pawlak**

Abstract
Firms increasingly embed organizational politics in their change management but 
struggle to effectively manage it. To better understand how they do so, I have built 
and tested a conceptual model using data from 158 small and medium-sized Polish 
enterprises. The results show relationships between organizational politics, change 
management, and organizational effectiveness. The findings extend and specify the 
understanding of organizational politics as a driver of organizational change success.
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INTRODUCTION

Currently, in the area of management sciences, the awareness of the 
crucial role of power and its application in organizational processes 
is growing rapidly (Ferris & Treadway, 2012). Against this backdrop 
of a general trend, research interests focus on organizational politics 
as a specific meaning given in connection with strategic change 
(Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Mantere et al., 2012). However, empirical 
research into the role of organizational politics in change management 
is extremely scarce. This article aims to fill this gap.

The content of the study is contained in four basic parts. Firstly, 
based on the critical review of the relevant literature, the theoreti-
cal basis for studying the role of organizational politics in organizational 
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change management was described. Secondly, the conceptual model 
was built and research hypotheses were formulated. Subsequently, the 
model developed was tested empirically on a sample of 158 small and 
medium-sized enterprises operating in Poland. Finally, the theoretical 
and practical implications of the model tested were shown and the 
main directions for further research were suggested.

ORGANIZATIONAL POLITICS

The process of organizational politics can be viewed from many 
perspectives. The paper acknowledges that the best one will be a re-
source-based approach to strategic management. A part particularly 
useful in this regard is the part of a strategic approach that refers to 
the dynamic capabilities of the organization. Bibliometric analysis and 
content analysis allowed the discovery of an intellectual core of research 
into the domain of dynamic capabilities (Di Stefano et al., 2009). It 
turned out that the theoretical roots of the dynamic capabilities of the 
organization lie first and foremost in the resource-based approach to 
strategic management, and partly in looking through the prism of 
knowledge, evolutionary economics, the behavioral theory of the firm, or 
transaction costs. The nature of these capabilities lies in facilitating the 
development of new activities or enhancing the existing ones, in order 
to turn to opportunities and to adapt to the changing determinants of 
competitive advantage. I think that dynamic capabilities are closely 
related to both organizational resources and organizational politics. 
My core research goal emerges against this backdrop, which aims 
to explain the role of organizational politics in shaping a company’s 
competitive advantage.

Following earlier definitions (Cropanzano et al., 1995), I propose 
that organizational politics is the phenomenon expressed in attempts  
to exert a social influence on people who can be a source of benefit used to  
support and protect the interests of the entity exerting the influence. 
Following these ideas, I propose working definition of organizational 
politics: (1) an exercise and use of power and influence that primary 
occurs outside of formal organizational processes, systems, routines 
and practices, (2) based upon influence tactics designed to further 
self and / or organizational interests, (3) aimed at reconciling poten-
tially competing interests, (4) strategic and focused on achievements, 
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(5) approach that has at its core a belief in a positive vision of the 
organization’s future. This definition increases the opportunity to 
view the organizational politics as a force for organizational effective-
ness, as a way to influence organization’s positively and bring about 
productive change.

Another important assumption is understanding organizational 
politics as an organizational process of sensemaking. Sensemaking and 
improvisation seem to be an effective behavioral strategy for making 
change (Cunha & Cunha, 2003), especially in dynamic conditions. In 
the rapidly changing environment, organizations launch a strategy 
of innovation from a broadly shared, though vague, strategic intent 
that creates a framework for sensemaking and improvisation (Wood, 
2007). Taking into account the above, I have chosen a definition by 
Sederberg (Sederberg, 1984) from among the many definitions of 
organizational politics, which describes organizational politics as 
a behavior for “creating, sustaining, modifying, and abandoning 
shared meanings” (Sederberg, 1984, p. 7). In this study I am trying to  
present the consequences of such a methodological outlook and  
to specify the content of organizational politics as an organizational 
process of sensemaking.

