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Abstract
In Chinese society, a guanxi network is based on kinship or family ties of affection. This special pattern has
a historical background and is one of the important factors that have enabled many Taiwanese enterprises
to continue operating through the decades. The personal links between people create a kind of social
network known as guanxi, which is a unique characteristic of Chinese society. The study aims to investigate
the guanxi type of managers in Taiwanese family businesses, and examines how the guanxi type may
moderate the correlation between the managers’ power and the influence tactics used to handle
subordinates. We surveyed 178 managers who are working in Taiwanese family business. The results of
the hierarchical regression modeling showed that as managers have more position power, especially those
exercising the family guanxi, they are more likely to be assertive in their treatment of their subordinates.
Managers possessing the friend guanxi often play a bridging role to complement the function of those
managers with the family guanxi, who may use the assertive approach too strongly. Managers of this type
can provide a “lubricant effect” and keep the family business running smoothly. We recommend that family
business owners should pay more attention to relationship harmony and internal communication channels in
their organisations.
Key words: family business, guanxi, guanxi type, power based, position power, personal power, influence
tactics, assertiveness, favour exchange, resource-based view
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1
Introduction
The family business is a common type of
organisation model (Burkart, Panunzi & Shleifer,
2003). In Taiwan, 80 per cent of enterprises
follow the family business model. In Europe,
this type of enterprise also represents 52 per
cent of all businesses, and in the Netherlands,
Germany and Austria the proportion of familyrun enterprises in the business sector is also
over 80 per cent (Donckels & Frohlich, 1991).
Among the top companies in the US Fortune
500 rankings, almost one-third belong to
family-run enterprises (Kellermanns & Eddleston,
2004). In Taiwan, more than 30 of the top 50
business groups use the family business model
where family members have a major shareholding in the corporate equity. Research
reports have found that the consolidated total

global assets of the 100 largest groups in
Taiwan exceeded NTD 50 trillion in 2009, and
the earnings per share also increased by
nearly 100 per cent compared with the 2008
EPS (CCIS, 2010). This shows that Chinese
family businesses play a pivotal role in
Taiwan’s economic development. Gomez-Mejia,
Larraza-Kintana and Makri (2003) suggest that
family businesses must satisfy two requirements:
1) two or more executives of the enterprise
must come from the family that owns the
business; and
2) members of the family owning the
business should hold more than 5 per cent
of the enterprise’s total equity.
However, Bartholomeusz and Tanewski (2006)
argue that the criteria for a family business are
that the key managers or principal members of
the board of directors should be core members
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of the family that owns the business and that
more than 40 per cent of the company shares
should be held by close relatives of that family.
Their definition of a family business therefore
corresponds to those of previous scholars, who
derive their proposed definitions from the
perspectives of management and ownership.
In Chinese society, a guanxi network is
based on kinship or family ties of affection.
This special pattern has a historical background, and is one of the important factors that
have enabled many Taiwanese enterprises to
continue operating through the decades. To
perform the tasks assigned to them by the
organisation, managers need to have enough
power to function in a leadership role and
influence their subordinates. To this end, the
organisation formally transfers power to the
managers according to the structure of the
family business to allow the managers to carry
out their duties successfully. If the social
structure changes, the family business would
attempt to cope with the new situation by
devising a cross-shareholding scheme for all
affiliated companies. After the organisational
restructuring, the key positions or posts that
carry responsibility for making decisions are
still held by the family members (blood
relatives, relatives by marriage or friends), or
else by confidants of the original family.
However, matters such as the management of
the relationship between family affairs and
business, distribution of responsibilities and
separation of powers gradually surface and
become challenging issues for the family
business.
Managers need to take certain actions to
influence the behaviour of subordinates in an
organisation so that they complete the tasks
assigned to them by the organisation.
Managers have to use influence tactics to
change the behaviour of other persons (Durbin,
2001). Influence tactics are a means of
influencing other people into cooperating or
complying with one’s demands. These tactics
can change the attitudes, values, beliefs or
behaviours of others. Managers are able
through influence tactics (such as setting an
example, commanding or lobbying) to influence
people to attain organisational goals. More
importantly, the effective use of influence
tactics is often looked upon as an important

