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The aims of the dissertation

In this dissertation we investigate the way powales and instrumental motives
influences strategic decisions. Our social inteoast can show manifold patterns regarding
the hierarchical level of the participants. Theiabpsychology of power has been studied in
the past few decades, and it was treated as astraictural property of social relations. The
social psychological approach of power definessitaa asymmetrical control over others’
outcomes (e.g., Fiske & Berdahl, 2007; Kipnis, J97%&everal studies showed that power
position induces a special psychological functignihat can be described by the increased
saliency of instrumentality (Guinote, 2007; Kelth@ruenfeld & Aronson, 2003; Magee &
Smith, 2013). As a result, the cognition as wellttees social behavior of the powerholders
changes and becomes goal-oriented, and consequpatierholders tend to objectify their
interactional partners (Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee,Galinsky, 2008; Kipnis, 1976). These
effects are also present even if power is activatguerimentally (e.g., primed for a short time
in the laboratory).

The experimental social psychology of power is dwated by studies in which
psychological effects of power are stemmed from groposition; there is a lower number of
studies that investigates the effects of poweraoision-making on the level of more stable
attitudes. We believe that besides the effect efgsqositions it is also important to explore
the impact of more salient power-related attitudes psychological functioning. In our
opinion it is worthwhile to involve those traitsdnthe scope of studies that can correlate with
either (a) stable power-related attitudes or (bralency to focus on instrumental aspects of
situations. Therefore in our studies we found lévant to measure individual differences in
both (a) Machiavellianism and (b) social value wt&ion. Machiavellianism refers to the
level of agreement with Machiavellian views, andiabvalue orientation refers to a relative
preference a person has in interdependent sitgatidhe latter construct traditionally
distinguishes between 2 main value orientation dype., it differentiates people primarily
guided by self-interests (proself value orientatitom people primarily guided by common
interests (prosocial value orientation).

The research presented in this dissertation captoogh situational and individual
variables, such as power position, power-relatetlidés and efficiency-oriented instrumental
motives, in the same empirical framework, and weestigate their main and interaction
effects on strategic decisions. To the best ofkmawledge, the role of Machiavellianism or

social value orientation in strategic decision mgkhas been studied separately (Curry,
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Chesters és Viding, 2011; Paal, 2011; Spitzer,hbiacher, Herrnberger, Grén és Fehr, 2007,
van Dijk, De Cremer és Handgraaf, 2004). In oudigtsi we investigate the effects of these
two characteristics together. Furthermore, we #lgdo identify a potential link between the
constructs of social value orientation and Machiar@sm comparing them on the basis of
interpersonal value priorities.

In our studies we involved both situational andivittial factors in the investigation
of the following research questions: Does a pestart to follow his/her self-interests more in
a superior role even if he or she is not especralhyivated to do so in general? Will he or she
acquire a comparable level of strategic reasortiagd person may has who is predisposed to
influence outcomes in interpersonal situations? WWérepeople with a higher motivation to
social influence change their behavior in an imfierble, and whether they take steps in this
role to gain more power than those who are notyreabtivated to influence outcomes? The
novelty of our studies can be that decisions madethe two different roles of the
experimental game we applied in our studies (eemodified ultimatum game) remain
comparable. Hereafter we present the hypotheseanéthods and the main findings of our

studies.

Hypotheses

According to our assumptions power (superior) rdldl), higher level of
Machiavellianism 12) and proself value orientatiorH®) increase strategic reasoning,
especially if power position and personal charasties favoring strategic thinking are
present at the same timd4). We expect that the high power (superior) rolmae preferred
by people agreeing with Machiavellian views). We also expect a correspondence between
Machiavellianism and social value orientation oe basis of interpersonal values: according
to our assumptions agency values are more prefdmgegeople with higher level of
Machiavellianism and proself value orientation, @dimunion values are more preferred by
people with lower level of Machiavellianism and gocial value orientatiorHg). To test our
hypotheses we designed and conducted 3 studiedse 1 gives an overview about our
research questions and our studies, where “xx”“&hdnarks show that a research question
was investigated in our studies directly or indirgaespectively. (Note: study humbers also
shows the timeline of our studies.)



