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[bookmark: _Toc108517105]Introduction
Organisations in the business world have to maintain a lot of bells and whistles to ensure proper operations and growth in the competitive workspace (Barber & Joyce, 2014). There are many factors that the organisation must maintain while operating in the competitive workspace. Every factor must align with the other properly so that the organisation can function as a single entity. In this case, we observe that the Post Office workers attributed a single-day strike throughout the UK which caused 114 branches of Post Offices to freeze for a day. It is stated that it occurred due to the dispute that occurred between overpaying by the organisation and its employees. Payment is one of the greatest factors that keep the whole organisation running irrespective of the market and industry that the organisation is competing (Barber & Joyce, 2014). The employees always expect a certain payment amount when it comes to working in the organisation and if their expectations and payment do not match then it becomes a huge problem (Cooter, 2015). Post Office is a very important attribute to supply and distribute the daily necessities of the public, one day revolt means millions of people did not get their products. This report will thoroughly analyse the attributes revolving around organisation politics and power, stakeholders, and resolution in the business organisation.


[bookmark: _Toc108517106]Organisation power and politics
One can impact the actions of another participant in a business by using existing organisational power (Robbins et al., 2020.How strong you are is demonstrated by your capacity to persuade someone to take an activity that they might otherwise choose to avoid. This idea of organisational dominance denotes reliance on the second party in terms of commercial behaviour. This implies that the more dependent they are on an individual, the more control someone will have over what they do (Robbins et al., 2020). Here, dependence serves no positive or harmful purpose. It's only an evaluation of the form of the connection with the other party.
 The term "organisational politics" refers to a broad range of behaviours associated with the use of influence techniques to further individual or group goals. Studies show that those with political savvy perform better than their politically illiterate competitors in terms of gaining more personal influence and managing pressure and job expectations. (Robbins et al., 2020). They also have a stronger impact on organisational outcomes. Politics may, however, also be implied unless it's too late and still be evident. For instance, a supervisor may require applying a lot of stress to staff to ensure something is accomplished by exploiting their influence over subordinates. 
There are usually six sources of power. The first one is the reward power. It includes providing people with important organisational resources. (Pfeffer, 2012). Both internal and external components, such as rewards, compensation, desired job duties, promotions, etc., are included in these resources. Coercive power entails harming a person when they refuse to submit. This may entail taking away someone's valuable inherent and visible resources and inflicting unfavourable penalties on them, such detention or termination. One illustration of legitimate power is the delegated authority that comes with holding a managerial position inside an organisation. (Pfeffer, 2012). This comprises the authority to supervise others' activities and to assign awards and punishments following the firm's policies. Expertise refers to the unique abilities and in-depth understanding of the company, role, sector, and procedures that individuals possess (Pfeffer, 2012). Expertise is the product of knowledge in a certain area. Companies value these people for their ability to solve difficulties (Pfeffer, 2012). People may rely on them to render judgments, provide guidance on matters, and are highly respected by their coworkers. Referent Power is when others want to be associated with someone because they value certain characteristics that person possesses (Pfeffer, 2012). The human connections a person develops with people in the company serve as a source of referent authority. When others regard and like them, individuals possess referent authority. Informational power is the ability to convey knowledge that is so potent that it causes individuals to act differently regardless of who they are. 