103

criterion for evaluating a manager’s leadership.
It determines whether the manager’s leadership
is successful or not, and whether the results are
immediately reflected in the performance of
the whole organisation.
In Chinese society particular emphasis is
placed on personal guanxi. From society as a
whole down to organisation level, and from
government officials to the general public, this
kind of guanxi is ubiquitous (Jacobs, 1979;
Tsai, Yeh & Wu, 2011). In fact, this personal
guanxi is viewed as an asset in Chinese
society, as it can determine the survival of an
individual or a corporate entity. Therefore,
differentiating between the guanxi types is the
most important challenge for someone
possessing power (Hwang, 1987). Summing up
the above, personal guanxi may be used either
for one’s own protection, or to obtain rare
resources so as to get ahead of the competition,
or to be free from threats. Under the influence
of cultural background and family heritage, a
Chinese family business often prefers to have
their children or descendants as future
successors in their business.. This is known as
family guanxi.
In a typical family business, most key
positions or management posts that carry
important decision-making authority are held
by family members, but not all positions are
filled by close relatives of the family owning
the business. In fact, past literature has tried to
break down personal guanxi into three types,
namely family guanxi, friend guanxi and
favour exchange guanxi (Hwang, 1987; Zhang
& Li, 2003; Taormina & Gao, 2010). Although
researchers have highlighted the relationship
between managerial power and influence
tactics (Kipnis, Schmidt & Wilkinson, 1980;
Yukl, 2002), follow-up studies have not been
able to identify any differences between
different guanxi types and this relationship.
Therefore, the first purpose of this study is to
determine whether managers with different
guanxi types in the family business show any
differences in the way they use influence
tactics to handle subordinates. And the second
purpose is to explore how managers lead their
subordinates and influence their behaviour in a
family business, although they have different
power bases and guanxi types.
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2
Literature review
2.1 Guanxi
In Chinese society, the personal links between
people are a kind of social network known as
guanxi, a unique characteristic of Chinese
culture. This culture emphasises the values of
“collectivism” and “order”, which are derived
from Confucianism. It emphasises the role of
individuals in the community and also provides
the rules of conduct for getting along with
other people. These personal connections
which regulate relations with other people are
called guanxi (Hwang, 1987; Yang, 1994; Tsai
et al., 2011) and have gradually evolved to
become an important value system in PanAsia. Personal guanxi of this nature in Chinese
society may be referred to as social connections,
but it should be remembered that personal
guanxi is based on shared interests or mutual
benefits for both parties (Tsai et al, 2011).
As a source of advice or assistance in
solving problems, family members are the
most direct and important group for an
individual (Hwang, 1987; Zhang & Li, 2003).
Yang (1994) proposed three types of guanxi
depending on the closeness of the relationship,
including family guanxi (the relationship between
family members), acquaintance guanxi (the
relationship between neighbours or colleagues)
and stranger guanxi (pure acquaintances or
social relations with no lasting nature).
Taormina and Gao (2010) further transformed
different guanxi patterns into behaviour
patterns and called them guanxi behaviour,
which includes family guanxi, friend guanxi
and favour exchange guanxi. When an
individual seeks help from other people, the
first group that comes to mind is typically his
family, and the second choice would be to turn
to close friends.
The guanxi network is not restricted to
direct links, and it may be established by
reciprocity or cooperation so as to make the
guanxi closer, until it reaches acceptable
targets. Renqing is found to be an important
element in maintaining personal guanxi (Lee,
Pae & Wong, 2001; Lee & Dawes, 2005;
Zhuang, Xi & Tsang, 2010). Renqing may be
established through social interaction so that

people with no kinship or different social
backgrounds are linked together. After
sustained social interaction, mutual feelings
become warmer with time. However, there are
two important factors which help to maintain
personal guanxi, namely trust and reliability.

