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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Social Power and Influence

The possession of power and influence have long been recognized as essen-
tial for managerial work (Gongalves, 2013; Yukl, 2010) and success (Chemers,
2000). Although power and influence are different phenomena (Faeth, 2004;
Porter et al., 2003), a definite distinction between them is troublesome, but
essential, because it creates a bridge between the power approach and behavior
approach to leadership (Yukl, 2010). Interpersonal influence is a process of
social influence in which an individual can expect support from others in the
accomplishment of a common task (Chemers, 2000; Yukl, 2010). Power in
an organization is construed as a managerial resource (Singh, 2009) or a reser-
voir of force (Porter et al., 2003) that refers to the control over other important
resources, such as information or decision-making premises. In organizational
circumstances, power often stems from held positions (Anderson et al., 2012;
Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Overbeck & Park, 2001). Thibaut and Kelly (1959)
noted that such control could be exercised to obtain resources necessary precise-
ly to exert influence. Many authors (Boughton, 2011; Faeth, 2004; Porter et al.,
2003; Turner, 2005) view power as the potential to influence others, while influ-
ence as the actual ability to apply and exercise it.

Power is based on positional (Bennett, 1988) or personal variables (Ander-
son et al., 2008; French & Raven, 1959). Positional variables refer to the charac-
teristics of the situation. Personal bases of power reflect the leader’s personality
features, which play an important role in how powerful he or she feels (Anderson
et al., 2012; Kocur, 2017). With the notion of an existing void in the topic of
personal sources of contemporary managers’ influence (Judge et al., 2008), this
article aims to explore the topic of personal bases (dispositional sources) of pow-
er and influence and its exercise and regulation.

Influence Tactics and Influence Regulation

One of the most critical and challenging tasks for managers is influencing
subordinates in a way that effectively motivates them to carry out requests and
strengthens their commitment to making decisions (Kipnis et al., 1980; Yukl &
Falbe, 1990). For such purpose, proactive influence tactics are used. The purpose
of applying them is to incorporate individuals with useful personal resources or
encourage them to accept managerial suggestions. In some cases, they are forms
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of support to aid in completing a task. Hence, proactive influence tactics are dif-
ferent from other tactics, of which the aim is to manage impressions, win affec-
tion, or improve the level of one’s assessed skills (Dolinski, 2011). In this article,
a tactic of influence is understood as a method of progressing in a task, used as
a particular behavior in a given situation (Kozusznik, 2005).

Yukl et al. (2005) developed a classification of proactive influence tactics,
which is widely accepted in modern research. Their classification encompasses
11 tactics ordered in three categories: hard, soft, and rational. Hard tactics, i.c.,
exchange, pressure, legitimating, and coalition, use strict and decisive ways of
doing things such as controlling, threatening, stress, and contesting. They often
help the manager block out adversarial behavior or make it stop being attractive.
Soft tactics, i.e., inspirational appeals, collaboration, ingratiation, consultation,
and personal appeals, are based on expressing understanding for others, support-
ing them, and fostering their goals. Presenting this kind of attitude towards
others leads to obtaining acceptance for submitted requests. Subforms of soft
tactics are rational tactics of rational persuasion and apprising, in which the agent
of influence explains and convinces others to his or her proposals by providing
arguments and presenting evidence.

Among managers, the four most commonly used tactics of influence are co-
operation, rational persuasion, consultation, and inspirational appeals (Trinkle &
Lam, 2014). The same influence tactics are considered the most effective. In
contrast, the least effective tactics are pressure, coalition, and legitimating (Yukl
& Tracey, 2003). Kennedy et al. (2003) showed results that are partially con-
sistent with these findings. Their cross-cultural research indicates that rational
persuasion, consultation, collaboration, and apprising are the most effective.
Emans et al. (2003) noted that exerting soft influence is more effective than hard
influence. Furthermore, the results of the study conducted by Yukl and Tracey
(1995) indicate that consultation is strongly positively linked to rational persua-
sion, inspirational appeals, and ingratiation. Legitimization tactic strongly corre-
lates with coalition and moderately with pressure and personal appeals. The tac-
tic of personal appeals is in relation to exchange and ingratiation. No significant
negative correlations between tactics were observed. Moreover, the research of
Case et al. (1988) shows that exerting two influence tactics brings more favora-
ble outcomes than using only a single tactic. However, the effectiveness of
a particular combination depends on what types of tactics are combined (Falbe &
Yukl, 1992). Combining two soft tactics is more effective than using a single soft
tactic. Applying two hard tactics is not significantly different from using a single
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hard tactic. Exercising a hard tactic with rational persuasion is more effective
than using a single hard tactic or rational persuasion alone. Yielding a hard tactic
with a soft tactic is more effective than using a single hard tactic, but not signifi-
cantly different from using a single soft tactic. At last, combining two soft tactics
is substantially more effective than combining two hard tactics.

