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ABSTRACT

Nine firms combined into one larger company. After the merger, managers
and staff members (V= 84) filled out questionnaires measuring the influence
tactics they used, their bases of power, and outcomes and procedural justice
aspects of the merger. Backstage influence tactics, though neglected by most
theorists, were used rather frequently. Several hypotheses were stated about
the relationship between, on the one hand, outcomes, justice aspects, and
bases of power, and on the other hand the influence tactics used. Most
hypotheses were partly supported. As had been predicted, position power
enhances the probability that hard tactics (pressure, legitimizing, coalition
formation) are used. Position power also enhances the probability of using
backstage tactics. Negative outcomes may lead to the use of backstage
influence tactics. Procedural justice covaries with a high frequency of soft
tactics (consultation, inspirational appeals, ingratiation), but justice aspects
like “voice” and “adequate information” do not exclude the possibility that
backstage tactics are used by actors. Several other findings are discussed.

Leaders use specific types of behavior to exercise influence. Kipnis, Schmidt,
and Wilkinson tried to classify the several influence tactics [1]. They reduced
370 influence tactics to a small number of categories: assertiveness, rationality,
ingratiation, exchange, coalition, upward appeal, blocking, and finally, the use of
sanctions. Other researchers also explored influence tactics, and they all arrived at
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a more or less similar system [see, for example, 2-9]. Some new categories were
added to the list by Yukl and Falbe, namely, inspirational appeals (i.e., the appeal
to values, norms, desirable ideas), and consultation (i.e., involving the target
person in the process of planning and implementing actions) [4].

Most researchers focused on the use of influence tactics in organizations.
However, there are also studies that focus on friends and family [10], strangers
[11], and intergroup contexts [12]. Many studies of influence tactics focus on
descriptive research questions: identification and categorization of the most
frequently used influence tactics, sometimes including the identification of the
consequences of these tactics. Recently, researchers also developed an interest in
the determinants of the use of influence tactics. It has been found, for example, that
the use of influence tactics covaries with the direction (upward, downward, lateral)
of the influence attempt [1, 4, 5, 13, 14]. Personality factors also seem to be
important: People scoring high on Machiavellianism use other tactics than do
people scoring low on Machiavellianism [15-17].

It has also been found that the use of influence tactics covaries with factors
like self-esteem [18], status [19], leadership style [20], educational level [15],
people influencing a group or an individual [11], work values [21], ingroup-
outgroup categorization of target [ 12], organizational culture [22], agent expertise
and issue importance [23], the various objectives of influence attempts [1, 24],
the expectation of future interaction [25]. Some authors have developed cost-
benefit models to explain why some influence tactics are preferred to other
tactics [5, 26, 27].

RESEARCH TOPIC

The present research was conducted to answer the question: “Which tactic will
be used and why?” In principle, this question is both descriptive and explanatory.
As for the descriptive part, however, it should be noted that the categorizations of
tactics which have been presented so far seem to omit a very important category:
the category of more or less sneaky, “backstage” tactics. Influence tactics as
discussed by most authors could be called “frontstage” tactics. Some authors
have pointed out that many attempts to influence the behavior of persons are
performed backstage [28-31]. In such cases, target people are not aware of
influence attempts by actors! Backstaging behavior was described, for example, as
“. .. the politicking, the wheeler-dealing, the fixing and negotiating, the coalition
building and the trade-offs, which typically cannot be openly discussed in the
organization without damaging individual credibility or the legitimacy of the
change attempt . . .” [29].

The present study explicitly includes backstage behaviors in the domain of
influence tactics to be studied. This adds, of course, to the complexity of the
categorization of influence tactics. On the other hand, it is possible to simplify the
existing categorization of frontstage influence tactics. These tactics seem to differ
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on a hard-soft dimension [12, 32-33]. Hard tactics allow the actor to take control
over the situation and the target, and don’t allow the target any latitude in choosing
whether to comply [33]. According to their place on the hard-soft dimension, the
frontstage influence tactics may be clustered into groups to reflect a higher-order
categorization of influence tactics.

The category of “hard” tactics consists of the relatively controlling and coercive
tactics. The “soft” category consists of tactics that allow the target more freedom
to choose whether or not to comply. It is, of course, possible to distinguish an
“in-between” category of tactics that are not very controlling/coercive, and not
very soft, either. In the present study, pressure (assertiveness), legitimizing, and
coalition formation are categorized as hard tactics, while inspirational appeals,
consultation, and ingratiation are (more or less) soft tactics. Three tactics could not
be categorized easily, and they will be studied separately: personal appeals,
rational persuasion, and negotiating tactics.