Table 1. Overview of our research questions and our studies

Studies
Research questions
1 2 3

The separate and simultaneous effects of the mituand X X
personality on strategic decision makihktiL{H4)
Additional study of power motives and preferend#s)( XX
The relationship of Machiavellianism and social uel

. . X X XX
orientation H6)

Study 1: Laboratory experiment applying a modifiedultimatum game

Methods and procedure of Study 1

To test our hypotheses we designed a laboratorgrempnt in which 98 students
participated (50 female and 48 male). In the expent we applied a modified version (Glth
& Kovacs, 2001) of the ultimatum game (Gith, Schipeitger, & Schwarze, 1982). In the
standard ultimatum game players make decisionsvéad the two roles of the game. The
proposer (allocatorican decide about splitting money (1000 HUF in@ase) as he/she likes,
and therecipientcan either accept or reject the proposed allogatiche recipient takes the
offer players share the money as the allocatorqmeq, but if the recipient turns it down (veto
it), both receive nothing.

The structure of the modified ultimatum game cqoesls to the structure proposed
by Guth and Kovacs (2001), in which the recipidsbalisposes of some money (300 HUF)
in the beginning of the game that can be used yoveto power. In this game three types of
veto power can be distinguished: full, medium ama Veto. If the recipient hdsll vetoand
rejects the allocator’s offer neither he/she ner @llocator receives anything (i.e., they play
the standard ultimatum game). If the recipient heslium vetaand rejects the allocator’s
offer, both the kept and offered sums are dimirdgdhye two-third. If the recipient hdsw veto
power and rejects the offer, the sums are diminidheonly one-third. If the recipient does
not have veto power, he/she has no choice: heaheoltake the offer from the allocator (i.e.,
in the case they play the standard dictator gaifieg. recipient can get veto powers on a
random draw: the experimental software (z-Treesetlbacher, 2007) randomly determined

the type and price of veto power that was availabla respective round of the game. The



recipient had to determine in advance the amourtetgaid for the different veto powers
from her/his 300 HUF. The money remained after Amiging was added to the sum offered
by the allocator. Besides that, the recipient wis® asked to declare her/his acceptance
thresholds for every condition of veto power indiieg the amount under which he/she would
reject the allocator’'s offer. The allocator madeisiens about how much money he/she
would offer to the recipient, if the recipient h&dl, medium or low veto power, or the
recipient had no veto power at all. That is, wedube strategy method and participants made
their decisions in advance for each condition abvymwer (full, medium, low and no veto).
Participants were randomly paired in the experimantl as two experimental periods were
used, they were randomly re-paired for the secarobg (i.e., if somebody was allocator in
the first period he/she became recipient in themsggeriod, and vice versa). In short, we

asked participants to determine the following syas (Table 2):

Table 2. Strategies determined by the participants in ¢tesrof the modified ultimatum game

Allocator (1000 HUF) Recipient (300 HUF)
full veto offer 1 reservation price 1
medium veto offer 2 reservation price 2
low veto offer 3 reservation price 3
no veto offer 4 -
full veto - acceptance threshold 1
medium veto - acceptance threshold 2
low veto - acceptance threshold 3

Personality-related individual differences were aswed before the modified
ultimatum game by frequently used scales: Machi@sm was measured using the Mach-
IV scale (Christie & Geis, 1970; Szakacs, 1989) aacial value orientation was measured
using the Triple Dominance Measure (Van Lange, rQteBruin, & Joireman, 1997). After
participants made their decisions in the ultimafyeme, and received information about the
money they earned, they were also asked to fal glmort post-experimental questionnaire and
report their representations about the decisidnadaswvell as their motives (i.e., pursuing self-

interest vs. prosocial motives) regarding the gémeg played.