2.2 Power base
Power can be viewed as a unique resource of
an individual; it refers to the ability to
manipulate someone or something. Power is an
interactive relationship; it means that a person
has the resources needed by others, so that
person is able to control/influence his behaviour
or attitudes. Finkelstein (1992) believed that
when managers are faced with strategic
decision making, the application of power
becomes a very crucial factor in the process.
French and Raven (1959) referred to five
different types of power base in describing a
manager’s leadership of subordinates. These
types include legitimate (the formal authority
given to a person through the organisation
because of an official position), reward (the
power to allocate valuable rewards to other
persons), coercive (the power to punish other
persons), expert (the power entrusted to a
person by the organisation based on their
special skills or professional knowledge), and
referent (the influence that results from unique
personal characteristics that make other people
ready to follow). The study by Rosenberg and
Pearlin (1962) found that a manager’s power
will gradually evolve, depending on their job
level and tenure. More experienced managers
in an organisation prefer to use legitimate and
referent techniques to get along with others.
Some scholars contend that the expert and the
referent types of power base are derived from
exclusive personal characteristics, but legitimate
rights and reward rights arise from formal
authority conferred through the organisation
(Robbins, 2001; Yukl, 2002), and have therefore
tried to condense the five types of power base
into two categories, namely position power and
personal power.
Garcia, Restubog and Denson (2010) say
that the family is the most important influence
in one’s life, so when one needs outside help,
the first choice is a family member and the
second a close friend (Taormina & Gao, 2010).
Organisations usually assign dissimilar levels
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of power to managers, based on their
responsibilities or required expertise (Robbins,
2001), but the Chinese family business is a
special case. The core power is mostly held by
family members or close friends, so the
managers possessing family guanxi usually
have more power than others. This study
therefore concluded that managers possessing
family guanxi, as opposed to managers
possessing favour exchange guanxi, have more
position power. On the other hand, managers
possessing favour exchange guanxi, as opposed
to managers possessing family guanxi, have
more personal power. Based on the foregoing,
our first hypothesis is:
H1: There is a significant difference
between managers’ power and their guanxi
types in the family business.