Organizational sensemaking is when organization participants 
support a specific point of view and try to affect the understanding of 
reality by other participants in the organization through the various 
tactics of influence. As a result, inter-subjective sense constructed 
socially appears. An integral part of this sensemaking process is action 
(Weick, 1988). In short, action is used as a basis for new sensemaking, 
while simultaneously, it delivers feedback on the sense already estab-
lished (Rudolph et al., 2009). Therefore, organizational sensemaking 
is clearly political (Clark & Geppert, 2011). It should be noted that 
in previous research, organizational creativity and entrepreneurship 
were linked as important processes supported by sensemaking (Drazin 
et al., 1999; Jay, 2013).

Organizational politics is an important adaptation mechanism in 
the conditions of organizational ambiguity (Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011) 
because the information gained through political behavior reduces 
the uncertainty faced by company’s employees. In particular, active 
influence exertion leads to the creation of meanings and sensemaking 
(Hope, 2010), which are considered to be the aspects of politics processes 
(Maitlis & Lawrence, 2007), affecting the interpretations and formation 
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of normative behavior (Ammeter et al., 2002). Few empirical studies 
show that the creation of meanings by managers increases the positive 
effects of the implementation of change (Hope, 2010), helps overcome 
resistance to change (Buchanan, 2008), and also extends shared beliefs 
and builds social consensus (Silvester, 2008).

Various conceptualization of organizational politics has been suggest-
ed, but most have treated organizational politics as a uni-dimensional 
construct, arguing that positive organizational politics is a low-level 
reflective latent variable model. To avoid the omission of explicitly 
specifying the higher – order dimensionality of the focal construct – a key 
factor contributing to the misspecification of measurement models in 
strategic management research (Podsakoff et al., 2006) – I hypoth-
esized that organizational politics is type II (reflective – formative) 
hierarchical latent variable model (Becker et al., 2012).

THEORETICAL BASIS FOR EXAMINING THE ROLE  
OF ORGANIZATIONAL POLITICS  

IN ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT

Recently Cannella and Ocasio (2014) have highlighted an important 
role that organizational politics plays in strategic processes such as 
strategy formulation and implementation. The concentration of formal 
and informal power in the hands of management teams has a strong 
influence on decision-making, and is a key reason for strategic change 
(Greve & Mitsuhashi, 2007).

The starting point for the discussion is the strategy as practice 
approach to the implementation of the strategic process and the 
praxis, i.e. the flow of activities, enabling the strategy implementation 
(Stańczyk-Hugiet, 2014). The growing number of studies in this trend 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005; Vaara & Whittington, 2012) emphasize the 
important role of power relations between organization participants, 
who often have divergent interests (Hardy & Thomas, 2012; McCabe, 
2010; Rasche & Chia, 2009). These studies draw attention to power 
as a key element in the formation and renewal of strategic practice, 
and they abandon a process-based approach to strategy that changes 
over time, as well as the understanding of power as a productive force 
(Ezzamel & Willmott, 2008). In other words, strategic practice is 
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renewed through both power relations developing strategic practices 
and through resistance. An important attribute of this process is the 
holistic approach to strategy empowerment, as a result of recognizing 
the perspective adopted by an organization participant as strategic. 
In this respect, strategy is understood as a point of reference for 
organizational reflection, allowing strategic power relations to emerge.

The way of thinking mentioned refers to the works by prominent 
theoreticians of sociology such as Foucault (1977) and Bourdieu 
(2002), who use relational ontology and treat strategy in terms of the 
formation and renewal of power relations by means of various types 
of discursive and non-discursive practices (Halford & Leonard, 2006). 
Thus, a crucial argument in favor of the post-structural approach to 
strategy as practice is to assume that strategic practice is historically, 
socially and politically embedded (Chia & Holt, 2006). According 
to Foucault (1977), practice is the established way of formulating 
statements in discourse; it means that discourse takes the form of 
various practices, and these practices are governed by some other 
discursive practices (e.g. a collection of anonymous, historical regula-
tions that are always determined by time and space). Thus, discursive 
practices define what, how, when, and on what basis an organization 
participant is able to say something.