In the discussion on influence tactics, we find it essential to note the phe-
nomenon of influence regulation, namely Deinfluentization (DEI). DEI is a psy-
chological construct describing the ability, willingness, and skill to regulate one’s
influence. It is based on a conscious detection of influence and its source. It has
behavioral consequences, such as reduction or removal of one’s influence when
the influence of another person or group is adequate to meet the requirements of
a situation. DEI encompasses two dimensions: reducing one’s meaning and offer-
ing space for other organization members. Reducing one’s meaning is based on
auto-suppressing one’s will to dominate as well as the acknowledgment and ac-
ceptance of one’s vulnerability. It is manifested in behaviors such as stopping,
listening, staying silent, and waiting for others’ actions. Offering space for others
is an act of behavior that allows others to exert their power and influence. The
manager’s acquiescence for expressing the will of others is followed by other
members feeling supported and encouraged to behave more actively, to speak up,
and present their points of view or ideas. Therefore, DEI managers play an im-
portant role in organizations, as allowing others to use their power and influence
helps them to fulfill their needs and achieve their individual, as well as organiza-
tional goals (Kozusznik, 2005).

Personal Determinants of Power
(Big Five, Directiveness)

Since personal power can stem from an individual’s characteristics, personal-
ity is of particular interest in our study. Personality traits are determinants of
the tendency to display specific behaviors (Mischel, 2004, as cited in Cieciuch
& Laguna, 2014). As a constellation, they regulate an individual’s functioning,
supporting, or changing presented actions, which is reflected in the manager’s
activities undertaken to achieve organizational goals (Cable & Judge, 2003).
A model that merges the knowledge gathered under different theoretical ap-
proaches (Saucier & Srivastava, 2015) and that is marked as the one which
provides an integrative descriptive model for research (John & Srivastava, 1999;
de Raad, 1998) is the Big Five. Hence, it is often used to measure personality
traits (Gorbaniuk et al., 2019), and is considered to describe the most salient
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aspects of personality among leaders (Judge et al., 2002). Managerial effective-
ness is ensured by Conscientiousness, as it determines individual’s goal orienta-
tion (Bono & Judge, 2004; Barrick & Mount, 1991), Openness to Experience,
which is the tendency to seek for new opportunities and solutions, and Extraver-
sion, as it is reflected in building and maintaining one’s social network (Brand-
statter, 2011). Achieving effectiveness is not, however, supported by Neuroti-
cism, which leads to suspicion in social relations (Brown & Trevino, 2006). Sim-
ilarly, Agreeableness is not seen as auspicious for managerial success due to the
need for affiliation experienced by the manager (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982).
Nevertheless, researchers agree that Agreeableness entails cooperative attitude,
contrariwise to competitive attitude, characteristic of low agreeable people
(Zawadzki et al., 1998).

In the organizational context, there is little research examining personality in
relation to power and influence (Judge et al., 2008). In the studies on the use of
influence tactics, it was found that people with higher needs for power and
achievement were more likely to employ them (Mowday, 1978). Theoretical
considerations suggest that Extraversion and Conscientiousness may be predic-
tors of more frequent use of influence tactics (Ferris et al., 2005; Caldwell &
Burger, 1997). However, only one such research was undertaken, and it was as-
sumed that different personality traits might play a role in choosing specific in-
fluence tactics (Cable & Judge, 2003). One of them, of particular relation with
exerting influence over others, is directiveness.

Ray (1971, 1976) developed the idea of directiveness as a result of his cri-
tique of Adorno et al.’s (1950) authoritarian personality syndrome. He argued
that attitudes and behavior do not always complement each other, and there is
little to no relationship between them. On such a notion, Ray (1976) suggested
that what should be studied is the authoritarianism of personality rather than the
authoritarian attitude, as only the former is strongly related to behavior. The au-
thoritarian personality trait was termed directiveness, and Ray (1976) subse-
quently claimed that an authoritarian person (high in directiveness) is someone
who has the desire or tendency to impose their will on others and behaves in
a domineering and destructive way towards them. Directiveness is an indispen-
sable feature of effective leadership (Jasinski & Wilczynska, 2015). However,
because directiveness is associated with achievement motivation (Czerniawska,
2018), aggression, assertiveness, and power (Jasinski & Wilczynska, 2015;
Turska-Kawa & Woijtasik, 2017), highly directive managers have the tendency
to make decisions without considering other people’s opinions or abuse power
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by excessively punishing subordinates. Nonetheless, there are some instances
in which they obtain good results. When fast or tough decisions are of great
need, individuals who want to take control of the crisis (and others) bring valua-
ble resources to the equation.