2.3 Influence tactics
The actions taken by managers to influence the
behaviour of subordinates are called influence
tactics Influence is an important means of
persuading other people to believe or engage in
certain behaviour. The most important function
in leadership is to influence others in the
organisation to attain the desired target, and
managers use various influence tactics to
achieve the objectives. Yukl and Falbe (1990)
believed influence to be a bridge that is an
important means of linking power and goals.
The choice of influence tactics varies
according to the purpose and applications, and
three categories can be distinguished: upward,
horizontal and downward tactics.
In an organisation, relationships can be
divided into vertically oriented top-down
relationships and laterally oriented relationships with colleagues. However, in Chinese
enterprises, subordinates are subjected to deep
influence from the boss in both their working
lives and their private lives, so vertical topdown relationships between supervisors and
subordinates are far more important than the
laterally oriented relationships with colleagues.
Kipnis et al. (1980) and Schriesheim and
Hinkin (1990) attempted to classify influence
tactics into six types: Ingratiation: showing
goodwill and currying favour first and then
revealing intentions; Exchange: exchange of
desired benefits; Rationality: proposing logical
and rational ideas based on the facts presented;
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Assertiveness: taking direct and tough action,
for example, ordering other people to comply
with the regulations set; Upward appeal:
seeking help from superiors; and Coalition:
seeking support from other people within the
organisation. Research by Yukl and Falbe
(1990) found that the most commonly used
tactic for exerting influence over the
subordinates is rationality and coalition is
found to be the least effective.
Because the managers in the organisation
may come from different guanxi types, their
management or leadership styles will be
different. From the point of view of resources,
power is a scarce resource. If the manager is a
relative of the family owning the business, he
will be given more power and special
preferences, so he will probably adopt tougher
management behaviour. On the other hand, if
the manager only has favour exchange guanxi
in a family business, he may adopt a more
conservative approach to managing subordinates.
This study deduced that managers possessing
family guanxi tend to use more rigid influence
tactics in managing subordinates, such as
assertive tactics; besides, the managers
possessing favour exchange guanxi tend to use
more affable influence tactics to manage
subordinates, such as ingratiation and exchange
tactics. Therefore, our second hypothesis is:
H2: There is a significant difference
between managers’ influence tactics and their
guanxi types in the family business.
Brass and Burkhardt (1993) believed that
influence tactics are derived from power and
there is a significant correlation between the
two. Yukl (2002) suggests that the influence
tactics adopted by managers may depend on
different objects or positions, and can
strengthen the way they intend to use their
influence. Hence, when the managers have
diverse sources of power, their leadership
behaviour and influence tactics regarding
subordinates will be different. In the family
business, the managers with more formal
position power conferred through the
organisation are able to take a tougher
leadership stance in asking the subordinates to
perform certain tasks, so they are inclined to
use more assertive and less affable approaches
in management. Furthermore, the managers
have more personal power owing to their own
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professional or personality traits, and tend to
lead the subordinates with ingratiating or
exchange approaches, and use less assertive
approaches. We suggest that in the Chinese
family business, the managers possessing more
position power are more likely to use an
assertive approach in managing subordinates;
and the managers possessing more personal
power are more likely to use an affable
approach. Therefore, our third hypothesis is:
H3a: Position power and assertive tactics
are positively related to each other.
H3b: Personal power and influence tactics,
including ingratiation, exchange, rationality,
upward appeal and coalition, are positively
related to each other.
Business guanxi and family guanxi are
vastly different concepts (Hwang, 2009). Business
guanxi generally refers to gift giving, bribery
and other informal favour exchanges, whereas
family guanxi mainly emphasises the obligation
of reciprocal assistance. Both types of guanxi
are found in Chinese family businesses. Since
most of the key positions with decisionmaking power are held by close relatives of the
business, a manager’s identity and guanxi type
are important considerations when assigning
power or key positions in a family business.
We have found that managers in family

businesses are not only family members but
may also be friends or persons with favour
exchange guanxi. However, to consolidate
their ownership and to make the operation run
smoothly, managers in the family business are
assigned necessary powers, depending on their
guanxi type, to protect rare resources, which is
the reason for different leadership behaviour
towards subordinates. Compared to managers
possessing (friend) favour exchange guanxi,
managers possessing family guanxi usually
have more position power, so their leadership
behaviour is more assertive. Since managers
possessing favour exchange (friend) guanxi
have more personal power than managers
possessing family guanxi, they are more
inclined to choose ingratiation, exchange,
rationality appeal, upward appeal and coalition
tactics. Therefore, the fourth hypothesis is
predicated as follows:
H4a: There is a moderation effect between
position power and assertiveness for managers
possessing family guanxi.
H4b: There is a moderation effect between
personal power and influence tactics, including
ingratiation, exchange, rationality, upward
appeal and coalition, for managers possessing
favour exchange guanxi.

Figure 1
Research model
Manager’s guanxi
type
H1

H2
H4

Manager’s power
H3

3
Research design
3.1 Sample
There were 112 family businesses participating
in this study and each of them received two to
five questionnaires, to be distributed to the
managers in the sample. A total of 192

Manager’s
influence tactics

questionnaires were sent, and 178 valid
returned questionnaires were received.
The managers in the sample were male
(64.6 per cent), middle-level managers (44.4
per cent) with a mean age of 35.2 years. Their
professional duties mainly relate to general
affairs (31.5 per cent) and marketing (25.3 per
cent). Most managers have family guanxi
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(41 per cent) with executives in the family
business. The second most prevalent is friend
guanxi (34.3 per cent) and the last favour
exchange guanxi (24.7 per cent).