Social practices perform the function of a common denominator in 
the process of empowerment, where various discourses and entities are 
located within a wider network of historical and spatial relationships. 
Therefore, discursive practice is not only a linguistic phenomenon but it is 
related both to social power relations as well as non-discursive practices 
and institutional constructs (Carter et al., 2008). As a consequence, 
the practices are historically and socially determined ways of thinking 
and conceptualizing within power relations (Laine & Vaara, 2007).

More specifically, strategic discursive and non-discursive practices, 
continuously forming and renewing strategic practice cannot be detached 
from power relations. Such a relational view of power leads to treating 
power as a force generating strategic practice and to taking into account 
not only management staff but also all participants in the organization. 
These practices highlight legitimized perspectives and build norms for 
developing the theory of action, while necessary constraints involve the 
simultaneous application of power and provocation to resistance. This 
is the reason why instead of focusing attention on the one-dimensional 
effects of different practices, it is necessary to look at empowerment 
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as a link between the different ends of strategic practices. Strategy 
is updated on the spot because organization participants introduce 
different discourses and also oppose other discourses. All this happens 
in the context of power relations.

The core of Foucault’s logic (Foucault, 1978) is to analyze social 
phenomena such as strategy by means of power relations, where power 
is understood as a productive force that creates and modifies a given 
social phenomenon. Power is never unidirectional; it always includes 
the ability for an organization participant to behave differently, it 
emerges in modifying the ability of organization participants to think 
and act in different situations (Alhanen, 2011). Moreover, power mod-
ifies, strengthens and radically transforms power relations as a result 
of endless conflicts and conflicts of interest. Real power is hidden and 
updated in resistance. Thus, organization’s strategy is developed in 
a constantly renewing network of power relations and therefore it 
should be explored in relation to the dominant discourse and practices 
that oppose this discourse. This self-reliant relationship between the 
dominant discourse about strategy and organizational resistance is 
a context of strategic practice.

Organizational strategy emerges in strategic guidelines, procedures 
and operational activity (McKinlay et al., 2010). It is contained in 
the managerial discourse, especially the philosophical, moral and 
philanthropic statements in the mission and vision of the organization. 
Its creation is nothing but the non-linear creation and modification 
of new organizational reality through discursive and non-discursive 
practices, and especially through the process of empowerment and 
identification. In the process of empowerment, organization participants 
position themselves in relation to strategy. Then they conduct personal 
narratives to establish their identity, thus negating the narratives 
of other participants. The diverse positions of the participants in the 
organization form an organizational network of power relations within 
which practices are implemented. In short, the strategic discourse has 
no single source, and it is not one-subject. Within the organizational 
platform of power relations, discursive and non-discursive strategic 
practices are implemented that legitimize the existence of the organ-
ization. In this sense, strategic practice is a kind of strategic power 
play between organization participants promoting their interests.

The relational ontology of strategic practice presented can be used 
as a methodological perspective for updating organizational change. 
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First and foremost, the design of change as a specific strategy diversifies 
organization participants into supporters and opponents conducting 
the discourse on organizational change. Such discourse occurs within 
an existing and changing platform of power relations. Change sup-
porters use organizational practices that increase the likelihood of its 
implementation. Change opponents use the practice of organizational 
resistance obstructing change. Moreover, the plan of organization-
al change is a reference point for positioning organization participants 
who seek their identity as the subjects of the proposed transformations.