The Personal Sense of Power

Personal bases of power play an important role in one’s power and influence
related behavior. However, they are not substantial enough to explain the full
scope of individuals’ functioning in organizations. Maslow (1937, as cited in
Bennett, 1988, p. 365) made a distinction between “craving for dominance” and
“dominance-feeling.” The former refers to the motivation to have an advantage
over others and the desire to impose one’s will on others, while the latter applies
to a feeling of pride or sense of superiority. To be the most effective, an individu-
al must not only possess particular personal characteristics but also feel that he or
she is respected in relationships with others.

As noted by Anderson et al. (2012), power neither does only relate to having
control over resources, nor does it solely stem from social position. As a percep-
tion of one’s capacity to influence others, the sense of power is different from
socio-structural sources of power and entails a more effective way of behaving
(Anderson et al., 2012; Bandura, 1999; Bugental & Lewis, 1999). Analyses con-
ducted by Anderson et al. (2012) indicate that one’s perception of having the
ability to exert power over others is relationship-specific. Furthermore, the per-
sonal sense of power correlates with socio-structural sources of power, such as
sociometric status and ability to control resources, albeit moderately. Personality
variables are of equal importance in shaping one’s feeling of being powerful. As
observed, the personal sense of power is positively related to Extraversion, Con-
scientiousness, and Openness to Experience, but negatively to Neuroticism. No
significant correlation was found between the personal sense of power and
Agreeableness (Anderson et al., 2012). Also, Yang et al. (2018) proved that the
sense of power was positively related to cooperation, and research done by
Cislak et al. (2018) showed that, although power over others correlates with anti-
social tendencies, personal control was negatively associated with them.
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RESEARCH PART

Study 1: The Frequency of Use of Influence Tactics

The impetus for the study was little existing information about the tactics of
influence used by Polish managers. Isolated examples include reports of a ten-
dency to express authoritarian leadership style (Maczynski et al., 1993), existing
manorial-serf culture in which superiors abuse their total power and behave in an
oppressive manner unlimited by any permissions (Hryniewicz, 2007; Santorski
& Michalik, 2016), or the analysis of preferences of using tactics depending on
the age or presented forms of leadership (Paliga & Pollak, 2016). Hence, study 1
was designed to gather more data about influence tactics and better describe the
frequency of their use among Polish managers. Since the aim was exploratory, no
particular hypothesis was formed.

METHOD

Participants and procedure

The authors recruited the participants from their contact network. The re-
spondents were given a paper questionnaire with the assurance that all results
would be computed with anonymity and confidentiality. Participation in the re-
search was voluntary.

The sample in the study comprised 250 managers (139 men and 107 women,;
4 did not provide information about their gender). The majority of participants
(61%) graduated with the title of MSc, 10% of them had a bachelor’s degree,
26% had secondary education, and 4% had Polish National Vocational Qualifica-
tion. Respondents from companies of assorted size were included in the sample
almost equally. Managers’ seniority ranged from 4 months year to 45 years
(M = 15.25, SD = 10.68), with years of experience in current position from
4 months year to 30 years (M = 7.24, SD = 6.67).

Measure

All participants were asked to fill out the Influence Behavior Questionnaire
(IBQ; Yukl & Seifert, 2002), a self-report measure for assessing 11 proactive
hard, soft, and rational influence tactics, including pressure, legitimating, coali-
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tion, exchange, ingratiation, consultation, inspirational appeals, personal appeals,
collaboration, rational persuasion, and apprising. The questionnaire consists of
33 items (3 items for each tactic) with the response scale from 1 = [ can’t re-
member I ever used this tactic to 5 = I use this tactic very often. In the original
measure the obtained reliability score exceeded .70 for all tactics. In the study,
Cronbach’s a ranged from .61 (pressure) to .80 (inspirational appeals).