The threshold to use hard influence tactics may be higher than the threshold to
use soft tactics. Hard-influence tactics will be experienced as disagreeable by
targets. This implies that the target-agent relationship may suffer from the use of
hard-influence tactics, even though these tactics might have the effects intended
by the actor. People may employ soft tactics more or less as a “default option.”
Whether they will use hard tactics may be more contingent on considerations
regarding the side effects of the use of hard tactics [32]. However, in competitive
contexts and in situations where it is rather unclear how positive and negative
outcomes will be distributed or allocated to the people involved, it is tempting to
use hard-influence tactics. Such situations contain what might be called “pull
factors,” i.e., factors that motivate persons to prefer some influence tactics to other
ones. The same reasoning is more or less applicable to the use of backstage tactics by
actors. For, even though targets are not aware of the fact that these tactics are used
by the actor, the actor knows all too well that the targets will get angry when they
find out what is going on. Therefore, actors will restrict their use of such sneaky
tactics to situations where it is very important to them to gain positive outcomes.

Organizational mergers and acquisitions (M&A), often characterized by many
uncertainties, are fine examples of such situations. The present research was done
in an organization that was created a few months earlier as a result of a merger
involving many small professional profit organizations. Managers of the new
organization were busy, not only doing their daily job, but they were also often
involved in the process of trying to maintain or create a desirable management
position. The postmerger process of integration is an uncertain period for nearly
all employees and managers.

MERGERS

Mergers and acquisitions have been studied by academics and professionals
from several disciplines. One of the best-known studies was written by Haspeslagh
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and Jemison [34]. They identified four schools of thought, each with its own
theoretical roots, objective function, and central assumptions and propositions
[see also 35]. The research stream of “financial economics,” also called the
“capital market school” focuses on wealth creation for shareholders and for the
economy as a whole. The “strategic management school” pays special attention
to the performance of the acquiring and acquired firms. The “organizational
behavior” school of thought is interested in the impact of M&A on individuals and
on organizational cultures. Acculturation theory plays a central role, and it is
postulated that congruence between the cultures of merged organizations will
result in higher employee satisfaction and effective integration.

Finally, the “process perspective” studies the creation of value by task inte-
gration after the merger and proposes that the actions of management, combined
with the process of integration, determine the extent to which benefits of M&A
may be realized. The present study combines elements from the organizational
behavior approach and the process perspective.

OUTCOMES AND PROCEDURES

Many models of decision behavior share the basic assumption that people strive
for alternatives with the highest expected utilities [36-39]. Or, at least, people want
to optimize the number of outcomes, i.c., they want to have a satisfactory level of
the outcomes available. According to this model of human behavior, people
carefully weigh the expected costs against expected rewards. If the net-utility,
i.e., the difference between the sum of expected (or perceived) rewards and the
sum of the expected or perceived negative outcomes is low, people will be
dissatisfied. Of course, they want to prevent dissatisfaction. This implies that the
threshold for choosing backstage influence tactics will be low in situations where
the (expected, respectively experienced) sum of outcomes is low. In such stressful
situations they will be tempted to use hard influence tactics, too. It is generally
believed that people in stressful situations where they run the risk of losing
outcomes, will fight with all possible means to reach a satisfactory level of
outcomes. Therefore, our hypotheses are:

Hypothesis I-A: The more negative the (experienced or expected) personal
(own) outcomes of the merger are for a person, the more frequently this person
will use backstage influence tactics.

Hypothesis I-B: The more negative the personal (own) outcomes of the merger
are for a person, the more frequently this person will use hard influence tactics.

However, satisfaction of people in situations where outcomes are distributed or
allocated is affected not only by the quantity and quality of the outcomes, but also
by the procedures used in such situations. Or, to be more exact, procedural justice
influences the satisfaction and motivation of people. But what, then, are the
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criteria of procedural justice? There are many theories of procedural justice
[see, for example, 40-45]. However, many authors seem to recognize that the
concept of “voice” is of central importance in procedural justice. People want to
have a say; this guarantees concern for their needs and consideration of their
views. At the same time, having a voice symbolizes that one is seen as a valuable,
worthy person, belonging to the group or organization, and having respectable
standing.