It should be noted that most research was conducted in the context 
of making organizational changes. It was found that management staff 
can actively influence the implementation of change in the context 
of power relations and conflicts of interest, negotiation and political 
maneuvering involving diverse actors (Crozier & Friedberg, 1982). 
The mobilization of coalitions supporting the change plays a particular 
role in this case (Buchanan & Badham, 1999; Kanter & Stein, 1992), 
as well as the political distribution of meaning (Sonenshein, 2010). In 
short, organizational politics defined as behaviors aimed at “creating, 
sustaining, modifying, and abandoning shared meanings” (Sederberg, 
1984) is a critical process determining the success of organizational 
change.

A CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND RESEARCH 
HYPOTHESES

The critical review of the relevant literature is a good basis for concep-
tualizing the political aspects of organizational change. Figure 1 shows 
fundamental relationships between the three key theoretical constructs. 
First of all, the relationship between organizational change manage-
ment and organizational effectiveness has been shown. In addition, 
the relationship between organizational politics and organizational 
effectiveness has also been presented. Finally, the moderating role of 
organizational change management has been emphasized.

The conclusion is that considering organizational changes, power 
relations should be taken into account that shape the formulation and 
implementation of the project. In fact, there is no power without resist-
ance. Organizational resistance is never external to a change project 
and is only one element of a key contradiction in making changes. 
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Practically speaking, this means that change should be considered 
bi-directionally – in terms of the prevailing organizational discourse 
and through the prism of recognizing resistance points. Thus:

Hypothesis 1: Organizational change management is positively 
related to organizational effectiveness.

Taking into account the formative nature of the concept of organiza-
tional change management and its two dimensions, two sub- hypotheses 
should be formulated:

Hypothesis 1a: The social dynamics of organizational change is 
positively related to organizational effectiveness.

Hypothesis 1b: The adaptability of organizational change is positively 
related to organizational effectiveness. 

Figure 1. Research model

Source: own study.

The above discussion indicates that a political dimension is a key 
aspect of any organizational change, and organizational politics is the 
core of the change process. Consequently, this leads to the following 
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: Organizational politics and change management 
positively co-exist.

The two dimensions of organizational politics were distinguished and 
the two dimensions of organizational change management already 
identified are the basis for formulating four sub-hypotheses:
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Hypothesis 2a: The occurrence of a dominant coalition is positively 
correlated with the social dynamics of organizational change.

Hypothesis 2b: The occurrence of a dominant coalition is positively 
correlated with the adaptability of organizational change.

Hypothesis 2c: The intensity of political behavior is positively cor-
related with the social dynamics of organizational change.

Hypothesis 2d: The intensity of political behavior is positively 
correlated with the adaptability of organizational change.

The last hypothesis says about the regulative role of organization-
al change management in the relationship between organizational 
politics and organizational effectiveness. The specific formulation of 
this hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 3: Organizational change management plays the role 
of a moderator of the relationship between organizational politics 
and organizational effectiveness in such a way that it strengthens 
this relationship.

The two-dimensional nature of organizational politics leads to four 
further sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a: The social dynamics of organizational change acts 
as a moderator of the relationship between the dominant coalition 
and organizational effectiveness in such a way that it strengthens 
this relationship.

Hypothesis 3b: The social dynamics of organizational change acts 
as a moderator of the relationship between the intensity of politi-
cal behavior and organizational effectiveness in such a way that it 
strengthens this relationship.

Hypothesis 3c: The adaptability of organizational change acts as 
a moderator of the relationship between the dominant coalition and 
organizational effectiveness in such a way that it strengthens this 
relationship. 

Hypothesis 3d: The adaptability of organizational change acts as 
a moderator of the relationship between the intensity of political behav-
ior and organizational effectiveness in such a way that it strengthens 
this relationship.
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METHODOLOGY AND THE FINDINGS OF EMPIRICAL 
RESEARCH

In order to test the research hypotheses and a model, quantitative 
research was conducted among companies from Poland. The Research 
and Expertise Center at the University of Economics in Katowice was 
responsible for technical data collection by means of a questionnaire.