Results

To verify the hypotheses, we analyzed the gathered data using SPSS 25 and
Statistica 25. To compare the frequency of influence tactics, the non-parametric
Friedman rank test was performed. The results were statistically significant:
22 (N =250, df = 10) = 1075.86; p < .001. Their graphical representation is pre-
sented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Frequency of Influence Tactics Use
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The results suggest that there is no statistically significant difference between
rational persuasion and collaboration (z = .61; p = .04), two tactics that are used
with the highest frequency. However, both rational persuasion and collaboration
are used more often than apprising (z = 2.49; p < .001; z = —-1.88, p < .001, re-
spectively) and consultation (z = 2.41; p <.001; z = 1.8; p < .001, respectively),
which in turn are exercised more often than inspirational appeals (z = 1.40;
p <.001 for apprising and z = —1.48; p < .001 for consultation). Moreover, man-
agers use inspirational appeals as frequently as legitimizing (z =.37; p > .05) and
ingratiation (z = .81; p > .05). All these three tactics are used more often than
exchange (z = —1.23; p < .001 for inspirational appeals, z = —.86; p < .001 for
legitimizing, and z = —42; p < .001 for ingratiation) and pressure (z = —1.67,
p < .001 for inspirational appeals, z = —1.30; p < .001 for legitimizing, and
z=-.86; p <.001 for ingratiation). Furthermore, exchange is more frequent than
personal appeals (z = 1.02; p <.001) and coalition (z = 1.10; p < .001). Finally,
no statistical differences are found between the frequency of using pressure, per-
sonal appeals, and coalition.

Concerning the theoretical coexistence of various tactics of influence in
managerial actions and the observed benefits combining different tactics in the
same influence attempt (Falbe & Yukl, 1992), an aim was made to determine
the degree and direction of the existing covariance between specific tactics in
the study sample. Correlations among influence tactics were measured with the
use of Spearman’s rho coefficient because of the non-parametric distributions of
the variables. The results of the Kolmogorov—Smirnov normality test and corre-
lations are shown in Table 1.

The results show that there are several positive and moderate or weak corre-
lations among influence tactics. Rational persuasion correlates positively with
collaboration (rho = .32; p < .01). Exchange correlates positively with ingratia-
tion (rho = .38; p < .01), personal appeals (rho = .36; p < .01), and coalition
(tho = .32; p < .01). Apprising correlates positively with inspirational appeals
(tho = .37; p < .01) and ingratiation (rtho = .33; p < .01). Pressure correlates posi-
tively with legitimating (rho = .31; p < .01). Inspirational appeals correlates posi-
tively with ingratiation (rho = .38; p < .01), consultation (rtho =.32; p <.01), and
collaboration (rho = .30; p < .01). Collaboration correlates positively with con-
sultation (tho = .35; p < .01). Ingratiation correlates positively with personal
appeals (rho = .31; p <.01). Personal appeals correlates positively with coalition
(tho = .36; p <.01).
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Table 1. Intercorrelations Between Influence Tactics

K-S

(df=250) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 11

Stat.  Sig.
Rational 20 .01  (.70) -.01 28" 10 257 .10 32711 A5° 157 .07
persuasion
Exchange .10 .01 (71) 25" 19" 217 .09  -03 .38 -04 36" 327
Apprising .10 .01 (.79) 02 377 157 25" 33" 25" 03 .06
Pressure A1 .01 (61) -.18" 31" -10 .18" -24" .03 20"
Inspirational .09 .01 (.80) .13 30" 38" 32" .08 .02
appeals
Legitimating .09 .01 (70) .03 .11  -.01 .07 .10
Collaboration .15 .01 (76) 20" 357 -02 -.16
Ingratiation 11 .01 (.69) .13 317 23"
Consultation .11 .01 (.78) .01 -.07
Personal 14 .01 (.76) 36
appeals
Coalition 16 .01 (.72)

Note. K-S = Kolmogorov—Smirnov; alpha coefficients are in parentheses; n = 250.
'p<.05."p<.01.

Study 2: Personal Sense of Power and Influence Tactics

The aim of Study 2 was to investigate the relationship between the personal
sense of power and influence tactics. Anderson et al. (2012) noted how an indi-
vidual’s perception of his or her capacity to influence others is related to the
ability to control their actions. The authors assume that individuals with a high
personal sense of power attribute others’ behavior to the control that they exert.
Such a phenomenon would have specific consequences for managers’ function-
ing in organizations. It entails that supervisors who perceive their ability to con-
trol subordinates as high, to change their behaviors and fulfill the goals, would
turn to use hard and rational influence tactics. However, it does not mean that
individuals with a high sense of power will not use soft influence tactics. After
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all, the aim of using influence tactics is to behave effectively, and people per-
ceiving their power as high can do that (Bandura, 1999; Bugental & Lewis,
1999), no matter the strength of influence. Indeed, some research suggests that
low confidence tends to be related to coercive influence tactics (Goodstadt &
Hjelle, 1973; Raven & Kruglanski, 1970). Nevertheless, it would be parsimoni-
ous to think that formal superiors’ low sense of personal power equals the use of
only soft influence tactics. Based on existing theoretical and practical premise,
the following hypothesis was formulated:

H 1: There is a positive correlation between the personal sense of power and
hard, rational, and soft influence tactics.