Another aspect may influence the experience of procedural fairness. It is
a well-known fact in organizational change projects that keeping people
well-informed is a necessary condition for the successful implementation of
changes [46]. Still, this aspect of adequate notice or advance notice has been
somewhat neglected by many researchers, although recently attention has been
paid to this factor in several studies—in particular, in studies that focused on
performance appraisal [47-52].

It may be assumed that in situations where people perceive that procedural
justice standards are applied, people will feel less necessity to use backstage tactics
and/or hard influence tactics. As the procedures are fair, they will have a fair
opportunity to convince others to pay attention to their needs and wishes. And soft
tactics will be sufficient to reach this goal. Therefore, our hypotheses are:

Hypothesis II-A: The more voice concerning the merger is given to persons,
the less frequently they will use backstage influence tactics.

Hypothesis II-B: The more voice concerning the merger is given to persons,
the less frequently they will use hard tactics, and the more frequently they will
use soft tactics.

Hypothesis II-C: The more information/adequate notice concerning the merger
is given to persons, the less frequently they will use backstage influence tactics.

Hypothesis II-D: The more information/adequate notice concerning the merger
is given to persons, the less frequently they will use hard tactics, and the more
frequently they will use soft tactics.

BASES OF POWER

Influence tactics of leaders and employees have frequently been studied within
the theoretical framework widely known as the “bases of social power.” Social
influence is the potential to change beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of a person or a
group of persons. Four decades ago, French and Raven proposed a typology of
bases of social power [53]. They distinguished between five bases of social power:

« reward power, or the ability to reward;
* coercive power (sometimes also called punishment power), where the ability
to punish serves as the basis for power;
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* legitimate power, the power resulting from having a legitimate right to
influence other persons;

« referent power; a person (or a group) toward whom you are highly attracted
has referent power. Sometimes persons with high referent power are unaware
of their basis of power;

* expert power, varying with the extent of the knowledge or expertise [53].

In later studies, informational power, based on the information that influencing
agents can present to the target, was added to this list [18, 54]. Other bases were
suggested by other authors, but the six bases presented so far continue to be the
most frequently studied power bases.

Some bases of power share similarities. Legitimate, reward, and coercive power
all are aspects of the power sanctioned by an organization or by the leader’s
position in the organization. Therefore, one may speak of position power [55, 56].
Referent and expert power are two types of personal power that stem from the
individual’s personal attributes [53, 56, 57]. Bases of power can be seen as “push”
factors. Persons who have a particular basis of power available, can be “pushed”
by that basis to exercise a particular kind of attempt to influence. Indeed, some
authors have explicitly suggested that the frequency with which an influence tactic
isused in a particular direction is at least partly determined by the possession of the
appropriate power basis for use of that tactic [5, 56]. Apparently, various bases of
power are related to particular forms of influence tactics. Hard tactics involve the
use of authority and position power. Generally, it may be expected that position
power is positively related to the use of hard influence tactics, while soft tactics
may result from personal power. However, as was noted before, persons who have
referent power are not always aware of their power. So, it is possible that they
don’t have to use influence tactics at all: There is no need to do so, since other
persons try to please them by behaving in a way they—the persons with high
referent power—seem to like.

As for information power, this basis shares characteristics with both position
power and personal power. Sometimes an agent has a position that allows
him/her have access to lots of other persons and sources of information. But
often, personal characteristics of the agent highly determine his/her informational
power base. All in all, the analysis of bases of power leads to the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis II1: Expert power will covary positively with the use of soft influence
tactics.

Hypothesis IV: Referent power will covary positively with the use of soft
influence tactics.

Hypothesis V: Legitimate power will covary positively with the use of hard
influence tactics.
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Hypothesis VI: Coercive power will covary positively with the use of hard
influence tactics.

Availability of reward power presents us with a theoretical dilemma. It is
a form of position power, so it could be predicted to covary positively with the
use of hard tactics. At the same time, rewards often are perceived as powerful
motivators. This could be a reason for agents to use milder forms of influence
tactics on the targets. But of course, agents can use rewards to manipulate, too.
Therefore:

Hypothesis VII: Reward power will covary positively with the use of hard
influence tactics.

This study also explores the correlation between reward power and the use
of soft tactics, as well as the relationship between information power and the
influence tactics.