Six specific types comprise organisational politics. They are self-promotion, factionalism, office politics, bossism, territorialism, and gatekeeping. When someone attempts to continue pursuing their profession, irrespective of who they put in harm's way, they are engaging in self-promotion (Badham, 2015). This individual frequently kills other people's ideas so they may claim ownership of them. They are prepared to degrade others to advance themselves. Workplace politics refers to when one individual or party tries to persuade, affect, manipulate, threaten, etc. another group (Badham, 2015). They are prepared to employ whatever methods are required to further their interests. This may be advantageous if it serves to increase support for the institution's mission, concept, or direction, but it can also be harmful if it leads to internal conflict since everyone was attempting to gain an advantage at the cost of others. While individuals within an institution are divided based on two distinctive traits shared duties and similar preferences it's as factionalism (Badham, 2015). Every minor party will create alliances when there is concern inside a company that they see as advantageous to them or their objectives. Because the parties will employ all means required to succeed, this might have a serious negative impact on the business. Frequently, this has adverse effects. However, it could also be advantageous. Breaking out into separate teams can assist foster flexibility and creativity in huge, hierarchical companies (Badham, 2015). Gatekeeping is the deliberate exclusion of other concepts, thoughts, or individuals from a scenario, whether it be professional or private, by a powerful individual or party (Badham, 2015). They use this action to maintain their status of authority and deter others from undermining them in any manner. Territorialism is the act of refusing to let someone else take on a position to which one person has grown intensely devoted (Badham, 2015). This can take many different shapes, such as an instructor who demands delivering the identical curriculum year after year or management who won't surrender management of a task. Bossism prefers individuals who submit to themselves immediately over individuals who operate beneath him. Employee alienation and power battles inside a company are two consequences of this conduct.
In the following case, we observe that the organisation that the employees of the Post office have a revolt for a single day which caused 114 branches to shut down and over 11500 sub-post offices to freeze in the operation. This has occurred in the UK which is a big problem because Post Office is such an attribute that ensures the daily supply of commodities. Here, employees have the power they can dominate the whole industry if they are united and stand against a great cause. With great power, their politics is also powerful which ensured them to stop every operation for a day without any major difficulties. Combining both power and politics they have pulled off a successful strike. From the moral standpoint, if we look at it from the consumer side, there might have been valuable documents that required to be delivered for personal and professional purposes (Badham, 2015). But if we observe from the employee perspective also, if they were getting underpaid for the work that they’ve been doing then the revolt is also logical. So, at first glance, it may seem unethical by the workers but if the organisation was not paying them properly, then it was even more unethical than their revolt.
[bookmark: _Toc108517107]Stakeholder analysis model
Stakeholders refer to all inner individuals and groups that a program will include or have an impact on within a company. Stakeholder assessment is the process of identifying these people at the outset of the endeavour, classifying them according to their levels of involvement, zeal, and influence, and determining the best strategies to consistently include and interact with these stakeholder parties. (Javeed, 2012). 
Salience model: In the salience model of stakeholder analysis, there are seven distinct types of stakeholders that an organisation must handle. Powerful but inactive stakeholders lack of determination or validity. Although they must be disclosed to some parties, such as the task administrator, there is no need for substantial communication or involvement (Anselme, 2015). Discretionary stakeholders are legitimate, but they lack power and urgency. Although they might not need much more than ordinary project reports, their information demands may take the form of requests. Demanding stakeholders are individuals who continuously portray themselves as requiring complete attention. (Anselme, 2015). Spending excessive time and energy on these stakeholders will not provide many project benefits. Although there are other, more crucial parties to collaborate with, one must let them know. In this instance, legitimacy and power are combined. Major stakeholders are legitimate and powerful. Their requirements for participation and communication must always be considered. Risky stakeholders combine a frightening amount of haste with authority. Even if they are not actively participating in the program, their influence and immediacy render them vital for its completion. As a project administrator, one must thus address their demands and retain them interested and pleased. Although dependent stakeholders are credible and understand the urgency, they lack the corresponding strength. Hold them updated because they might be able to assist everyone when they require to take advantage of their skills to handle administrative or project complexity. The critical intersection of authority, strength, and immediacy in this approach. As an operation leader, one must give definitive stakeholders your full attention since they represent the most important group of stakeholders and must invariably be retained engaged, satisfied, and committed.
The Salience model of stakeholder analysis makes sure that proper steps are taken to identify the power, legitimacy, and urgency of the stakeholders. The power attribute shows how many roots he has in the current organisational tasks that are occurring in the organisation (Crosby, 2016). If the stakeholder can impose his/her will on the functions of the organisation, that proves how much power he/she has in her possession. The power meter of the stakeholders is not achieved in a day or two, it requires a lot of time and effort by the stakeholders in the organisation (Anselme, 2015). For instance, there will be a number of stakeholders, but a small number of them will always have greater influence or voice than other stakeholders within the organisation. The power differential between the organization's stakeholders makes this possible. Before the organisation makes any decisions, it must take into account the stakeholder with a significant amount of influence within it(Anselme, 2015). The second attribute is the urgency that the stakeholder provides while giving decisions. There will be many instances where the stakeholders must provide information or decision in an instant. There will be moments where immediate action must be taken by the organisation. The stakeholders with the capability of giving proper decisions in an instant will be preferred over the ones who cannot provide quick decisions (Crosby, 2016). The legitimacy quality ensures that stakeholders abide by the rules and do not care about emergence and power. Based on these 3 qualities of an organisation, the salience model of stakeholder analysis is held.