3.2 Variable definition
3) Power base
We adopted Hinkin and Schriesheim’s (1989)
Bases of Social Power Questionnaire and
revised the content into 20 questions with a 5point scale. According to Yukl’s (2002)
suggested procedure, we condensed the five
categories of power base into two categories,
namely position power and personal power.
The Cronbach's α for this section is 0.912.
4) Influence tactics
We used the theory of Kipnis et al. (1980)
which identifies various influence tactics,
including ingratiation, exchange, rationality,
assertiveness, upward appeal and coalition.
The measurement table that we designed
contains 18 questions based on a 5-point scale.
The Cronbach's α for this section is 0.887.
5) Manager’s guanxi type
The manager’s guanxi type is a categorical
variable that includes three types of guanxi:
family guanxi, friend guanxi and favour
exchange guanxi. Before performing regression
analysis, we used two dummy variables as
stand-ins. In the case of family guanxi, the
variable value is set at 1, and at 0 for other
guanxi. In the case of friend guanxi, the
variable value is set at 1, and at 0 for other
guanxi.
6) Control variables
Based on previous family business and guanxi
studies (Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2004; Chung,
2012), the manager’s background is regarded
as providing the control variables in this study.
These variables are: the manager’s gender (1
for “male”; 0 for “female”), years of service (1
for “10 years or more”; 0 for “less than 10
years”), job function (1 for “operation units
including production and development, and
sales units”; 0 for “non-operating units including
financial, general affairs and information departments”); job level (1 for “middle-level or
higher level manager”; 0 for “basic manager”)
and industry (1 for “manufacture”; 0 for “nonmanufacture”).
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4
Verification and analysis
The common method variance (CMV) may
inflate or deflate the statistical results in the
current study (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee &
Podsakoff, 2003). Therefore, we used Harmen’s
single-factor analysis to test for the presence of
the CMV. The results showed that 11 factors
are produced, in which the first factor has a
cumulative explained variance of 17.14 per
cent and does not concurrently contain
independent and dependent variables.
The means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients among focused variables are
listed in Table 1. The ANOVA results showed
that managers who possess dissimilar guanxi
types have different types of power and use
various influence tactics to manage their
subordinates. As listed in Table 2, compared
with other guanxi, the managers possessing
family guanxi tend to have more position
power, and the managers possessing favour
exchange guanxi tend to have more personal
power. Regarding ways of managing subordinates, the managers possessing favour
exchange guanxi are more likely to use
ingratiation and exchange tactics compared
with those managers who possess friend and
family guanxi. The managers possessing
family guanxi are more likely to use assertive
tactics compared with other guanxi types.
Therefore, our hypotheses 1 and 2 are
supported.
Before performing the hierarchical regression,
we set up the control variables as the first step,
and the results of the analysis are shown in
Table 3. The results showed that the managers
with more position power in the family
business are more likely to use assertive tactics
in managing their subordinates (β =.331, P
<.001), and they are less likely to use
ingratiation (β = -.215, P <.01) and exchange
tactics (β = -.238, P <.01). However, the
managers with more personal power in the
family business are more likely to use
ingratiation (β =.334, P <.001), exchange (β
=.232, P <.01), rationality (β =.146, P <.05),
upward appeal (β =.249, P <.01), and coalition
(β =.244, P <.01), and they are less likely to
use assertive tactics (β = -.232, P <.001). Thus,
our hypothesis 3 is supported.
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients among variables
M

S.D.