How about the relationship between bases of power and the use of backstage
tactics? Legitimate, coercive, and reward power will covary with the use
of backstage tactics. Though backstage tactics are, by definition, not identical
to hard tactics, they certainly share more characteristics with hard tactics
than they share with soft tactics. For example, if targets find out that agents
use backstage tactics, they will dislike the agent for doing so—and the use of
hard, frontstage tactics also may induce negative attitudes toward the agent.
Therefore:

Hypothesis VIII: Legitimate power will covary positively with the use of
backstage tactics.

Hypothesis IX: Coercive power will covary positively with the use of backstage
tactics.

Hypothesis X: Reward power will covary positively with the use of backstage
tactics (assuming, here, that the position power aspect of reward power
dominates).

As for expert power and referent power, in accordance with the analysis
so far, these bases of power should not covary with backstage tactics. Even
though affirming the null hypothesis creates a danger of making a statistical
Type-II error (the error of failing to detect real effects) [58], it seems safe to
predict that:

Hypothesis XI: Expert power does not covary with the use of backstage tactics.

Hypothesis XII: Referent power does not covary with the use of backstage
tactics.

Finally, an educated guess about the frontstage tactics that do not belong to one
of the meta categories of hard or soft tactic: Since it is expected generally that



120 / STEENSMA AND VAN MILLIGEN

experts have expert knowledge, and since targets expect and accept that experts
judiciously use their knowledge, it is predicted that:

Hypothesis XIII: Expert power covaries positively with the use of rational
persuasion.

METHODS

Subjects and Procedure

Questionnaires (110) were sent to all (middle) managers and staff members
working in a company specialized in integrated services: design, engineering,
project management, and feasibility studies in construction and real estate. The
company has clients both in the public sector (the majority of clients) and in the
private sector.

The company, with 800 employees, was founded shortly before the start
of the present study, as a result of a merger between nine smaller firms.
The effective response rate was 76 percent (N = 84). Mean age of respondents
was 42 years (with a range from 22-61 years). Mean number of years
having worked for one of the merged firms was 9.39 years, with a range from
0-35 years.

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire was divided into sections.

Influence Tactics

Frontstage influence tactics were measured by 38 items, pulled from the
Dutch Influence Behavior Questionnaire [6]. The tactics measured are 1) hard
tactics (pressure, legitimizing, coalition formation); 2) soft tactics (consultation,
ingratiation, inspirational appeals), 3) other tactics: personal appeals, rational
persuasion, negotiating tactics.

A sample item reads: (consultation) “I tell the person what I am trying to
accomplish and ask if s’he knows any way to do it.”

Scores on all items range from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). Also, for each
separate tactic, summed scores were divided by the number of items. This resulted
in scales with, again, a range of scale values from 1 to 5.

Backstage influence tactics were measured by 16 items. Eight items were
developed especially for the present study, the other eight items were pulled out
from an already existing Dutch instrument [31].

A sample item reads: “I arrange agenda setting in a way that guarantees a
tactical order of considering my points.”

Scores on all backstage items range from 1 (never) to 5 (very often).
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Bases of Power

Sixteen statements were made, based on the categorization of bases of power
by French and Raven: legitimate power; reward power; coercive power; referent
power; expert power; informational power [18, 53]. Respondents had to
indicate the extent to which they agreed with each statement on a 5-point scale
from 1 = absolutely disagree to 5 = absolutely agree.

A sample item reads: (reward power) “I have a say in giving a bonus or a salary
raise to a person.”

To compute a score on each basis of power, scores on items composing the
scale were totaled and then divided by the number of items.

Outcomes of Merger for Person

Each respondent evaluated the outcomes of the merger for him/herself as a
person on a 5-point scale, from 1 = very positive to 5 = very negative.

Procedural Justice

Voice was measured by the item “I had much say in matters concerning the
merger.” Respondents had to indicate their agreement with this statement on a
5-point scale, from 1 = absolutely disagree to 5 = absolutely agree.

Adequate notice or “Information” was measured by the extent to which the
respondent agreed with the statement: “I received adequate, good information
about the merger” (5-point scale, from 1 = absolutely disagree to 5 = absolutely
agree).

