













































































Whyte, 1991, Yeich & Levin, 1992, as cited in Zimmerman, 1995). PAR incorporated all
the other previously mentioned criteria in its concept, with the addition of some new
dimensions. It emphasized the need for community members to develop the knowledge
and the skills needed to have a basic understanding of the sociopolitical system it wanted
to affect. It further encouraged community members to work together towards a common
goal and to-create a mutual support system for each other (Zimmerman, 1995). It is
noteworthy to mention that empowering processes can occur at any level of analysis: the
individual, the community, and the organization. Further, that sometimes the process may
result in both an empowering process and an empowering outcome. For example, it was
discovered that an empowering intervention that was designed to assist Mexican
homosexual men to develop, implement and evaluate an AIDS prevention programme,
also resulted in safer sexual practices amongst the participants of the program

A (Zimmerman, Ramirez, Suarez, de la Rosa, and Castro, 1994; as cited in Zimmerman,

1995).

The measurement of an empowered outcome will depend on the situation and the
challenge being addressed. Thus, each casé merits its own definition of an empowered
outcome. However, Zimmerman (1995) has found’%hat across levels of analysis some
themes were central. They were: mastery and control over important arenas in one’s life;
participation in community activities or groups to work towards a desired outcome;
knowledge of the sociopolitical context, which refers to knowing how systems operate in
a given context; and resource mobilization, which refers to being able to use various
resources, such as skills and knowledge in different contexts. Empowering outcomes will
be examined in more detail at a later stage, to see what shape it takes at each level of
analysis: namely, the individual, the community, and the organization. For now it should
be noted that empowerment outcomes are not absolute, but relative. Thus, empowerment

is a concept that is measured in degrees.

2.3.6 THE THREE LEVELS OF EMPOWERMENT
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There are three levels of empowerment: the individual, the community, and the
organization. The individual level of empowerment has been a point of much research,
and, as Zimmerman (1990) argﬁes, it is the individual, after all, who is the common
denominator of all other levels of empowerment. A word of caution is given, not to
confuse individual empowerment with other closely related themes, such as locus of
control, self-efficacy, and motivation to exert control (Zimmerman, 1990). Whereas these
constructs are independent of context, time and culture, individual empowerment is
deeply rooted in context: it is a person-environment fit. Zimmerman (1990) calls this
Psychological Empowerment (PE). The name, Psychological Empowerment can be
deceiving, as it suggests that it is only about psychological issues, or what goes on in a
person’s mind. However, this is not the case. PE is about the interaction between a

person’s psychological make-up and the environment resulting in a certain outcome.

The other two levels of empowerment, namely community and organizational, are not
simply “a collection of empowered individuals” (Perkins & Zimmerman, 1995, p.571).
Community and organizational empowerment are better understood as structural
constructs in helping people to help themselves. They incorporate elements of giving
members a voice and encouraging participatory decision-making; being flexible and open
to change; sharing resources equally between members; and removing any institutional
practices that result in dysfunctional outcomes (Swift & Levin, 1987). Thus,
empowerment at the structural level refers to policies and culture within an institution.

Each of these levels of analysis will now be examined in more detail.

As previously mentioned, although the concept used for this study is structural
empowerment, it is important to have a clear understanding of the concept of
empowerment in its totality, which includes empowerment at the individual level of

analysis.

2.4 EMPOWERMENT AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL
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Empowerment at the individual level of analysis has been spearheaded by Marc
Zimmerman, who calls the concept Psychological Empowerment (PE). PE has three
various components: intrapersonal, interactional, and behavioural (Zimmerman, 1992).
PE is an open-ended construct, which means that it is context, people, and time specific.
The three components of PE are abstract concepts, but they are also observable
phenomena, which interact with each other to produce a certain result (Zimmerman,
1995). This network of interaction is called a nomological network, and it can be

empirically tested as it has concrete operational definitions.

2.4.1 THE INTRAPERSONAL COMPONENT

This component is purely intrapsychic. It refers to peoples’ own perceptions of their
abilities and power to influence certain outcomes that are important to them
(Zimmerman, 1992). The elements of this component are: domain specific perceived
control (Paulhus, 1983), domain specific self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), motivation to

exert control, and perceived competence (Zimmerman, 1992). .