Theresults of Study 1

Our first hypothesis was tested wjthtest, in which we used dichotomous variables
showing the level of strategic reasoning basedhenfallowing criterions: allocators’ offers
were deemed strategic if (1) an allocator offeremarto a recipient with full veto than to a
recipient with no vetoand (2) he/she did not offer more to a recipient witadium veto than
to a recipient with full veto, and he/she did nfeomore to a recipient with low veto than to
a recipient with medium veto. A similar “give sotnietg for the full veto, but do not evaluate
veto powers reversely” criterion can be appliedtloa recipients’ side as well. Recipients’
prices for veto powers can be deemed as stratédit) ine/she offered some money for
getting the full vetoand (2) he/she did not bid more for getting the medilan getting the
full veto, and he/she did not bid more for gettthg low than getting the medium veto. In
general, decisions made in the allocator role did correspond to the logic of the game
considerably more than decisions made in the rexipiole. However, results detailed later
gives support for ouH1 hypothesis, in which we expected higher leveltadtegic thinking
in the allocator role.

The H2, H3 and H4 hypotheses were tested with a mixed design ANOWAere
allocators’ offers, recipients’ prices and accepeathresholds for the different levels of veto
powers served as within-subjects variables, anticgzants’ gender, their individual level of
Machiavellianism, their social value orientationvasll as the order of rounds in which the
allocator or recipient decisions were made serglesween-subjects variables. Our findings
showed that the level of recipients’ veto powemsigantly influenced allocators’ offers:
increasing veto power also increased offérs/dro (2.57, 241.90) = 25.36 < .001). This
main effect was qualified by a significant interant between veto power and
Machiavellianism E veto x mach (2.57, 241.90) = 8.02p < .001). Individuals high in
Machiavellianism (high Machs) were cautious in ttigcision making, and compared to low
Machs, they offered more if the recipient had faledium or low veto power; however, they
dramatically lowered their offer if the recipiemtcked veto power. It seems that high Machs
were guided by strategic fairness: they were caastib their partners had a possibility for
influence the outcomes, but they lowered their reffé their partners totally lacked this
influencing capacityFigure lillustrates high Machs’ strategic use of fairn@dse figure also
illustrates that the offers of low Machs also cdesably decreased with lower levels of veto
power, thus we can say that in general, particgterid to think and decide more strategically
in the allocator role. Our findings on the recipggrside of the game will also give indirect
support for ouH1 hypothesis.
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Figure 1. Allocators’ offers in the function of recipientgto power and the level of
participants’ Machiavellianism

Regarding social value orientation (SVO) we fouhdttboth proselfs and prosocials
decreased their offers for the weakening veto pswaowever, compared to proselfs,
prosocials offered more for every case of veto pofvWesvo (1, 76) = 14.30p < .001). The
difference between the offers of proselfs and pi@d® was the largest in the no veto
condition that indicates the higher strategic coesitions of proselfs. Consequently,
compared to prosocials, proselfs closed the gartte Mgher incomeNldn prose = 800.00,
Mdn prosociaL= 650.00,U = 611.50z=-1.82,p = .07).

On the recipients’ side the main effect of veto povon prices was marginally
significant: increasing veto power led to higheces € vero (1.47, 141.29) = 2.83 = .08).
This main effect was qualified by a marginally sfgpant interaction between veto power and
the individual level of Machiavellianisn(vero x mach (1.47, 141.29) = 2.4§ = .10): low
Machs defined their prices independently of theelexf veto power, while high Machs set
higher prices for stronger veto powers. This figdindicates that, compared to low Machs,
high Machs are more motivated to get influentialvpo over outcomed=igure 2 illustrates
that the above-mentioned main effect of veto poiseprimarily maintained by the price
setting behavior of high Machs, since only theyma@tes in correspondence of the logic of

the game. This is in contrast with decisions madiné allocators’ role, where in a smaller or
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larger extent, but most of the participants lowetkdir offers with the decrease of veto

power.
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Figure 2. Prices set by recipients in the function of vedavpr and the level of participants’
Machiavellianism

According to our findings, and probably becauser theove-mentioned motivation to
increase their influence on outcomes, as a redifpigm Machs earned less than low Machs
(although the difference did not reach a marginsignificant level, the means were 436.48
and 500.23 HUF, respectively = 974.00,z = -1.50,p = 0.13). However, they are more
successful as allocators than low Machs, which cccag the result of their low offers
determined for recipients without veto power (thigedence again did not reach a marginally
significant level, the means were 730.84 and 666I4%, respectivelyl) = 971.50z = -1.52,
p=.13).