1

1. Gender

.350

.481

1

2. Seniority

.309

.463 -.164*

3. Job function

.461

.500

.117 -.081

4. Industry

.610

.489

.01

5. Job level

.641

.481 -.033 -.056 .011

6. Position power

3.834 .638 -.102 .016 -.101 -.072 .474**

7. Personal power

3.524 .478 -.023 -.145 .026 -.024 -.171* -.314**

8. Ingratiation

3.408 .644

.066 -.052 -.020 -.146 -.282** -.380** .427**

9. Exchange

3.504 .663

.129 -.111 -.022 -.051 -.293** -.383** .337** .506**

10. Rationality

3.991 .576 .211** -.109 .087

11. Assertiveness

3.740 .751

12. Upward appeal 3.785 .660

2

3

4

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

1
1

-.042 .111

.095

5

.001

1
.125

1

.074

1
1

.049 -.041 .133

1
1

.015 .182*

1

-.02 .248** .298** .437** -.366** -.406** -.221** .227**

1

.034 -.132 .001 -.067 -.318** .072 .206* -.185* .008 .224** .543**

13. Coalition

3.683 .756 -.167* .023

14. Family guanxi

.275

.448

15. Friend guanxi

.247

.433 -.043 -.045 .097

1

.054 -.130 .141 -.085 .259** .332** .178* -.011 -.284** -.103

1

.044 -.031 -.040 -.078 .351** .392** -.264** -.268** -.324** .061 .361** .151* -.103
.055 .186* .224** .194* -.174* .106

1

.002 .177* .262** .045 -.353**

1

Note. N=178; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Table 2
The results of ANOVA for different guanxi types, power and influence tactics
Degrees of
freedom

Sum of squares

F test

Level of
significance

Scheffe
post-hoc
comparisons
1>2>3

Position power

16.765

2

26.487***

0.001

Personal power

3.180

2

7.460***

0.001

3>1

Ingratiation

8.914

2

12.075***

0.001

3>2>1

8.609

2

10.877***

0.001

3>2>1

0.255

2

Assertiveness

16.035

2

16.795***

0.001

1>2>3

Upward appeal

2.921

2

3.448**

0.01

2>3

Coalition

1.080

2

0.944

0.391

Exchange
Rationality

0.382

0.683

Note. ** p< 0.01; *** p<0.001.
1 refers to family guanxi; 2 refers to friend guanxi; 3 refers to favour exchange guanxi.

Table 3
The results of hierarchical regression modeling
Dependent variables
Ingratiation

Exchange

Rationality

Assertiveness

Upward appeal

Coalition

M1

M2

M1

M2

M1

M2

M1

M2

M1

M2

M1

M2

Gender

.074

.064

.132

.115

.044

.047

.089

.117

.277**

.274**

.154*

.130

Seniority

-.185**

-.168**

-.078

-.054

.068

.045

-.295***

-.133*

-.076

-.082

-.005

-.016

Job Function

-.131

-.073

-.038

-.063

.058

.065

.003

.018

.127

.122

-.157**

-.144*

Industry

-.014

-.041

-.089

-.078

.052

.053

.059

.025

.026

.015

.026

.032

Job level

-.306***

-.147*

-.304***

-.152*

.194**

.206**

.331***

.283***

-.183*

-.165*

-.176*

-.156*

Position power

-.215**

-.238**

.062

.331***

.121

-.117

Personal power

.334***

.232**

.146*

-.232***

.249**

.244**

F values

6.018

11.02

6.185

8.123

5.088

7.068

7.598

13.125

3.805

6.957

4.017

8.668

R2

.149

.312

.152

.251

.117

.221

.181

.351

.098

.205

.105

.261

ΔR2

.163

Note. N=178; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

.098

.104

.170

.107

.156
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We followed the suggestion of Baron and
Kenny (1986) in testing hypothesis 4. We set
the guanxi type as a moderating variable, and
the result is shown in Table 4. We found that
managers possessing family guanxi (β = -.445,
P <.001) have more personal power, compared
with those managers who possess favour
exchange guanxi, and they are less likely to
manage subordinates with ingratiation. On the
other hand, the managers possessing friend
guanxi (β =.457, P <.001) are more likely to
use ingratiation, as shown in Figure 2.
Similarly, when the managers possessing family
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guanxi (β = -.439, P <.01) have more personal
power, compared with those managers possessing
favour exchange guanxi, they are less likely to
use exchange tactics in managing subordinates.
The managers possessing friend guanxi (β =.457,
P <.001) are more likely to use exchange
tactics, as shown in Figure 3. Finally, when
managers possessing family guanxi (β =.398, P
<.001) and friend guanxi (β =.215, P <.05)
have acquired more position power, they are
more likely to manage subordinates with
assertive tactics, as shown in Figure 4.
Therefore, our hypothesis 4 is supported.

