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Abstract. In the field of business and trade, we encounter concepts of manipulation and persuasion in
the sense of trying to convince someone by applying certain pressure to the mind, opinions, emotions,
and behavior, with an aim to cause change. However, literature provides only little information aimed
specifically at the manipulative approach of sellers to customers. The purpose of the presented paper is,
therefore, to study manipulative behavior of sellers as one of the important determinants of success in
business behavior. The research focuses on assessing the manipulative behavior of sellers by customers
and by sellers. Data was collected by means of the TBQ-C(r) questionnaire for customers (Trading Be-
havior Questionnaire — Customers/revision) and TBQ-S(r) for sellers (Trading Behavior Questionnaire
— Sellers/revision). Results confirmed the existence of statistically significant differences in the assess-
ment of this behavior from the perspective of customers and sellers, as well as between individual genera-
tions. In terms of generations, Generation X customers expressed a higher level of agreement with the
recognition of manipulative elements in the behavior of sellers, as opposed to Generation Z, i.e. older cus-
tomers are more able to recognize the elements of manipulation in the behavior of sellers. In the group of
sellers, there was also a significant difference detected between the responses of the Generation Z and
Generation Y respondents. Generation Y sellers expressed a higher level of agreement with the use of ma-
nipulative elements of sellers, as opposed to Generation Z, i.e. younger sellers tend to use manipulative el-
ements in their behavior the least. Acquired findings suggest the necessity to approach the issue of sellers’
manipulation in a wider context, particularly taking into account the situational and cultural conditions.
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1. Introduction

Manifestations of manipulative behavior are en-
countered in various areas of everyday life includ-
ing business and trade. The number of competitors
in the business environment is steadily increasing,
which is why it is necessary to pay attention to the
manipulative behavior of sellers, which may have a
negative impact on competitiveness and sustaina-
bility (Roman, 2003; Chen & Mau, 2009; Ar-
gandofia, 2015). The purpose of this paper is to
point out the issue of manipulative behavior of
sellers. In the connection with this, the main aim of
the presented article is to refer to the different as-
sessment of sellers” manipulative behavior by the
sellers and customers in the context of generations
X,Y,and Z.

In abusiness relationship, customers and
sellers are manifested in their own behavioral and
response patterns. Kovalova and Birknerova
(2018) talk about buying behavior in connection to

customers, and selling behavior in connection to
sellers. Business behavior is an interaction that
manifests itself externally by their mutual commu-
nication between the customer and the seller in the
business environment during the sales-purchasing
process. If sellers choose the right strategy, then it
is possible to built a long-term and useful relation-
ship.

Professional selling behavior, access to work,
the personality of the seller, their attitudes and val-
ues, the ability to communicate, establish relation-
ships, and choose the right procedures and working
methods are the basis of success. However, we are
increasingly encountering unethical, manipulative
and incorrect attitudes and behavior of sellers (Ko-
valova & Birknerova, 2018). Mansoor (2017) pre-
sents the ways to improve the quality of service
delivery and customer service through seller ap-
proach. An honest and reliable approach is associ-
ated with customer loyalty, which can be enhanced
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by credibility, transparency and honesty. As stated
by Kimberlee (2018), ethical behavior and an em-
pathetic approach should be a certain “seller code”.

The purpose of the presented paper is, thus, to
study manipulative behavior of sellers as one of the
important determinants of success in business be-
havior. This behavior is studied only in the “face to
face”, offline selling. Our research focuses on the
assessment of sellers’ manipulative behavior by
customers and also from the point of view of
sellers, especially in the context of the selected
generations. For this research we used our own
dataset compiled by means of the TBQ-C(r)
questionnaire for customers and TBQ-S(r) for
sellers.

2. Manipulative behavior of sellers

According to Buber (2005), there are two types of
relationships in our society: “I and Thou” and “I
and It”. Modern society is a society of organiza-
tions, institutions and depersonalized “I and It”
relationships. As reported by Juhas et al. (2010), in
this world we are manipulated but we also manipu-
late others.

More on a scientific level than in everyday
life, manipulation is understood in the context of
Machiavellian expressions (Christie & Geis,
1970), which are driven by the desire to control,
have power, promote opinions and interests
(Prezzolini, 1999). In the context of Machiavelli-
anism, the concept of Machiavellian intelligence
(Ruisel, 2003) is also mentioned as the ability to
successfully, purposefully manipulate partici-
pants in social interaction in order to achieve
their own power-motivated goals. Its identifica-
tion and specification relates to a wider discus-
sion of the existence of several types of intelli-
gence (Sternberg, 1997; Gardner, 1993; Albrecht,
2006; Bar-On 2006). In relation to intelligence in
interpersonal relationships, it can be considered
an ability to manipulate other people (Goleman,
2006). Negatively assessed manipulation in this
specification of the Machiavellian phenomenon
is, according to Vernon et al. (2008), possible to
include in the Dark Triad, along with narcissism
and psychopathy.

According to Delfino (2018), manipulation is
a deceptive unfair tactic that people use to achieve
their own goals, and Todd (2013) considers it to be
a way of influencing behavior with coercion and
rational persuasion. Mental manipulation is charac-
terized by Preston (2015) as exerting dispropor-
tionate influence through mental distortion and
emotional exploitation, with the intention of seiz-
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ing power, control, benefits and privileges at the
expense of the victim.