The analysis of answers given for the post-expartaiguestions showed that most of
the participants properly captured the main stratigatures of the modified ultimatum game
as well as the role of veto power had in it. Coregeio low Machs, high Machs agreed with
statements significantly more that referred to pung self-interest in the gam&946) = -2.69;

p < .01). However, low Machs agreed significantly renavith items referring prosocial
motivation, e.g. with the item “In games like thiiss needed to treat others in a just way.”
(t(96) = 2.53p = .01).



Study 2: Questionnaire study applying a modified timatum game

Methods and procedure of Study 1

The sample of this study consisted of 220 youndtad@07 female, 113 male). The
individual level of Machiavellianism and social wal orientation was measured using the
same methods as in Study 1. Participants werepaitssiented with and asked to define their
strategies in the same modified ultimatum gamenathe Study 1. Because of the survey
method in this study participants made their deaigither in the allocator or in the recipient
role, and they were not financially compensatedt itk they made hypothetical decisions.
After defining their strategies, participants alsad to ask a question whether they would
choose either the allocator or the recipient roliaey had a chance to play this game again
and if they also had the possibility to decideéiely. This question served our aim to test our
H5 hypothesis in which we expect to detect individdiffierences in participants’ preferences
for different game roles. The same post-experinteniastionnaire was used as in Study 1;
however, an additional item was also applied ineor check whether the allocator role

increase the subjective experience of power.

Theresults of Study 2

The results are similar to those in Studyl. Bdtbcators’ and recipients’ decisions
were influenced by recipients’ veto powers. Therease of veto power also increased
allocators’ offers £ vero (2.37, 258.65) = 23.73) < .001) and recipients’ prices for veto
powers F veto (1.34, 140.45) = 24.56, < .001). Allocators’ offers were also influenceg b
the significant main effect of Machiavellianismédtbffers of low Machs were higher than the
offers of high Machs for every case of veto powekacn (1, 109) = 5.92p < .05), and a
marginally significant main effect of social valoeentation (the offers of prosocials were
higher than the offers of proselfs for every caleeto powerF svo (1, 79) = 3.12p = .08).
The significant main effect of veto power on reems’ prices was qualified by the
marginally significant interaction of veto powerdathne level of Machiavellianism: prices set
by high Machs decreased with the decrease of v@i@ipin a steeper way than in the case of
low Machs,F veto x mach (1.34; 140.45) = 2.4§ = .09).

Regarding the preferences of different game relegound that the two-third part of
our sample preferred the allocator role to the pieat one, and this preference was

independent of the actual role in which particigamtade their decisions. Confirming ddb



hypothesis, high Machs (here: the upper quarteh@fsample) showed a more pronounced
preference for the allocator roJg(1) = 2.61:p = .10.

According to our findings, compared to the decisimaking in the recipient role,
decision making in the allocator role significanithcreased the subjective level of power (a
7-point scale was uselldn a | ocators = 5.00,Mdn grecipients= 3.00,U = 4107.00z = -4.16,

p < .001). Similarly to the results of Study 1, cargd to the high Machs, low Machs
reported that they were guided by prosocial, artdogaexploitative motives. High Machs as
well as proselfs reported a higher level of explibve intentions (for each differenpe< .05).