Domain specific perceived control refers to the concept of locus of control (Paulhus,
1983). Levenson (1973, as cited in Paulhus, 1983) points out that people assign control to
three things: chance, others, and the self. If people believe that various events are
dependent on their own behaviour or personal characteristics, then they have internal
locus of control. On the other hand, if they assign events or outcomes to forces in the
environment not within their control, then they have an external locus of control (Rotter,
1966). Paulhus explains that people have three spheres of personal efficacy: the self, the
interpersonal sphere, and the sociopolitical sphere (1983). The sphere of the self refers to
having “personal efficacy” in a nonsocial environment, which in essence is of personal
achievement, such as solving a puzzle. The “interpersonal control” refers to people
interacting with others in various situations. Control in this sphere could mean
developing good relationships or having harmony in one’s family life (Paulhus, 1983).
The “sociopolitical control” refers to people feeling in contrél with relation to social and

political systems, and using such methods as boycotts or demonstrations to achieve a
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desired outcome. People could well feel different levels of control in each sphere, but
ultimately the three spheres of control correlate moderately with each other, and it is the
combined overall score of the three spheres that determines the level of external or
internal locus of control in people (Paulhus, 1983). White (1959) and DeCharms (as cited
in Zimmerman & Rappaport, 1988) thought that people inherently have a desire to
control their environment, and saw this as a motivational component of perceived control.
Rotter (1966, as cited in Zimmerman & Rappaport, 1988) operationalized locus of
control as a personality aspect, whereas Bandura (1977) perceived it as a cognitive

construct, as reflected in his work in self-efficacy theory.

Domain-specific self-efficacy refers to how people perceive their ability and
effectiveness to influence a desired outcome in a specific situation (Bandura, 1977). As
Bandura points out, “expectations of personal mastery affect both initiation and
persistence of coping behavior” (1977, p. 193). If people feel that they do not have the
capability to deal successfully with a certain situation, it is very likely that they will avoid
that setting altogether, or will not exert effort to bring about the desired effect. Thus,
people’s own perceptions of their capability has a strong influence on motivation to exert
control. Moreover, people’s expectations of success largely determines the length of time
they would persevere in the face of challenging situations (Bandura, 1977). This concept
has great ramifications for the South African context: if the system of apartheid was able
to influence black people to doubt their capabilities, and this attitude was passed on to the
new generation, it is likely, even in the face of numerous opportunities, that the
motivation to exert control for a desired outcome will not be present from this population
group, especially in the face of challenging circumstances. It would be important to
understand the implications as it relates to black students in tertiary educational

institutions.

24.2 THE INTERACTIONAL COMPONENT

The interactional component of PE refers to the interaction people have with other people

and their environment. It requires that people have a good understanding of various
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contexts in their community, especially with regard to sociopolitical issues (Zimmerman,
1995). Once individuals learn about the values and norms in specific given contexts, then
they will be able to see clear choices before them, and thus, make informed decisions to
affect a desired outcome (Zimmerman, 1995). The elements of the interactional
component are: having a critical awareness of one’s environment, which refers to
knowing which resources are needed to achieve a certain goal, and how to acquire and
manage those resources (Zimmerman, 1995). Another element is having an
understanding of causal agents, which refers to knowing which people, objects, or events
have a bearing on one’s own influence to have control in sociopolitical spheres (Sue and
Zane, 1980, as cited in Zimmerman, 1995). The interactional component of PE also
consists of skill development, and being able to transfer those skills across life domains.
Specifically, the skills of leadership and decision-making are critical for a positive
outcome, as they will ultimately assist people to become independent and to be in control

of their own lives (Zimmerman, 1995),

These skills can be learned in various settings that are open to change and participatory
decision-making. They can be learnt through direct experience, or observation, or
modelling behaviour (Bandura, 1982, as cited in Zimmerman, 1990 b). Skills can be
learnt from professional therapists (Zimmerman, 1990 b) or alternatively from settings
such.as mutual help groups (Rappaport, 1987, as cited in Zimmerman, 1990 b). There has
been some research regarding skill building and coping behavior, which has shown that it
is more likely that people with such skills would participate in community organizations
and activities, than people without such skills (Rappaport, 1981; 1985, as cited in
Zimmerman, 1990 b). Moreover, research on individual effects of participation and
involvement in community organizations has suggested that such participation enhances
individuals’ perceived control and réduces the feeling of alienation (Levens, 1968;
Zurcher, 1970; Langer &Rodin, 1976; Rosi, 1982; Kieffer, 1984, as cited in Zimmerman,
1990 b). As Zimmerman (1992) suggests, more research must be done on the
interactional component of PE, because it may be the link that bridges the gap between

the intrapersonal component and the behavioral component. In other words, skill
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development and understanding one’s context may be the bridge between the cognitive or

what goes on in peoples’ heads, and initiating constructive behaviour.
2.4.3 THE BEHAVIOURAL COMPONENT