Other Items

Respondents had to answer a few items concerning demographic data and
their job history.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Data Structure

A principal component analysis, followed by VARIMAX rotation was
applied to the items measuring backstage influence tactics. This resulted in
a three-component solution. Factor I, with an eigenvalue of 4.77 explained
29.8 percent of variance. The factor was labeled politicking, and eight items
loaded high on this component. Sample items are: “I arrange agenda setting in a
way that guarantees a tactical order of considering my points”; “I make an
appeal to higher authorities, to support my proposals.” Cronbach’s alpha reli-
ability of the politicking scale was a high .79.
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Factor II, with six items, had an eigenvalue of 1.69. Most items shared an
element of manipulation. A sample item reads: “I reformulate a proposal in such a
way that it seems more attractive.” Another sample item is: “I try to be the
wirepuller behind the show.”

Cronbach’s alpha reliability of the scale was .75. Finally, the third factor, with
an eigenvalue of 1.51, was formed by two items sharing the common aspect
of having good social contacts and informal meetings with colleagues and
bosses after working hours. The label socializing/networking seems to cover this
method to influence others. A sample item read: “I discuss plans concerning the
organization after hours with my colleagues and/or my boss.” Cronbach’s alpha
reliability was .67, which is very high for a two-item scale. All scales measuring
classic frontstage influence tactics demonstrated acceptable reliabilities. Table 1
presents mean scores and Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities of all influence tactics.

From Table 1 we can learn, first, that there are several different ways to
influence people backstage. And secondly, that managers and staff members use
backstage tactics at least as frequently as they use many frontstage tactics.
Actually, rational persuasion, soft tactics, and manipulation seem to be the three
most popular influence tactics, while the frontstage tactic of negotiation was the
least popular one. So the relative lack of attention to backstage tactics by many
researchers cannot be defended by claiming that these tactics are hardly used in
organizations.

As for the instruments measuring the bases of power, most scales demonstrated
acceptable reliabilities. However, one item had to be removed from the scale
measuring referent power. This integrity item (“In the eyes of my colleagues I am
an incorruptable person who can be trusted.”) was studied separately. Also, the
scale for “informational power” had to be split up since the two items which were

Table 1. Influence Tactics: Mean Scores and
Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities

Influence tactics Mean score Cronbach’s alpha reliability
1. Politicking 2.25 .79
2. Manipulating 2.98 .75
3. Socializing 2.54 .67
4. Hard tactics 2.59 .66
5. Soft tactics 3.19 72
6. Personal appeals 2.14 .68
7. Rational persuasion 3.75 .73
8. Negotiation 1.91 .62
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supposed to measure this basis of power didn’t correlate significantly (» = 0.5,
N.S.). One item, “information” is measuring the amount of nontechnical infor-
mation needed to finish tasks; the other item, social networking, focuses on
the social contacts enabling managers and staff to gather useful information
about developments in the organization. Mean scores and Cronbach’s alpha
reliabilities of the scales and items measuring the bases of power are presented
in Table 2.

Intercorrelations between Influence Tactics

Before testing the hypotheses, it is interesting to take a closer look at the
correlations between all influence tactics (see Table 3).

From Table 3 it can be seen at a single glance that almost all correlations
between the influence tactics studied in the present research project are positive.
Moreover, of the 28 intercorrelations, 23 (i.e., 82 percent) reach a level of
statistical significance. Apparently, people who are inclined to use one influence
tactic also have a tendency to use other influence tactics just as much. So there
seem to be individual differences between persons in the frequencies with which
they try to influence others. Moreover, people “generalize” over tactics. For
example, people who use soft tactics rather frequently also tend to have higher
scores on the frequency of use of politicking, manipulation, socializing, hard
tactics (!), personal appeals, rational persuasion, and negotiation. Still, the
correlations, although reaching significant levels, are never perfect, so there is
room for other factors to affect the frequency of use of influence tactics. These
other factors are like the ones that were hypothesized to have effects, according to
the hypotheses developed previously.

Table 2. Bases of Power: Mean Scores and
Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities

Bases of power Mean score Cronbach’s alpha reliability
Expert 3.89 72
Referent 3.71 .73
Integrity 4.22 —
Legitimate 3.76 .60
Coercive 2.95 .64
Reward 3.41 .83
Information 3.71 —

(Social) networking 3.58 —
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Outcomes, Justice, and Frequency
of Influence Tactics

To test hypotheses I-A, I-B, and II-A-D, Pearson correlation coefficients
between, on the one hand, procedural justice aspects and quality of outcomes of
the merger, and on the other hand, backstage and frontstage influence tactics, were
computed. Results are presented in Table 4.