Power interest matrix model: Sort the collection of stakeholders into groups based on their influence and commitment to the initiative. Some of them could have the ability to either promote or hinder the initiative. While some people could be highly engaged in what the organisation does, others might not be. Team workers may frequently find this to be an unpleasant procedure, based on the mindset of the firm (Rosqvist, 2013). Team participants must have a high degree of confidence in one another. An outside moderator or advisor may undoubtedly contribute a lot of worth in this field (Rosqvist, 2013). They may maintain the analyses' objectivity and are insulated from the organisation’s affairs. 
High power – High interest: Due to their high authority and keen interest, several stakeholders are anticipated to be key contributors and have the most influence on the initiative's outcome. (Rosqvist, 2013). To handle their demands, one must stay in regular contact with these individuals.
High power - Low interest: These stakeholders require to be informed of project developments (Rosqvist, 2013). They give up authority even if they cannot care about the result. Approaching these shareholders with caution is necessary since, if they're not satisfied, they might misuse their power..
Low power - High interest: keep them informed and in the loop by talking to them to ensure that no major issues arise. (Rosqvist, 2013). These individuals are frequently beneficial for the project's specifics.
Low power - low interest: While keeping an eye on , try to limit your interaction with them.
Now moving onto the power interest matrix model, here two attributes are constituted in this model. The two attributes are the power of influence and level of interest. Based on these two attributes there are four categories that an organisation, which are high power-high interest, high power-low interest, low-power-high interest and lastly low power-high interest (Rosqvist, 2013). The stakeholders can be classified properly in the following attributes with the power interest matrix model. For the first group, the main attribute is to keep them satisfied as they wield both power and interest. So, they need to be at the centre of attention which will ensure the development of the organisation. The second group has power but their interest is quite low and this is a problem for the organisation. So, they need to be managed very closely by the organisation because the decision-makers may not give proper importance to these people but their power is very high in the organisation (Rosqvist, 2013). The next rank is the ones that need to be monitored because they might not have the power now but they will climb to the top as their interest is high. So, monitoring daily and making sure they are given proper analysis by the project manager is a must. Lastly, the shareholders have both interest and power on the lower side. The organisation can only inform about the decisions and that will be enough.
Relationship of both models: The first thing that these two models share in common is that it successfully ensures the variety of shareholders of the organisation. For instance, the salience model attributes 7 types of shareholders that may retain in the organisation based on the three attributes that it possesses (Javeed, 2012). In the power interest matrix model, two attributes have divided the whole shareholders into 4 categories which gives a detailed idea about whole business shareholders (Javeed, 2012). The company gets a clear idea about the shareholders that exist in the business space. They know which shareholders to approach and how to deal with them properly. It sets the priorities that are required for individual shareholders which is a necessity for business organisations. Both models help the organisation to set the priorities for the shareholders.
Stakeholder analysis: Stakeholder connections may result in a variety of benefits, including more consumers, better-crafted regulations, successful programs, and more, relying on the sector one works in (Javeed, 2012). But cultivating positive stakeholder connections is simpler said than accomplished.   Four essential phases have been designed based on more than 20 years of expertise in fostering stakeholder connections for companies.
Identifying Stakeholders: Finding people and outside organisations that could be important is the first step in stakeholder engagement. An efficient technique to find people or organisations who may be under the spotlight but are still significant is to examine the digital dialogues that are taking place in the electronic domain in contrast to checking conventional press and industry publications (Javeed, 2012).