Research conducted at the turn of 2011 and 2012 covered 158 small 
and medium-sized enterprises in Upper Silesia. A survey was used 
as a basic tool for obtaining empirical data. The target group for field 
research was top management. The selection of managers as respond-
ents was due to the fact that the variables used in research required 
information to be provided by people who had good knowledge of the 
overall functioning and development of the organization (a detailed 
method of sample selection see Bratnicki, Kulikowska and Dyduch 
(2004). Lower-level managers do not have such knowledge (Kreiser 
et al., 2011). Higher-level managers responded to questions listed 
in a questionnaire, and there were pollsters sent to each randomly 
selected company that agreed to participate in a research. In order 
to test a research model and the related hypotheses, a survey was 
used, in which information was collected through personal interviews 
(Babbie, 2011), using the relevant questionnaire. Thus, a specific 
survey method was used, which is one of the most commonly used 
research methods in social sciences (Leon-Guerrero & Frankfort- 
-Nachmias, 2015).

While this paper is a part of a larger study, I briefly describe only 
variables related to the research model created in this particular 
study. Thus, the questionnaire was composed of three main parts, 
related to organizational politics, organizational change management, 
organizational effectiveness measures. In the following part I concisely 
describe each measure. When designing empirical research, organiza-
tional effectiveness was measured through the subjective assessments 
of competitive advantage. The company’s competitive advantage was 
assessed using a scale whose psychometric properties had been tested 
in previous empirical research (DeVellis, 2003). The measurement 
of organizational effectiveness was based on the scale of ten issues, 
for example “The average growth of market share in the last three 
years.” Respondents were asked to rate organizational effectiveness 
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compared to competitors using the following scale: 1 – definitely worse, 
2 – worse, 3 – rather worse, 4 – almost the same, 5 – somewhat better, 
6 – better, 7 – definitely better (Zbierowski et al., 2014).

Two further constructs, organizational change management and 
organizational politics, were operationalized using a seven-point 
Likert scale, from 1 – I strongly disagree to 7 – definitely agree. 
A tool for measuring organizational change management was the 
operationalization of the behavioral dimension of entrepreneurship 
landscape, tested in organizations of various sizes operating in Poland 
(Bratnicki et al., 2004). The whole research tool covers six issues that 
make up two factors. The first factor, the social dynamics of organi-
zational change (Cronbach’s a = 932), covers four issues, for example 
“Organizational changes are partial modifications that gradually 
streamline current business.” The second factor is the adaptability of 
organizational change (Cronbach’s a = 771), covering two issues, for 
example “The organization adjusts its capabilities and opportunities 
in the environment to maintain the ability to transform strategies 
and to create new sources of competitive advantage.”

The eight-point scale developed by Kacmar and Ferris was used to 
measure organizational politics. Based on the empirical data obtained, 
factor analysis was conducted to identify two dimensions. The first 
one called the dominant coalition (Cronbach’s a = 715) is made up 
of two issues, for example “There is a group in my organization that 
always achieves its goals”, another six issues build up the intensity 
of political behavior (Cronbach’s a = 923), for example “In my organ-
ization, information is usually obtained, provided that you know the 
right person who has this information.”

Three controlled variables were also introduced in research. The 
first one is the period of existence of the enterprise, measured by the 
number of years since its foundation. The second control variable is 
the size of the organization measured by the number of employees and 
the value of total assets. The industry in which the company operates 
was also taken into consideration.

The findings of empirical research obtained prove the hypothetical 
assumption that organizational change management positively corre-
lates with organizational effectiveness. This statement refers to the 
hypothesis H1a about the relationship between the social dynamics 
of organizational change and organizational effectiveness (r = 0.277; 
p = 0.00). This is also the case with the hypothesis H1b, which describes 
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the relationship between adaptability of organizational change and 
organizational effectiveness (r = 0.331; p = 0.00).