Study 3: Investigating the potential relationship ketween Machiavellianism and

social value orientation

Methods and procedure of Study 3

The results of Study 1 and Study 2 showed thattmeept of Machiavellianism and
social value orientation can be related on thesbaSmotivations emerged in the ultimatum
game. In both studies the interrelation of the womcepts was also investigated, and we
observed that prosocials were more likely to beltnthe group of low Machs than proselfs
belonged to the group of high Machs. Based on iffiereint importance individuals attach to
efficiency and instrumentality versus communitye thterrelation of the two concepts can be
assumed (Liebrand, Jansen, Rijken, & Suhre, 1986t, R011). Therefore, the research aim
of the Study 3 was to investigate this interrelatia the domain of interpersonal value
preferences. Data were collected from 445 partitgpg398 female and 47 male). The
Agentic and Communal Values scale (Trapnell & Pas2012) was used to investigate the
potential differences in value priorities. This lscaneasures the personal importance of
agentic (e.g., competency, power, dominance etwd) @mmunal values (e.g., altruism,
forgiveness etc.). The individual level of Machidie@mism and social value orientation was

measured using the same methods as in Study 1.

Theresults of Study 3

The results confirmed ou#t6 hypothesis: agentic values were more preferredidy
Machs and proselfs, while communal values were rpoeéerred by low Machs and people
with prosocial value orientation. (It is worth toention that as these values stem from basic

human motivations of being competent and the neebletong, one should not expect the
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rejection of these values. Accordingly, in our sémhe means of different value types fell
over the middle point of the scale. Neverthelels, @bove-mentioned differences in value
preferences among low and high Machs, and also gipmsocials and proselfs were shown
to be significant by the Mann-Whitney U-tests, &ach differencg < .01). The relative
importance of communal values to the agentic on&s a¥so calculated, and the means of 4
groups (low Machs with prosocial value orientatidow Machs with proself value
orientation, high Machs with prosocial value oraitn, and high Machs with proself value
orientation) were compared. This index was the ésgHor the prosocial low Mach-group,
which was followed by the proself low Mach-grouphile the prosocial and proself high
Mach-groups did not really differentiate the imamorte of the two value typeB(8, 102.92) =
24.92;p<.001).

Discussion and implications

The research aims of the presented studies wear®ltl First, we investigated how
the superior and inferior roles in interactionsaesdl as individual differences in instrumental
motives (such as Machiavellianism and social valuentation) influence strategic decision
making in a modified ultimatum game. Second, we aigestigated the potential interrelation
of the two mentioned personal characteristics énfigld of basic human values.

The main results showed that strategic decisioa®e wnfluenced by both situational
(i.e., allocator or recipient role) and personattdas (i.e., the individual level of
Machiavellianism and social value orientation).tlh® more superior role it was easier to
make decisions corresponding to the logic of thelifreml ultimatum game, while the inferior
role did not tend to enhance strategic reasonirgy, (in this role only high Machs were
strategic). Strategic decisions were also infludnog personal characteristics. The strategic
use of fairness from the part of high Machs indhecator role confirmed our expectations, in
which we assumed that the more superior role iserestrategic decision making, especially
when personal characteristics favoring strategitkthg are present.

We would relate our results to the observationexgerimental social psychology
which revealed that power position makes strat@gigects more salient. Similarly, in our
studies we saw that the more superior role in aifreddultimatum game led to more goal-
directed solutions. At the same time, we also $&awin the inferior role only high Machs did

more for getting control over the outcomes of theasion, i.e., they were more motivated to
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do something against their more inferior positidheir higher motivation to influence was
also underlined by their higher preference forahecator role.

In our opinion our results have research as welpractical implications. It may be
worth considering the emphasis experimental sogsaychology of power lays on
investigating the psychological consequences ofgodvom the direction of power position,
and it is also worth considering to broad this spee by taking the attitudes and dispositions
more into account. Our results showed that powler @ahanced strategic thinking (i.e., the
chance for making more instrumental decisions vigisen in the more powerful role), but we
also found that in the inferior role individual fdifences were responsible for making efforts
to get more control over the outcomes. Our rewdige practical implications as well. First,
as we saw, decisions made in interdependent singatire guided by different motivations
that are worth taking into account. Second, altlhopgwer role leads to a more efficient
decision making process (which can have practicgdlications in organizations, e.g., by
supporting the rational empowering of employeesthrir job), but it should be also
considered that there are individual differencesantrol needs that can inhibit both obtaining

power roles and efficient decision making in thoses.
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