Figure 2
The interaction between personal power and the guanxi type on ingratiation tactics
Ingratiation

4,5"
4"
3,5"
3"
2,5"
2"

Family Guanxi
Friend Guanxi
Interest Guanxi

Low Personal

High Personal

Figure 3
The interaction between personal power and the guanxi type on exchange tactics
Exchange

5"
4,5"
4"
3,5"
3"
2,5"
2"

Family Guanxi
Friend Guanxi
Interest Guanxi

Low Personal

High Personal

Figure 4
The interaction between position power and the guanxi type on assertive tactics
Assertiveness

4.5
4

Family Guanxi

3.5

Friend Guanxi
Interest Guanxi

3
2.5
2
Low Position

High Position

M2

M3

Assertiveness
M1

M2

M3

Upward appeal
M1

M1

M2

Coalition
M3

-.014 -.030 -.029 -.089 -.086 -.084 .052

-.113* -.105*
-.124* -.157* .194* .202** .223** .331*** .188* .198* -.183* -.205* -.289** -.176* -.171* -.161
.306***
.304***

5
Conclusions

The family business plays an important role
and is a common type of enterprise in Chinese
society. Because most important positions
within the organisation are held by close
relatives or friends, there are bound to be some
communication problems between the supervisor and the subordinates. Therefore, the
management of the relationship between
.567**
.196

.130

-.014

.167

.215

.089

.027
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.105 . 169
.161* . 256*
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.046
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.034
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.079
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.065
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Dependent variables
Rationality

.074

M2

Exchange

Gender

M1

Ingratiation
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Table 4
The results of hierarchical regression modeling