Study Stakeholders: Doing the research after identifying possible stakeholders. Begin by conducting internet research to determine an institution's mission, areas of overlap with its goals, brand status, amount of engagement, public image, critical contact information, etc (Cooper, 2017).
Prioritise Stakeholders: Embracing the participants comes after gaining a deeper grasp of the network of stakeholders (Cooper, 2017). A multitude of factors may be used to rank or classify decision-makers, and the following list includes some typical classifications.
Contact Stakeholders: The last stage is to get in touch with the stakeholders to inquire about their involvement in prospective cooperation after they have been found, investigated, and prioritised (Cooper, 2017). The first stage in this process is to utilise the knowledge business have obtained to pinpoint intersections where businesses can create chances that will show a win-win situation for both parties.
Limitations of both models
The salience concept is constrained in the following ways:
· This model demands more hours and commitment than other designs. As this is a very vast model so the organisation must stay committed from the start to the end. From the initiation to the ending phase the organisation must work quite diligently to get the proper results (Cooper, 2017). For instance, categorising and finding the perfect spot is very time-consuming.
· Because this is a biased process, prejudice in judgment can affect how well it works. As there are seven different spots where a shareholder can be placed, the differences between the seven spots are very subtle (Cooper, 2017). There will be many instances where a shareholder can be positioned in two positions and it comes to the individual 
· It takes time and money to regularly check three factors. The three factors later fall into seven categories which is a big assignment for organisations. The researchers cannot deliberately or easily decide the shareholders of an organisation because they hold a big piece of the cake (Cooper, 2017).
· Although they could differ between these two, this framework presupposes those qualities are present or missing. 
In the power interest matrix model the limitations are:
· The power interest matrix model has two factors that lead up to 4 categories of shareholders which are quite less to categorise. For instance, there might be differences between two shareholders but due to fewer categories, it will be hard for the organisations to rank the two shareholders (Cooper, 2017). So, even if they fall into the same categories there will be differences two shareholders.
· The power interest matrix model also judges the attributes of the shareholders quite hardly. Since there are only 4 judging criteria, so, when someone sits at the top of both sides, they get the best treatment from the organisation (Cooper, 2017). If for any reason if the shareholders stay at the bottom of both criteria, then they do not get the proper treatment that they deserve which is a big shame. This kind of imbalances in the power interest matrix model.
[bookmark: _Toc108517108]Thomas and Kilmann’s conflict model
Employees frequently clash with their colleagues at the office. Co-workers' peculiarities might give rise to disputes. Conflicts over tasks may also result from management decisions or corporate rules (Wright & Larson, 2022). In any event, it's critical to settle disputes at work. Conflicts at work are undesirable for both individual and corporate productivity. The Conflict Model is a potent lens through which to view conflict resolution (Wright & Larson, 2022). Conflicts make people uncomfortable, but they also act as a necessary management ability test. Different people react differently to conflicts in different ways. Thomas and Kilmann looked into how people settle disputes. People's everyday experiences had a big impact on them. They discovered that most people choose one of the five ways to resolve interpersonal conflicts.
According to the Thomas Kilman Conflict theory and disagreement behaviour can be divided into two "dimensions" or modalities. These tactics are crucial for managing a conflict situation. The choice of cooperative or aggressive behaviour rests with the populace. When they perceive a threat to their problems, people may come out as aggressive. On the other hand, if they attempt to address other people's problems, they might begin cooperating.(Wright & Larson, 2022). These factors give us a viewpoint from which to view the five conflict-resolution strategies. Finally, it should be highlighted that neither technique has been deemed superior by the two researchers. Management should choose a strategy based on the circumstances.
Competing: In the first entrant, Thomas-Kilmann describes a combative and adversarial conflict style. It refers to putting one's own problems above those of others. It is a power-oriented approach where one uses whatever dominance dynamic is appropriate to benefit themselves. (Wright & Larson, 2022).The most crucial elements are someone's debate prowess, hierarchy position, or financial power. When competing alone, you must stand up for your beliefs while seeking to win. In the upper left of the graph, high aggressiveness and poor collaboration are depicted. Here, competition is already present. This basically shows that aggressive people use "competing" as a conflict resolution strategy. (Trippe & Baumoel, 2015). We also start acting uncooperatively toward the opposition. This tactic is not, ultimately, as bad as it seems. When we require quick response and are in a position of greater authority, this approach can be more suited. Utilising this mindset when individuals must make difficult decisions is also essential (Trippe & Baumoel, 2015). Competitors are forceful, uncooperative, and ready to further their interests at the cost of others. According to Dr Benoliel, this approach is effective when one does not worry about the connection, but the result is crucial, like when a business is vying with another business for a new customer. But she advises against using competition within the business since it does not foster connections.