As can be seen in Table 4, hypothesis I-A is supported for two of three backstage
tactics: Both politicking and socializing/networking covary with the merger
outcomes that are received and/or expected by the people participating in the
study. So, the more negative their own outcomes are, the more frequently people
try to influence other persons by politicking or by networking, and by the
socializing influence behaviors. However, manipulation tactics did not covary
significantly with the quality of outcomes attributed to the merger.

Hypothesis I-B has to be rejected: negativity of own outcomes of the merger
doesn’t covary significantly with the frequency of using hard influence tactics.
It is remarkable, though, that negative outcomes do seem to covary with the
use of rational persuasion. Apparently, this frontstage tactic seems to be
perceived as suitable for trying to influence the quality of outcomes that one
(should) receive.

According to hypothesis II-A, more voice should lead to a lower frequency of
backstage influence tactics. Reality presents us with a different picture, however.
Voice doesn’t covary with the frequencies of manipulation and socializing/
networking, and there even is a positive correlation between voice and the
frequency of politicking backstage behaviors. So, hypothesis II-A has to be
rejected. Hypothesis II-B does better than hypothesis 1I-A, and receives mixed
support. As predicted, voice covaries positively with the use of soft influence
tactics. However, the expected negative correlation with the use of hard tactics
was not obtained. And, again, rational persuasion covaries with voice given to
people. Apparently, this frontstage, open tactic is seen as an acceptable means
of influencing other persons—in particular, when the organization offers formal
opportunities to influence the process of a merger.

In hypothesis II-C it was stated that giving people adequate notice and
information about the merger lowers the frequency with which these persons
use backstage influence tactics. The hypothesis has to be rejected: Neither
politicking nor manipulation covary significantly with adequate notice,
while socializing/networking even shows a significant positive instead of a
negative correlation with this procedural justice aspect. There is mixed
support for hypothesis II-D. As predicted, the frequency with which soft
influence tactics are used covaries positively with giving people adequate
notice. Adequate notice was also expected to covary negatively with the
use of hard influence tactics, but this part of the hypothesis is not supported
by the data.
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Bases of Power and Influence Tactics

Hypotheses III-XIII were tested by computing the Pearson correlation
coefficients between the strengths of all bases of power and the frequency with
which backstage and frontstage influence tactics are used. Table 5 summarizes
all results.

Most hypotheses were supported by the data. As was predicted in hypothesis
111, expert power covaries positively with the use of soft influence tactics. Expert
power also covaries positively with rational persuasion, as was predicted by
hypothesis XIII. However, the pattern of correlations between expert power and
the three backstage influence tactics is not completely in accordance with the
pattern that was predicted by hypothesis XI. For, although strength of expert
power indeed does not covary with politicking and socializing/networking, there
is a nonpredicted positive correlation between expert power and manipulation
tactics. So, hypothesis XI receives mixed support by the data of the present
research.

As was clarified in the section on data structure, the scale measuring the strength
of referent power had to be split up. The classic form of referent power, measured
by the two-item instrument, did not covary positively with soft frontstage
influence tactics. This means, of course, that hypothesis IV has to be rejected.
Hypothesis XII does a better job, however: As was predicted beforehand, referent
power does not covary with the use of backstage influence tactics. How about
the integrity aspect as a basis of power? The pattern of correlations is more or
less the same as the pattern of correlations demonstrated by the classic referent
power, but there is one exception, namely a significant correlation with rational
persuasion (which was not predicted).

Legitimate power behaves as was predicted by hypothesis V: a positive cor-
relation with the use of hard influence tactics. However, legitimate power also
covaries positively with soft tactics and with rational persuasion. Apparently,
those who have legitimate power are aware of the fact that hard tactics may have
undesirable side effects. Therefore, they also make use of other tactics, which are,
in general, preferred by the targets of influence behaviors. Suppose that these
other, softer tactics don’t give the results desired by actors with a legitimate
power basis. In such situations, these actors always can resort to the hard tactics
legitimately available to them.

According to hypothesis VIII, having legitimate power should also covary
positively with the use of backstage influence tactics. This hypothesis is supported
for two backstage tactics—politicking and manipulation—but not for the third one
(socializing/networking).