family affairs and business, the division of
power, and the allocation of responsibilities
all become important issues in such an
organisation. The purpose of this study is to
investigate the relationship between managers’
power, influence tactics and guanxi type. The
current study found that the managers’ power
in a family business may depend on different
guanxi types, with resultant differences in
leadership behaviour by managers. We therefore
make some suggestions based on the research
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findings with respect to future managers’ job
assignments in the family business.
According to the results of this study, most
of the managers in positions of power are key
family members and those managers who
possess favour exchange guanxi often have
more personal power. The managers who
possess favour exchange guanxi are more
likely to use ingratiation and exchange tactics
to influence subordinates, as opposed to those
managers who possess family guanxi. The
managers who possess friend guanxi are more
inclined to use upward appeal tactics, as
opposed to those managers who possess favour
exchange guanxi. The managers possessing
family guanxi are more likely to use assertive
tactics to influence their subordinates, as
opposed to those with favour exchange guanxi.
Since the managers possessing family or
friend guanxi have a special, unique
relationship with the family that owns the
business, as opposed to those managers
possessing favour exchange guanxi, as Hwang
(2009) noted, this type of close relationship
allows the managers to hold more privileges or
receive special care. Managers with this type
of guanxi are often regarded as heirs to the
future business, hence the organisation will
often confer a lot of authority on these
managers. When they deal with subordinates,
they often ignore the feelings of the
subordinates, and use an assertive approach
when asking other people to do what they
want. In contrast, the managers possessing
favour exchange guanxi, as opposed to those
with family guanxi, are likely to manage
subordinates with more empathy, so they are
more likely to use more unassuming or
ingratiating exchange tactics to influence
subordinates.
This study also found that if the managers
possessing family guanxi have acquired more
position power, they are more inclined to use
assertive tactics rather than ingratiation and
exchange tactics. Because the managers
possessing family guanxi have formal power
conferred on them by the organisation, these
managers are inclined to adopt a more
straightforward and tougher management style
in leading their subordinates, and are less
likely to use more pacific approaches. On the
other hand, the managers who have more
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personal power are likely to adopt a more
affable attitude when influencing subordinates,
such as through ingratiation, exchange and
rationality appeal or coalition tactics. Because
personal power is derived from special
personal traits or professionalism, managers
with personal power may lead subordinates
according to their professional judgment. In
exercising their leadership role, managers of
this type are more agreeable and affable
towards their subordinates. They tend to help
their subordinates from a professional standpoint with the intention of working together to
attain the objectives of the organisation.
Finally, the interaction effect between
different power and influence tactics revealed
several interesting aspects. First, as seen from
Figures 2 and 3, because of the special status
and relationship with the family business, if
the managers possessing family guanxi have
acquired more personal power, they are less
likely to use ingratiation and exchange tactics
on their subordinates. Another point worth
mentioning is that when managers possessing
friend or favour exchange guanxi have
acquired more personal power, they are more
likely to use ingratiating and exchange tactics.
This study has attempted to use a resource
perspective to explain the research findings.
Managers possessing family guanxi possess
certain resources that others do not have at the
outset, because of the special relationship with
the family business (i.e. kinship), so these
managers are more likely to be arrogant in
front of their subordinates. Therefore,
considering the minzi element, these managers
are less likely to use a more agreeable
approach in dealing with subordinates.
In contrast, the managers who possess
friend guanxi entered the organisation through
informal channels (interview), based on their
special guanxi with the family business, and
are more aware of the importance of
maintaining good relationships. In order to
consolidate their positions in the organisation,
they tend to use ingratiating means and
exchange tactics to curry favour with
subordinates in an effort to maintain good
relations with them. Therefore, these managers
are able to obtain more resources from the
organisation. As shown in Figure 4, once
managers who possess family guanxi have
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acquired more position power, as opposed to
the other two types of managers, they are more
likely to use assertive tactics in managing
subordinates. The managers possessing family
guanxi are working in their own business, and
they often exhibit a sense of superiority in
front of other people because they know that
their family will stand behind them and
support them. If the managers who possess
family guanxi are able to obtain more position
power, they tend to indulge in self-satisfaction
on account of the power they possess. This
makes it more difficult to lead subordinates
with empathy, and they are more likely to
adopt an assertive approach when asking the
subordinates to do things, thus deepening the
distrust between the managers and their
subordinates.
The influence tactics chosen by the
managers not only have to fulfil their own
purpose, but also need to achieve the overall
objectives of the organisation. Therefore,
managers need to make good use of the powers
conferred on them by the organisation. They
should make more frequent use of the tactics
that can produce good emotional support or
lobbying, so as to make it easier for the
subordinates to understand the missions and
their value to the organisation. This would
establish the necessary mutual trust between
the two parties. They should make less use of
the authoritative approach to force other
people to comply, so as to avoid rebellion on
the part of subordinates, which would affect
the realisation of the organisation's objectives.
Since the managers who possess family
guanxi have strong ties with the family
business, and are often regarded as the

corporate successor, it is no surprise that many
important positions in the organisation are held
by them. When they propose to do something,
they are less likely to take the feelings of
subordinates into account. This could easily
produce a communication breakdown between
the manager and subordinates, which could
lead to estrangement. We suggest that if the
managers possess friend guanxi, because of the
special relationship with the supervisor, they
will function more like a “bridge” or have a
“lubricant” effect. Because of their harmonious
friendship with the corporate management,
these managers tend to treat subordinates in a
more affable manner and complement the
managers who possess family guanxi in
establishing cordial relations with subordinates
or listening to employees. Therefore, company
policies can be implemented smoothly, and
tasks assigned by the organisation can be
performed well as a result of good cooperation.
Finally, in this relatively conservative and
closed management environment we suggest
that business owners need to pay more attention
to communication between the supervisor and the
subordinates. Job assignment for managers
should also be monitored, so that it can help
achieve the objectives of the organisation,
enhance job performance by subordinates, and
maintain good relations between supervisors
and subordinates. This would enable the
operation of the family business to be carried
out more smoothly. A suggestion for future
research is more in-depth research to explore
performance, job commitment or job innovation for managers with a different guanxi
type, to complement the current research and
make up for any inadequacies.
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