METHOD

Participants and procedure

The questionnaires were distributed by the authors and students within their
contact network. The managers were provided with a set of paper questionnaires,
then assured of the anonymity and confidentiality of the research. Participation in
the study was voluntary.

A sample of 104 Polish managers completed the questionnaires (53 men and
49 women; 2 did not specify their gender). The participants ranged in age from
21 to 68 years (M = 38.52, SD = 10.38). The majority of participants (63%) had
a master’s degree, 12.5% graduated with a bachelor’s degree, 21% had secondary
education, and 4% had Polish National Vocational Qualification. Out of all par-
ticipants, 19% of them were employed in micro-companies, 30% in small organ-
izations, 20% worked for medium-sized companies, and 33% for big companies.
The seniority of the participants ranged from 1 year to 45 years (M = 14.54,
SD = 10.53), with years of experience in the current position from 1 year to 27
years (M = 6.34, SD = 5.96).

The participants answered the /nfluence Behavior Questionnaire (IBQ) and
the Sense of Power Scale. As regards IBQ (Yukl & Seifert, 2002), they filled out
the same questionnaire as in Study 1. In Study 2 Cronbach’s o ranged from .64
(pressure) to .83 (collaboration and coalition). The Sense of Power Scale (Ander-
son et al., 2012) was used to measure the perception of one’s capacity to influ-
ence others. The participants were asked to answer 8 questions concerning their
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perception of power in their relationships with subordinates (a sample item:
“I can get my subordinates to listen to what I say”). The response scale ranges
from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The reliability of the original
scale was from .82 to .85, whereas in the present study, Cronbach’s o was .88.

Results

To verify the hypothesis, we analyzed the collected data using SPSS 25. Due
to the non-normal distribution of the variables, correlations were computed using
Spearman’s rho coefficient. Descriptive statistics with Kolmogorov—Smirnov
normality test results for influence tactics and personal sense of power and corre-
lations among them are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Influence Tactics and Personal Sense of Power in Study 2 and
Spearman’s Rank Correlations Between Variables

Kolmogorov—Smirnov Personal
Me M SD (df=104) Sense

Statistic Sig. of Power
Rational persuasion 14 13.45 1.78 21 .01 25"
Exchange 8 7.66 3.03 10 01 ~19
Apprising 11 10.48 2.96 10 01 20"
Pressure 7 6.99 2.56 12 01 20"
Inspirational appeals 10 9.21 335 12 01 06
Legitimating 8 8.03 3.04 10 02 —18
Collaboration 13 12.54 2.44 16 01 03
Ingratiation 8 7.99 3.03 11 01 ~02
Consultation 11 10.42 2.69 12 01 —10
Personal appeals 6 6.59 3.19 15 01 —_13
Coalition 6 6.58 2.80 16 01 03
Personal Sense of Power 45 44.90 5.86 10 02 _

Note.n=104."p < .05.

The results show that among all influence tactics, personal sense of power
correlates positively with rational tactics of rational persuasion (rho = .25;
p <.05) and apprising (rho = .20; p < .05). It also correlates with the hard tactic
of pressure (rho = .20; p <.05). All correlations are weak but significant.
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Study 3: Personality and Influence

In Study 3, we investigated the relationships of personal determinants of
power (Big Five, directiveness) with influence tactics and influence regulation
(DED).

To the authors’ knowledge, there is only one study examining the relation-
ship between the Big Five and influence tactics. Results of Cable and Judge
(2003) revealed that managers who scored high on Extraversion were more like-
ly to employ inspirational appeals and ingratiation. Those who had high scores
on the Neuroticism scale were less likely to engage in rational persuasion and
more likely to apply inspirational appeals. The managers with higher Agreeable-
ness were less likely to engage in legitimizing and pressure. The respondents
who scored higher in Conscientiousness often showed greater use of rational
persuasion but did not employ personal appeals. Finally, a negative correlation
between Openness to Experience and coalition tactic was found. No research has
ever been conducted to investigate the relationship between personality traits and
influence tactics of Polish managers. Thus, Hypotheses H1 to H5 were adopted
from Cable and Judge’s study (2003):

— H1: There is a positive correlation between Extraversion and inspirational
appeals and ingratiation

— H2: There is a positive correlation between Conscientiousness and ration-
al persuasion and a negative correlation between Conscientiousness and personal
appeals

— H3: There is a negative correlation between Agreeableness and legitimiz-
ing and pressure

— H4: There is a negative correlation between Openness to Experience and
coalition

— HS5: There is a negative correlation between Neuroticism and rational per-
suasion and inspirational appeals.