Accommodation: The accommodating style is collaborative and welcoming at the same time. Contrary to competition, it. While being accommodating, the person in question overlooks their issues or views instead of solving the issues of the relevant side (Trippe & Baumoel, 2015). In this setting, the self-sacrificing component is emphasised. Typically, accommodating entails benevolence, kindness, or unselfish understanding. Sometimes, being accommodating is submitting to the viewpoint or choices of the other person or obeying commands even though one doesn't want to. When compromising to meet the needs of the other individual, which is the reverse of competition, there is a degree of self-sacrifice (Trippe & Baumoel, 2015). Although it would appear kind, doing so might exploit the vulnerable and fuel anger. According to Dr Benoliel, accommodating actions include going out for a meal with the employer and saying, "If you wish to meet for Thai cuisine for luncheon, that's fine with me," when people don’t mind all that much about the result but yet want to maintain or strengthen the connection. As time goes on, the paradigm will increasingly prefer peaceful ways to settle disputes. Perhaps individuals are willing to call a ceasefire even if it means renouncing the viewpoint since being accommodating is so kind to the other side. When the dispute is a complete scrap of the effort, it could be beneficial.
Avoiding: Avoiding is obstinate and unassailable. The person does not want to deal with their difficulties or other people's troubles. In the end, this indicates that they are completely opposed to taking part in the battle. Avoiding could occasionally be interpreted as a diplomatic ploy to sidestep or ignore the problem. It might also entail delaying the matter until a suitable moment or just removing oneself from a risky or uncomfortable circumstance. People who dodge conflict typically lack confidence and cooperation, circumvent problems diplomatically, or just leave a dangerous situation (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). The avoidance mode displays indifference in conflict resolution. It should be used when it is preferable to put off coping with the matter or people do not care as much about the result, such as if individuals disagree with a colleague regarding having FaceTime at the workplace. Although, in a perfect world, they would all concur that they should tackle the issues head-on. The most self-assured among us should have, nevertheless, avoided conflict wherever possible (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). Also, some issues are so unimportant that one should not waste his attention on them. This strategy entails avoiding the argument and keeping back one's ideas. This strategy is also used when the price of engagement and settlement is significantly higher than the price of tolerating the disagreement (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). Avoidance, however, does not end the dispute. The drawback is that it only buries it beneath the cover, which might perhaps result in future confrontations.
Collaboration: The Thomas-Kilmann dispute model's best result, collaborating, combines assertiveness with cooperation. Avoiding is the exact reverse of this strategy. Collaboration entails a willing attempt to cooperate with the opposition in search of the ideal answer that fully resolves the issue at hand. When working together, you delve deeply into a problem to identify the pressing needs of the people involved. Collaboration between 2 or more persons may take the shape of an investigation into the "why" behind the conflict (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). It entails attempting to find original solutions to interpersonal problems and attempting to learn from the perspectives of others. The ability to interact with someone to find a strategy that truly addresses everyone's issues is a mixture of being aggressive and agreeable. This approach, which is the antithesis of avoidance, allows both parties to achieve their goals while minimizing uncomfortable sentiments (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). Designing to merge two divisions into one, where one wishes for the finest of both sectors in the new unit, is an illustration of how collaboration works well when the protracted commitment and result are significant, according to Dr Benoliel (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). When individuals and the other side are on the identical path, consultants resolve conflicts by collaborating. This is the perfect answer. It occurs when both sides are reasonable, have comparable power and responsibility, and are willing to work together. Usually, a thorough conversation comes first. One must be aware of one another's perspectives. This prompts a more thorough evaluation of the circumstance. Humans also strive to comprehend what each other expects from the other. Finally, they arrive at a conclusion from which both sides could gain.