The behavioural component of PE refers to actual actions that people take to ensure a
certain outcome (Zimmerman, 1992). Obviously, the behaviour will be different for each
context and desired goal. For adolescents it could be joining a sport team in their school;
for patients released from a psychiatric institution, it could be following up with mutual
help groups or securing employment (Zimmerman, 1995). The elements of the behavioral
component are: community involvement, organizational participation, and coping
behaviours (Zimmerman, 1995). As noted previously, empowerment is not only an
outcome, but also a process. Thus, involvement in community activities that are
participatory are part of the empowering process. Unfortunately, the situation is not
always so simple: people with skills and knowledge do not always get matched to work
in empowering institutions. In fact, it would be likely that individuals who were
empowered at the intrapersonal and interactional levels, and who worked in hierarchical
organizations, where little room existed for participatory decision-making, would feel
high levels of frustration. Thus, when professionals want to assist a certain person or
group to become empowered through an intervention, they must first ask themselves if

empowered individuals will be happy to function in the given settings.

One other aspect of behavioural empowerment is that participation in community
activities can give people a sense of belonging or a sense of community. Maton and
Rappaport have found that having a sense of community is associated with individual
empowerment (1984, as cited in Zimmerman, 1990 a).

244 PSYCHOLOGICAL EMPOWERMENT AND RELATED CONCEPTS

Other concepts that are closely related to PE are self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), self-

esteem, competence, mental health, power (Zimmerman, 1995), and learned hopefulness
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(Zimmerman, 1990 b). Learned helplessness is the reciprocal construct of PE (Campbell
and Martinko, 1998). Zimmerman cautions that although these constructs at times seem

very similar to PE, they should not be confused with PE (Zimmerman, 1995).

Self-efficacy is only one part of the intrapersonal component of PE. Zimmerman and
Rappaport (1988) found that the combined variance of eleven different measures of
perceived control formed a single dimension that distinguished people with different
levels of involvement in community activities. The eleven measures included general
seif—efficacy, political efficacy, locus of control, and motivation to control. Thus, the
study concluded that self-efficacy was only one of the elements of the intrapersonal

component of PE.

Coopersmith refers to self-esteem as people’s “personal judgment of their own worth
(1967, as cited in Zimmerman, 1995, p.591). Self-esteem is generally thought of as a
personality trait, although some researchers have suggested it to be a domain-specific
trait (Harter, 1990, as cited in Zimmerman, 1995). Zimmerman points out that it is
possible for people with low self-esteem to be involved in community organizations and
activities, because they may have an illusion of incompetence, whereas in reality they
may be quite capable (1995). Whatever are the dynamics of self-esteem, Zimmerman
argues that unlike PE, this concept does not “include perceptions about one’s perceived
control, participatory behavior, critical awareness, or specific skills necessary to exert
control in a particular setting (1995, p. 591). Thus, self-esteem is not synonymous with

PE.

The construct of competence is another concept that must be distinguished from PE.
Zimmerman points out that although perceived competence is an element of the
intrapersonal component of PE, it does not usually address sociopolitical factors, such as
political awareness, causal agents or social change. Nor does it include organized action
to strive with others towards a desired goal (1995). Whereas in most cases competence is
associated with coping with environmental events, PE is connected to more proactive

behavior (Zimmerman, 1993).
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Mental health is defined either as “the absence of mental illness” or “the presence of
healthy behavior and cognition” (Zimmerman, 1995, p. 591). PE is associated with the
latter definition. Most people would probably think that PE is interchangeable with the
concept of mental health. But in reality, it is possible to have individuals with mental
illness striving for PE. They may do this by trying to gain a deeper understanding of their
illness, developing coping skills, understanding how the medical system operates to their
best advantage, and thus, gaining some degree of control over their lives (Zimmerman,
1995). Several studies have supported the fact that psychiatric patients feel an increased
level of empowerment by helping other patients (Rappaport, Reischl and Zimmerman,
1991, as cited in Zimmerman, 1995). Thus, PE is not, and cannot be defined as “mental
health”.