There is a well-grounded approach that directiveness bears a positive correla-
tion with aggression and dominance but a negative correlation with submissive-
ness (Ray, 1981). Also, the basis of directiveness is the belief in the correctness
of one’s behavior (Ray, 1978, as cited in Brzozowski, 1997). Because only hard
tactics are based on a strict and decisive influence, we expect all correlations
between directiveness and hard tactics to be positive (H 6). Contrariwise, in the
case of the correlations of directiveness with soft tactics, we expect them to be
negative (H 7). Therefore, the following hypotheses were formulated:
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— H6: There is a positive correlation between directiveness and hard tactics

— H7: There is a negative correlation between directiveness and soft tactics.

The assumption of DEI is that a manager decides to reduce his or her influ-
ence when they see their influence as ineffective or the influence of others
is viewed as better in goal attainment (Kozusznik, 2005). The essence of DEI
is that one’s influence is an instrument for achieving effectiveness and not an
attribute of meaning and power. In a similar vein, it has been proved that person-
ality traits are related to effectiveness, as they predict school performance and
are relevant for future work success (Judge et al., 1999; Spengler et al., 2018).
Neuroticism, however, concerns feeling negative emotions in relationships with
others, especially tension and anxiety. It can subsequently disrupt adaptive cop-
ing with stress and stop a neurotic individual from resigning from his or her posi-
tion and sharing influence with others. Hence, we assume that all of the Big Five
traits will be related to DEI, and the only negative correlation will be between
DEI and Neuroticism (H 8).

Furthermore, Celinska-Nieckarz et al. (2012) noted that authoritarians could
be more condescending and show greater hostility to people of lower status. The
authors proved that a higher perceived level of directiveness is associated with
a higher perceived task performance. Also, a lower perceived level of directive-
ness goes with a higher perception of effectiveness in building relationships.
Contrariwise, DEI stems from cooperative orientation and entails goal attainment
at a group level (Kozusznik et al., 2018). Because the execution of a managerial
role requires choosing organizational goals over personal ones, and cooperation
requires positive relationships, we expect a negative correlation between
directiveness and DEI (H9).

Upon existing theoretical premise, the following hypotheses were formulated:

— HS8: There is a positive correlation between Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience and DEI, and a negative correlation
between Neuroticism and DEI

— HO9: There is a negative correlation between directiveness and DEI.

METHOD

Participants and procedure

The questionnaires were distributed by the authors and students within their
contact network. The respondents were provided with a set of paper question-
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naires and assured of the anonymity and confidentiality of the research. Partici-
pation in the research was voluntary. 69 managers (36 men and 29 women; 4 did
not provide information about their gender) took part in the study. The age of
participants ranged from 20 to 64 years (M = 40.22, SD = 11.01). Most of the
respondents had a degree in higher education, either master (56.4%) or bachelor
(7.2%). The rest of the members (36.2%) had secondary education. 36% partici-
pants worked for big enterprises (250 employees or more), 27.5% in medium-
sized organizations (50-249), 24.7% in small businesses (10—49 employees), and
17.4% came from micro-companies (fewer than 9 employees). The average sen-
iority of managers was 18.27 years (SD = 10.98), with the average number of
years of experience in the current position at 8.17 years (SD = 6.88). In most
cases (68.1%), the participants were promoted within one company, 18.8%
changed their jobs to be promoted in a different company, the rest (7.2%) had
been promoted in one company and then moved to another.

Measures

NEO Five-Factor Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Polish adaptation:
Zawadzki et al., 1998) to assess Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Expe-
rience, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. The scale comprises 60 items.
The answer format is a 5-point Likert scale: from 1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree. Cronbach’s a ranged from .76 for Agreeableness to .85 from
Neuroticism.

D Scale (Ray, 1976; Polish adaptation: Brzozowski, 1997) to assess the per-
sonality trait of directiveness, manifested by the desire or tendency to impose
one’s will on others. The scale consists of 26 items with the response scale from
1 =yes to 3 = no. Cronbach’s a was .76.

DEI-beh Scale (Kozusznik et al., 2015) to measure Deinfluentization and
reduction of one’s influence. The scale comprises 24 items with a response scale
from 1 = never to 5 = always. Cronbach’s a ranged from .82 (Deinfluentization)
to .73 (Meaning Reduction), and to .53 (Space Offering).