Compromising: According to the two very different firmness and teamwork measures, the result in the Thomas-Kilmann conflict theory is ordinary. Finding a solid, mutually agreeable resolution that, in some aspects, benefits both parties is the objective here (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). It balances being competitive and accommodating. It deals with a problem more effectively than ignoring it but coming short of examining it as thoroughly and rigorously as working together. In certain circumstances, reaching a compromise may entail making compromises, looking for fast fixes, or searching for answers that fall somewhere in the centre (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). This approach seeks to keep some confidence and cooperation while locating a swift, amicable resolution that substantially appeases both sides of the problem. When the conclusion is not vital and one is wasting time, such as when individuals desire to execute a choice quickly and proceed on to other important matters, this technique is preferable to employ, according to Dr Benoliel. We can see from the chart that we are in our most helpful and forceful position in the middle. It's possible that individuals don't want to achieve a lengthy resolution in some circumstances. Working together takes time. Additionally, there are times when people wish to take a position but still avoid being overly aggressive. Additionally, there are certain contradictory circumstances in which we are aware that achieving consensus among all stakeholders would be the wisest course of action (Thomas & Kilmann, 2014). We often approach the issue in these circumstances as a compromise. Every disputing party receives what they desire. They may give up what they desired in the long run. Thus, everyone has a chance to win.
To settle disputes organisations have to various measures to ensure proper development and growth of the organisation. Thomas Kilman's Conflict Concept ensures that organisations can take measures to different kinds of disputes between different parties. Organisations cannot rely on a single tactic or viable solution to every problem which is a concern for business organisations. That is when this model comes in handy (Mueller-Holyst, 2018). For settling different kinds of disputes, different approaches can be taken. If the problem in the organisation is minor or can be easily solved, then the avoidance measure can be taken easily. It is a diplomatic way to settle the dispute because if the two parties cannot get the attention of the organisation, they’re going to settle them themselves (Mueller-Holyst, 2018). If the individual is more dominating or has more power than the other party then the competing style of dispute settlement is taken into hand. Since the powerful party will have more impact on the organisation, so this measure is accepted in many cases. In the accommodation style, both the parties stay supportive and friendly to each other (Mueller-Holyst, 2018). When the two parties want to settle any dispute using logic and constructive meetings, then this approach is welcomed. The collaborative method is the best among all the dispute settlements. Here, both parties come forward for a common settlement (Mueller-Holyst, 2018). When the parties are respectful and are willing to ensure best in class development of the organisation, a collaborative approach is taken by the management authority. Lastly, when one party knows that the whole dispute will bring harm to the organisation, then they take the compromising dispute settlement. 


[bookmark: _Toc108517109]Conclusion
Power and politics in the organisation are two of the most complicating attributes of any firm that is competing in the business space. Stakeholders have their reason to do business activities with a firm and they always try to ensure high political engagement and power assertation in their activities for their reasons. So, the organisation must keep an eye on ensuring the power scaling and politics that goes around the organisational culture. That is why stakeholder analysis is important. For instance, both the salience model and power interest matrix model ensure the best in the class analysis of stakeholders. Many types of stakeholders consist in an organisation and the above two models include proper analysis along with its management. Lastly, as organisations need to settle a dispute which rises between different parties in an organisation, Thomas Kilman’s Conflict resolution is one of the greatest ways to settle the disputes that occur in an organisation.


[bookmark: _Toc108517110]Recommendations
So, for ensuring best-in-class development for the organisation, the management team has to ensure a couple of attributes in the business organisation. The first one is to maintain the politics and power of the organisation. There will be many employees in the organisation that will try to assert both power and politics in the organisation space. The stakeholders also need to be managed quite well in the organisation through different stakeholder management models so that their contribution can ensure success in the organisation. Based on their class the organisation has to ensure employ different roles. Following Thomas Kilman’s model, the organisation can resolve the dispute that occurs in the organisation. A dispute is a big concern and with the help of the model, the organisation can ensure its settlement accordingly.
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