The two hypotheses focusing on coercive power strongly resemble the
hypotheses focusing on legitimate power. The resemblances extend to the results
of testing the hypotheses. Coercive power shows the predicted correlation with
hard tactics (hypothesis V1), and also has a significant (but not expected) positive
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correlation with the frequency of using soft tactics. Moreover, coercive power
covaries, as was predicted by hypothesis IX, positively with the use of a backstage
influence tactic: politicking. However, correlations between coercive power
and the two other forms of backstage influence tactic did not reach statistical
significance.

Reward power is the third form of position power that was studied. Predictions
were that the strength of this basis of power would correlate positively with the use
of hard influence tactics (hypothesis VII) and the frequency of backstage tactics
(hypothesis X). Both hypotheses were largely supported by the data: Reward
power covaries with the use of hard influence tactics and also with two of the three
backstage tactics (politicking and manipulation). Again, some unexpected results
were found. Strength of reward power correlates positively with soft influence
tactics and with rational persuasion. It can be seen from these results that all
three forms of position power have more or less the same effects. Having position
power enhances the probability of using hard influence tactics. It also stimulates
people to use some form of backstage influence tactics. However, people having
position power also frequently tend to use soft influence tactics and often—for
those having legitimate and/or reward power—resort to rational persuasion, too.
Rational persuasion does not covary with coercive power. It is, perhaps, difficult
to convince people with logical reasoning while punishing them; this combination
simply seems to be inappropriate for influencing target persons.

Finally, we explored the covariations between the aspects of informational
power and the several backstage and frontstage influence tactics. Having infor-
mation in itself doesn’t seem to have strong effects on the preference for influence
tactics, with one exception: socializing/networking. However, the second item,
measuring the availability of important social contacts, demonstrates exactly the
same pattern of correlations that was shown by two forms of position power:
legitimate and reward power. The explanation for this remarkable fact is rather
straightforward. Having useful social contacts simply seems to be another form
of position power, even though it is possible that the personal characteristics of
the actors play a role in building a network of social contacts.

Other Frontstage Tactics

Until now, the focus has been on backstage tactics, hard and soft frontstage
tactics, and rational persuasion. This was with good reason, of course: All the
hypotheses predicted covariations between, on the one hand, outcomes and/or
procedural justice and/or basis of power, and, on the other hand, one or more of
these influence tactics. From Table 1 it can be seen that rational persuasion is the
influence tactic used most frequently by the persons participating in our study.
Perhaps this has something to do with the culture of the organization. Most
employees are professionals, often with academic or college degrees. Rationality
seems to be almost naturally part of the culture in such professional organizations.
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As for the other two influence tactics, personal appeals and negotiation, they
were the two least frequently used tactics. It is interesting to see that neither the
frequency of personal appeals nor the frequency of negotiation tactics covaries
significantly with voice, information, outcomes, or bases of power. One cannot
conclude, however, that these tactics always are unimportant. More research is
needed in a variety of organizations with a variety of characteristics.

CONCLUSION

The present research demonstrates convincingly that backstage influence tactics
are used rather frequently by actors. Therefore, the relative lack of attention to
these tactics cannot be defended by the facts. Future research should pay more
attention to backstage tactics. Future research should also focus on individual
differences between actors, in particular to the tendency to use many tactics.

There was mixed support for our hypotheses by the data of the present study. It
may be concluded that, at last in situations of mergers where the stakes are high,
perceptions of negative outcomes lead to higher probabilities that backstage
influence tactics will be used. As predicted, more procedural justice seems to
lead to a higher frequency of soft influence tactics. However, procedural justice
aspects such as voice and adequate information don’t exclude the possibility that
backstage tactics are used by actors.

It is wise to adhere to procedural justice norms during mergers. These norms
covary positively with soft influence tactics, and it is generally accepted that soft
tactics are more appreciated by targets than are the harder tactics [32].

Available bases of power may affect actors’ choices of influence tactics. This
finding supports the theoretical notions that were advanced earlier by some
researchers [see, e.g., 5, 56]. Having position power enhances the probability that
hard tactics are used; however, it also seems to strengthen the inclination to use
soft tactics and rational persuasion. Position power also enhances the probability
of using one or more of the backstage tactics. Those lucky managers who have
referent power don’t need to use influence tactics at all. They are seen as an
example, a role model. Rational persuasion, a tactic that is neither hard nor soft, is
used rather frequently both by experts and by people having high position power
(with the exception of the punishment power basis).
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