Influence Behavior Questionnaire (Yukl & Secifert, 2002). In Study 3
Cronbach’s a ranged from .52 (exchange) to .78 (apprising).
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Results

The following analyses were conducted in SPSS 25. To test the hypotheses,
we employed the non-parametric tests and the Spearman’s rho correlation coeffi-
cient due to the non-normal distribution of variables (Table 3).

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for the Big Five, Directiveness, and Deinfluentization

Shapiro-Wilk (df= 69)

Min Max Me M SD L. .

Statistic Sig.
Neuroticism 4 40 16 16.72 7.74 .96 .02
Extraversion 15 42 31 30.30 6.60 .96 .02
Openness to Experience 8 41 26 26.33 7.11 .99 .88
Agreeableness 11 42 31 30.12 6.50 .96 .04
Conscientiousness 18 46 37 35.58 6.16 .95 .01
Deinfluentization 41 87 70 70.26 8.42 77 .01
Meaning Reduction 18 45 34 34.30 531 .86 .01
Space Offering 23 44 36 35.94 4.15 .76 .01
Lie scale 10 24 16 16.43 2.63 7 .01
Directiveness 38 78 60 60.68 8.33 .99 .83

Note. n = 69. The Lie scale is included in the DEI-beh questionnaire.

The participants’ scores in NEO-FFI and D Scale (Table 3) indicate that they
can be characterized as moderate in assessed traits. In the case of Neuroticism,

79% of the results are in the moderate and low scores interval. It shows that the
subjects do not tend to frequently and intensively feel negative emotions, uncer-
tainty, anger, irritation, and they handle social situations well.

Table 4. Pearson’s Correlations and Spearman’s Rank Correlations Between the Big Five and

Influence Tactics

1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Neuroticism -30" .09 245 —02 270 -13 -05 -25" .08 377
Extraversion 27 .04 -.09 20 -13 .02 .05 .10 13 —16
Openness to 19 04 1 27 270 10 5 16 .02 21
Experience
Agreeableness 12 -12 —44" 16 -19 A3 -04 .19 -01 -29°
Conscientiousness 24" -.02 -.03 .08 15 1 .04 20 -04 -.06

Note. n = 69. 1 = Rational persuasion, 2 = Exchange, 3 = Apprising, 4 = Pressure, 5 = Inspirational appeals,
6 = Legitimating, 7 = Collaboration, 8 = Ingratiation, 9 = Consultation, 10 = Personal appeals, 11 = Coalition.

p<.05."p<.0l.

Table 4 shows that Neuroticism correlates negatively with rational persua-
sion (tho = —.30; p < .05) and consultation (rho = —.25; p < .05) and positively
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with coalition (rho = .37; p <.01) and legitimating (rho = .27; p < .05). Extraver-
sion correlates positively with rational persuasion (rho = .27; p < .05). Openness
to Experience correlates negatively with legitimating (rho = —.27; p < .05) and
positively with inspirational appeals (rho = .27; p < .05). Agreeableness corre-
lates negatively with pressure (rho = —44; p < .01) and coalition (rho = —.29;
p < .05). Conscientiousness correlates positively with rational persuasion
(tho = .24; p < .05).

Table 5. Spearman’s Rank Correlations Between Directiveness and Influence Tactics

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Directiveness 0 15 21 247 .06 .09 05 337 —02 -27" .08

Note. n = 69. 1 = Rational persuasion, 2 = Exchange, 3 = Apprising, 4 = Pressure, 5 = Inspirational appeals,
6 = Legitimating, 7 = Collaboration, 8 = Ingratiation, 9 = Consultation, 10 = Personal appeals, 11 = Coalition.

*p<.05."p<.01.

Table 5 shows that Directiveness correlates positively and weakly with pres-
sure (rho = .24; p <.05) and ingratiation (rho = .33, p < .01), and negatively and
weakly with personal appeals (rtho =—-.27; p <.05).

Table 6. Spearman’s Rank Correlations Between the Big Five and Deinfluentization and Its
Dimensions

Openness

Neuroticism  Extraversion .
to Experience

Agreeableness  Conscientiousness

Deinfluentization —-17 .16 14 37 21
Meaning Reduction -.03 .01 -.05 25" .04
Space Offering -.29" 23 27" A4 27"

Note.n=69."p<.05."p<.0l.