The findings of empirical research obtained prove that there is the 
relationship between organizational politics and organizational change 
management. However, contrary to expectations, this relationship 
is negative in terms of the dominant coalition, both as regards the 
social dynamics of organizational change (r = −0.533, p = 0.00) and 
the adaptability of organizational change (r = −0, 392, p = 0.00). This 
means the falsifications of hypotheses H2a and H2b. However, the 
assumptions about the relationship between the intensity of political 
behaviour and the social dynamics of organizational change (r = 0.491, 
p = 0.00) and the intensity of political behavior and adaptability of 
organizational change (r = 0.339, p = 0.00) were proven. Thus, the 
hypotheses H2c and H2d were verified.

The results of organizational change management as a moderator 
of the relationship between organizational politics and organiza-
tional effectiveness do not prove hypothesis 3 (see Table 1.). The 
condition of moderation is fulfilled solely for the social dynamics 
of organizational change with respect to the dominant coalition, 
as illustrated by model 3a in Table 1. Hypothesis 3a was proven, 
although the fundamental dependence, contrary to expectations, 
is inversely proportional. In other words, the social dynamics of 
organizational change reinforces the negative relationship between 
the dominant coalition and organizational effectiveness. It should 
be noted that the size of the enterprise has the positive impact in 
this regard (r = 0.262, p = 0.002). The other sub-hypotheses (H3b, 
H3c, and H3d) about the moderating role of organizational change 
management were falsified.

CONCLUSION

Willingly or unwillingly, members of organizations engage in political 
debates. These debates are either fruitful for the wellbeing of the 
organization, or destructive in this regard (Miller et al., 2008). The 
debate in the field of organizational politics, albeit gaining attention, 
still focus on the negative aspects of this phenomenon (Sonaike, 2013). 
My study sheds light on positive sides of politics, also for organizational 
effectiveness.
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This however brings us to conclusion that organizational politics 
shall not be studied in isolation. As for any good theory, explicating 
relationships and illustrating them with data brings little knowledge 
to the field. What really ads value are mechanisms allowing for certain 
relationships to exist. Thus, at the conceptual level I decided to enrich 
my initial research model with such a mechanism – it is organiza-
tional change management. Organizational change management 
has a significant impact on organizational effectiveness achieved by 
the company. The relationship between organizational politics and 
organizational change management observed as a result of empirical 
research requires the introduction of political aspects into the theory 
of organizational change. In other words, organizational politics should 
be an inalienable element of any change management concept.

This finding also opens a space for a broader discussion. Especially, 
about other contingent variables and organizational phenomena that 
would influence the relationship between organizational politics 
and organizational performance. So far, researchers have stressed 
the importance of organizational context (Burgelman, 2002). Thus, 
for future research I propose that it would be beneficial for deeper 
understanding of organizational politics dynamics to introduce two 
other mechanism, namely strategic political management (see: Oliver 
& Holzinger, 2008), and strategic design, perceived as organizational 
culture and organizational structure (Bilton & Cummings, 2010; 
Damanpour & Aravind, 2012) in the following research.

DISCUSSION

From a practical point of view, one should pay attention to the negative 
influence of concentrating the power in the hands of the dominant 
coalition on the success of organizational changes. While managing 
such changes, it is a good idea to consider the reasons for improvement. 
Organizational politics should be favorable to making sense of this 
activity and maintaining its activity even in disruptive and discouraging 
situations. The passivity of the workers, or taking the easy way out, 
are undoubtedly barriers to facing the organizational reality that is 
truly realized by the responses that this reality gives to our action.

The results of the research conducted allow us to formulate some 
guidelines for managerial practice. Managers seeking to increase firm 
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competitiveness through entrepreneurship should create conditions 
conducive to political behavior such as: (a) using key managers to 
support initiatives, mobilize support or opposition to organizational 
strategies, policies and practices; (b) seeking to achieve autonomy of 
action enabling experimentation and the stimulation of the bottom-up 
change; (c) referring to superior objectives, common values and ideals 
to inspire specific behavior of others; (d) questioning the perception of 
organizational reality so as to go beyond the existing state of affairs; 
(e) striving to determine what sense to give to new events.