The relationship between power and empowerment is an interesting one. Zimmerman
(1995) suggests that individuals do not necessarily need to have power or authority to be
able to realize their objectives, and thus, feel psychologically empowered. He further
argues that power is suggestive of authority, whereas PE is associated with feelings of
control, having a critical awareness of one’s environment and being actively involved in
it. He further argues that real power or control may not be the desired goal for some
populations, rather, that they would benefit more from learning various skills or gaining
knowledge or taking part in decision making. Zimmerman (1995) cites several examples
of people with low social status affecting social policy, and thus, feeling empowered
(Checkoway & Doyle, 1980; Fish, 1973; O’Sullivan, Waugh, &Espeland, 1984; Piven &
Claoward, 1977). But in most of these cases, even though people did not ascend the
social or political ladder to make a contribution, the institutions that they approached
were open to change. In essence, the institutions were willing to “share” power by
inviting comments from the public, or including others in the decision making process.
Thus, it is not accurate to say that empowerment does not neg;essari}y need the sharing of
power. There is no doubt that those same individuals would have felt very frustrated had

their ideas or comments not been noted.
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One other concept that is closely linked to PE is the concept of “Learned Hopefulness”
(Zimmerman, 1990 b). Learned Hopefulness is defined as “the process of learning and
utilizing problem-solving skills and the achievement of perceived or actual control” (p.
72). 1t is suggested that learned hopeful ne\ss is a process whereby people learn skills and
coping mechanisms, which in turn would develop a sense of PE. Perceived control is the
main variable associated with this theory (Zimmerman, 1990 b). When people can expect
meaningful future events to be controllable, characteristics of learned hopefulness appear.
These include an increased sense of PE, proactive behavior, and reduced alienation
(Zimmerman, 1990 b). On the other hand, if individuals feel that they are unable to
control meaningful future events, characteristics of learned helplessness become evident.

They are withdrawal, alienation, and depression (Zimmerman, 1990 b).

It has been suggested by Campbell and Martinko (1998) that learned helplessness is a
reciprocal construct of PE. Thus they exist on different ends of the same continuum.
Learned helplessness is defined as * a debilitating cognitive state in which individuals
often possess the requisite skills and abilities to perform their jobs, but exhibit sub
optimal performance because they attribute prior failures to causes which they cannot
change, even though success is possible in the current environment (Martinko and
Gardner, 1982, as cited in Campbell and Martinko, 1988). However, not all people
respond to uncontrollable events the same way. It was found that individuals’ cognitive
styles were the main factor in determining how people interpreted events. In the face of
uncontrollable events, action-o;‘iented individuals increased their efforts to control, while
more dependent individuals decreased their efforts (Brunstein and Olbrich, 1985, as cited
in Zimmerman, 1990 b). Again, learned helplessness is a concept that is closely
associated with perceived control. It is interesting to note that Zimmerman and Rappaport
(1988) found that different types of perceived control existed in citizens who were
actively involved in voluntary organizations and community activities. However, all the
measures pointed to one characteristic of perceived control, which was effective

leadership. They also found that it correlated negatively with the concept of alienation.
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There is no doubt that all the above mentioned concepts are closely related to PE, but
exactly how they coexist with each other, and what effects they have will become more

- apparent as research in the arena of PE becomes more advanced.

2.5 EMPOWERMENT AT THE COMMUNITY AND
ORGANIZATIONAL LEVELS

Over the years research in the social sciences has increased its focus on how people come
together to address common issues of concern and to improve the quality of life in the
community. A community can take many shapes: it can be represented as a physical
place, as relationships between people, or as collective political power (Gusfield, 1975;
Heller, 1989; Suttles, 1972, as cited in Chavis & Wandersman, 1990). The process by
which communities make changes in their environments also takes on various forms:
community development, or community building, or community organization (Chavis &
Wandersman, 1990). There are a variety of issues from all spectrums of life that are
addressed through community organizations. For example, they are addressed in
churches, self-help groups, neighboufhood organizations, unions, professional
associations, and political parties, just to mention a few. Each group, of course has its
own mission and goals, but many of them operate in similar ways or face similar

challenges.