As presented in Table 6, Deinfluentization and its dimension of Meaning Re-
duction correlate positively and weakly with Agreeableness (rho = .37; p < .01;
and rho = .25; p < .05, respectively), while Space Offering correlates with it at
a moderate level (rho = .44; p < .01). There is also a significant positive correla-
tion between Space Offering and Conscientiousness (rho = .27; p < .01) and
Openness to Experience (rtho = .27; p < .05), and a negative correlation with
Neuroticism (tho =-.29; p <.05).
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Table 7. Spearman’s Rank Correlations Between Directiveness and Deinfluentization

Deinfluentization Meaning Reduction Space Offering

Directiveness -31° —41" —11

Note.n=69."p <.05. "p < .01.

Table 7 shows that there is a weak negative relationship between directive-
ness and Deinfluentization and Meaning Reduction (tho = —-31; p < .05;
rho =—.41; p < .01, respectively).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

All three studies were conducted on a pool of formal managers, whose role is
to exert social influence to execute plans and accomplish organizational goals.

The results of the first study show that Polish managers most frequently em-
ploy influence tactics such as rational persuasion, collaboration, apprising, con-
sultation, and inspirational appeals. The least exercised influence tactics are pres-
sure, personal appeals, and coalition. The obtained results suggest that Polish
managers prefer to apply soft and rational tactics of influence rather than hard
ones. It indicates how Polish managers care about psychological work atmos-
phere, as the tactics just mentioned create understanding, engagement, and evoke
positive emotions.

Regarding relationships among influence tactics, results from Study 1 only
partially mirror the results obtained by Yukl and Tracey (1995). One vivid simi-
larity is that among all tactics, no negative correlations were observed. In our
study, we saw different combinations of hard, soft, and rational influence tactics.
The only relationship that was not observed was between rational and hard
tactics.

Polish managers present a moderate level of the personal sense of power. The
proven positive relationships between the personal sense of power and rational
influence tactics may stand as a confirmation for the key role of information in
managing subordinates. A manager aware of the importance of information that
he or she possesses is also the one who provides logical arguments, evidence
supporting their ideas, and explanations to elicit desired behaviors among their
subordinates.

As for the relations between influence tactics and personality traits among
Polish managers, Extraversion and Conscientiousness are in a positive relation-



TACTICS OF INFLUENCE AND DEINFLUENTIZATION 285

ship with a rational tactic of influence. Agreeableness is negatively related to
hard influence tactics. Openness to Experience is negatively associated with
a hard influence tactic, but positively to a soft one. Finally, Neuroticism is in
a relationship with all kinds of tactics; however, the directions are different: it is
positively correlated with hard tactics and negatively with both rational and soft
influence tactics. Such findings suggest that managers who enjoy interacting
with others and are open to new opportunities and solutions, empathetic and co-
operation-driven, as well as conscientious, have the behavioral tendency to em-
ploy soft and rational influence tactics while avoiding hard ones. Conversely,
neurotic managers, who are suspicious in social relations and frequently feeling
negative emotions, tend to use hard tactics of exert influence. Concerning di-
rectiveness, it is in a positive relationship with a hard tactic of influence and both
positive and negative relationships with soft tactics. It suggests that managers
who desire to force their will on others tend to exert different kinds of influence
to fulfill their needs.

Regarding influence regulation and personality traits, DEI correlates posi-
tively with Agreeableness and negatively with directiveness. Moreover, its di-
mension of Space Offering is in a positive relationship with Conscientiousness
and Openness to Experience. In other words, managers who are altruistic and
cooperative, diligent, and task-oriented, as well as curious regulate their influ-
ence by reducing their meaning and offering the space that others need to show
their influence. Accordingly, they are not prone to imposing their will on others.

Altogether, we conclude that Polish managers present a tendency to soften
their power-orientation and decrease aggressive behavior as well as supplement-
ing them with more cooperative attitudes and a behavioral repertoire. Such
a picture of the modern-day Polish manager is different from Maczynski et al.’s
(1993) description. It shows a shift from power-abusing authoritarians to more
rational and cooperation-oriented superiors who are aware of their power and
influence.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The presented findings are subject to a few limitations. First, the measures
that we used in the studies were self-report questionnaires. As a result, the ob-
tained responses may be distorted due to the participants’ social desirability bias
an or incorrect subjective assessment. Second, with the use of a set of multiple
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questionnaires, the risk of a common method bias has to be considered. Third,
the correlational nature of the studies does not allow indicating any causal
effects, valuable in personality—behavior research.

To overcome the limitations, researchers should employ multiple-source and
multiple-waves data collection. Furthermore, because the presented studies are
correlational, future research should be based on methods that allow discovering
dispositional and situational determinants and consequences of influence tactics.
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