Generally speaking, when designing a change-focused company, 
you need to bear in mind that you need to prepare your employees for 
tasks that have to deal with ambiguous situations and for which no 
procedures have been established yet. The way in which a company 
is organized has to emphasize the large role of self-control supported 
by employees’ independence, so that sensitivity to the realities of the 
business is ensured as well as sufficient freedom to take advantage of 
surprises, discontinuities, and discrepancies within the overall priorities.

Considering the broader context of relationships between organ-
izational politics and organizational effectiveness we also perceive 
a chance of improving our understanding of dynamics of these rela-
tionships taking under consideration environment characteristics, 
namely dynamism, hostility and complexity (Sharfman & Dean Jr, 
1991). I strongly believe that enriching the research model would help 
to explain more variance in the organizational effectiveness. There 
is also a methodological implication flowing from the research. In 
particular, organizational politics are hard to observe and quantify. 
I strongly believe that carefully crafted qualitative research would 
greatly increase our understanding of currently hidden mechanisms 
allowing organizational politics to influence organizational performance. 
In particular, in-depth case study would allow to understand reasons 
and conditions under which relationships exist.

The scientific achievements presented also have certain weaknesses, 
which at the same time set the direction of fruitful future research. 
First of all, there is undoubtedly the need to expand the research 
sample to large companies. It would also be worth taking steps 
towards a more positive understanding of organizational politics, 
which entails the need to create a new scale for this theoretical con-
struct. A condition for drawing justified conclusions is, in addition to 
affirming the co-occurrence of the cause and effect, making sure that 
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the cause precedes the effect. My empirical research fulfills the first 
condition. However, to exclude the inverse relationship, longitudinal 
studies are necessary. Finally, it would be valuable to abandon the 
one-dimensional understanding of organizational effectiveness, so 
as to take into account, in addition, objective financial effectiveness, 
social effectiveness, or appropriation of value.

To my knowledge the paper addresses issues rarely undertaken 
in the literature. Neither organizational politics nor organizational 
change management has attracted significant research attention in the 
past. Thus, I empirically test and validate created scales allowing for 
measurement of these two phenomena. The mushrooming literature 
on high performance organization argues that a viable organization 
is key to organizational health (De Smet et al., 2007). In particular, 
I think that organizational members and the organization as a whole 
seek to reconcile different interests, view- points, and controversies by 
organizational politics and involves the application of human energy to 
the development of something new – and that creates some kind of value. 
In other words, organizational politics is the proactive component of 
organization’s survival and growth. It challenges the conventional wisdom 
that politics has a destructive power for organizational effectiveness.
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POLITYKOWANIE ORGANIZACYJNE I ZMIANA: MODEL 
KONCEPCYJNY I JEGO EMPIRYCZNE SPRAWDZENIE

Przedsiębiorstwa coraz częściej biorą pod uwagę politykowanie organizacyjne jako 
kluczowy wymiar zarządzania zmianami organizacyjnymi. Dążąc do lepszego zrozu-
mienia tych procesów, zbudowałam i sprawdziłam empirycznie konceptualny model, 
wykorzystując w tym celu dane empiryczne pozyskane ze 158 małych i średnich 
polskich przedsiębiorstw. Wyniki tych badań wyjaśniają wzajemne powiązania 
między politykowaniem organizacyjnym, zarządzaniem zmianami organizacyjnymi 
i efektywnością organizacyjną. W rezultacie poszerzono i uszczegółowiono zrozumienie 
roli politykowania organizacyjnego jako nośnika powodzenia zmiany organizacyjnej.

Słowa kluczowe: politykowanie organizacyjne, zarządzanie zmianami organizacyj-
nymi, efektywność organizacyjna.