It is important to note that communities or groups or organizations are made up of people
and relationships, and do not function in a vacuum. Therefore, empowerment at the
community or organizational levels depends greatly on whether individual members are
empowered or not. It was found that a stron g link exists between individual
empowerment and empowerment at the collective level, such as an organization or a
community or a group (McMillan, Florin, Stevenson, Kerman & Mitchell, 1995). On the
one hand, when examining the dynamics of community and organizational
empowerment, the “individual’s” interaction with the environment should never be
minimized; and on the other hand, it should be remembered that organizational and

community empowerment “are not simply a collection of empowered individuals”
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(Perkins & Zimmerman, 1995, p.571). It is the “interaction” between the individual and

the system that leads to empowerment or lack of it.

Community empowerment is defined broadly as “the process of gaining influence over
conditions that matter to people who share neighbourhoods, workplaces, experiences, or
concerns” (Fawcett, Paine-Andrews, Francisco, Schultz, Richter, Lewis, Williams,
Harris, Berkley, Fisher & Lopez, 1995, p.679). It is important to note here that people
may come together to address certain concerns, but that does not necessarily lead to the
formation of an organization. An organization is formed if the community or group
ensure that the cause lives on, that it gains momentum and becomes more powerful over
time, that others join in and funding becomes available, and that initiative is taken,
usuél}y by leaders, to set up a system to manage the affairs of the cause (Gutierrez &
Linnea, 1995). Speer and Hughey (1995) have a different opinion about community
empowerment. They argue that social empowerment can only be achieved through
organizations, which in turn, are built upon the strength of the relationships between jts
members. Relationships develop as individuals interact with each other in a “cycle” of

assessment, research, action, and reflection.

In whatever way organizations are created it is possible to distinguish between
“empowering” and “empowered” organizations (McMillan et al., 1995). Empowering
organizations have certain characteristics or elements in the way they operate that they
manage to empower their members. These characteristics will shortly be examined in
depth, but consist of such things as coalition climate, decision-making processes, and
communication patterns (McMillan et al., 1995). Empowered organizations, on the other
hand, refer to organizations that are viable, that manage to influence and make changes in
areas of concern, and that are able to mobilize and access resources for such purposes
(McMillan et al., 1995). Some researchers have argued that it is possible to have
empowered organizations without them necessarily being empowering to their members
(Zimmerman, 1995, as cited in McMillan et al., 1995), but McMillan and his colleagues
found empirical support for the contrary. They found that “the extent to which a task

force was empowering of its members was related to the task force later being
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organizationally empowered” , specifically if the “organizational climate was more
focused, inclusive, and satisfactory” (p. 720). In essence, by nurturing members, those
same members created organizational capacity. Along the same line, several other studies
have found that participatory decision-making and task focus were elements that
promoted involvement and time and service given to voluntary organizations (Milburn &

Barbarin, 1987; Prestby & Wandersman, 1985, as cited in McMillan et al., 1995).

The fundamental question is to distinguish between an organization that in objective
reality practices principles of empowerment, and the “perceptions” that members have of
the organization, which will be based upon their own “‘subjective” interpretation of the
organization (Spreitzer, 1995). Bandura suggests that people are affected by their own
perceptions of an environment (1989); and Thomas and Velthouse (1990) reiterate this
point by arguing that individuals make interpretations of observable organizational
conditions, which may not be in accordance with objective reality (as cited in Spreitzer,
1995). For example, Lawrence and Lorsch found that individuals within the same
environment viewed their work environment differently (1967, as cited in Spreitzer,
1995). Thus, it becomes imperative to try to gain an understanding of how individuals
within a community or organizational seiting perceive, interpret, and internalize their

objective reality. -

2.5.1 COMPONENTS OF COMMUNITY AND ORGANIZATIONAL
EMPOWERMENT

Probably the major component of organizational and community empowerment is that of
participation. This component has been the focus of much research over the past decade
(Prestby, Wandersman, Florin, Rich, Chavis, 1990; Zimmerman & Rappaport, 1988;
McMillan et al., 1995). The general finding is that individuals who participate in
community or organizational activities, have a higher level of empowerment.
Zimmerman and Rappaport (1988) discovered that across a variety of organizations,
members with a greater degree of participation had higher scores of personal and political

efficacy. It must be noted that the findings have all been correlational in nature and not
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