We talk about manipulation when individuals
try to influence others unethically to achieve their
goals (Aaron, 2016). Beck (2007) supports this by
pointing out that the common denominator of ma-
nipulative behavior is unethical behavior of ma-
nipulators, which includes e.g. exploitation of peo-
ple without their own will, disrespect for others,
exploitation of credulity, malicious behavior, feign
affection. Manipulators work hard and recklessly
to achieve their goals (Andrew et al., 2008), their
decisions and behavior are coldly rational, without
emotions and morality (Juhas et al., 2010), they are
deceiving, misrepresenting the statements of oth-
ers, selfish, ignoring the needs and the wishes of
others, and they hate criticism (Tomkova & Birk-
nerova, 2016).

Wrébel (2008) emphasizes influencing and
unconsciously fulfilling the manipulator’s goals,
which are obvious only to him or her. The revela-
tion of manipulative influence is the basis for de-
fense against manipulation. According to
Frankovsky et al. (2016), it is necessary to draw
attention to two intentions of the manipulator: 1) to
obtain a specific material benefit, or 2) psychologi-
cal abuse aimed at dishonoring, which undermines
mental integrity and hinders the formation of per-
sonal identity and autonomy. Lahnerova (2009)
states that it is a manifestation and means of main-
taining power, disrupting social relations, restrict-
ing the possibility of agreement and cooperation,
blocking teamwork and corporate strategies, en-
dangering work performance, and significantly
contributing to the deterioration of the overall
working atmosphere (Kratz, 2005).

Manipulation is a part of mass communication
technology, business, political technology, but also
management at all levels. In the field of business
and trade, we encounter the concepts of manipula-
tion, manipulative strategies, and persuasion in the
sense of trying to convince someone by applying
certain pressure to the mind, opinions, emotions,
and behavior, with an aim to cause change. It is a
targeted intervention in the sphere of thinking of
other people (Cmejrkova, 2000). Manipulation is a
universal social phenomenon, as part of persuasive
communication (Machova, 2009), through which
the resource seeks to deliberately influence the ad-
dressee in order to change his or her mental state in
an atmosphere of free choice (Stefko & Gallo,
2015).

Psychological manipulation, influence, and
persuasion often occur in the business as a profes-
sional, complex, and unfair treatment, dishonest
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behavior, mind control, and processing of people’s
consciousness mainly through mass media (Galik,
2012).

Yarrow (2014) states that once people decide
to buy something, it is when they are somehow
vulnerable. They’re more open-minded in terms of
additional purchases, and this gives space to sellers
for manipulation with customers.

In the literature we have encountered a lack of
information aimed specifically at the manipulative
approach of sellers to customers. Therefore, we
present the characteristics of manipulative individ-
uals (Brenner, 2016; Caron, 2012) that we have
transformed into selling behavior: at the beginning
they often praise and use compliments, make ag-
gressive expressions, and have an expressive body
language; they offer the only possible solutions for
the customer, they do not offer a multiple choice,
they offer what makes them the most profit, in-
stead of the best choice for the customer, their own
interests and needs are ahead of the customer’s
needs, feign customer interest, abuse customers
because they see potential that can be easily influ-
enced, interfere with personal space of the custom-
er (physically, emotionally, psychologically), and
avoid responsibility for their behavior, blaming
others.

Linder (2018) states that customer relation-
ships based on manipulation processes, which in-
volve some degree of bias and fraud, only last until
the customers realize that they are being treated
with contempt rather than with care.

3. Generation X, Y and Z

Lucero (2017) introduces generation as a group of
individuals born at about the same time (usually in
the range of about 10-15 years), sharing similar
characteristics, preferences and values throughout
their lives. These groups often share preferred
communication styles, have different shopping and
consumer behavior or motivation. Studies have
shown that there are three key things that have the
greatest impact on generations shaping — parenting,
technology and the economy.

Generation is defined by Strauss and Howe
(1991) as a large group of people and internally
differentiated delineated population. Egan (2014)
describes it as a differentiated group of people as-
sociated with a period conditioned by a similar
way of thinking, decision-making and behavior.
Komar (2017) states that at present the term gener-
ation is used more in a sociological context than in
a biological one. From a sociological point of
view, a generation is a group of people born at the
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same time, formed and connected by specific
events, trends and processes. According to Troksa
(2016) and Robinson (2017), the main social, polit-
ical and economic events shape not only the cul-
ture but also the ways of perception of each gener-
ation. Every generation grew up in a certain period
of time, which is connected by a similar way of
behavior, thinking and acting (Strauss & Howe,
1991).

According to Richterova et al. (2015), these
generational influences are also reflected in the
purchasing behavior, which has been shaped by
sharing cultural, political and economic experi-
ence, resulting in similar values and worldview.
The differences in consumer and purchasing be-
havior of individual generations have been ad-
dressed by several authors (Fromm & Read, 2018;
Kumar, 2014; Bacik et al., 2018). The common
denominator of this issue is generational market-
ing, which uses segmentation of customers into
generations.

Years of birth of individual generations have
been defined for the purposes of our research,
which was carried out in the Slovak conditions
(Smolka, 2019; Strauss & Howe, 1991). The age-
related categorization is as follows:

Generation X respondents born between
years 1965 and 1980,
Generation Y respondents born between
years 1981 and 1995,
Generation Z respondents born between
years 1996 and 2012.

Generation X spent its youth in a time of rel-
ative peace and prosperity (Komar, 2017). Accord-
ing to Frankovsky et al. (2019), the Generation X
is highly educated, and also Okos (2019) considers
it one of the most educated and reliable generations
of workers.

Shen Kian et al. (2013) mention independent,
technologically skilled and very good multi-
taskers. Appelbaum et al. (2005) add that they are
very rival, enterprising, productive, hardworking,
motivated, but less loyal. Kane (2019) points out
their flexibility, technological adaptability and
their focus on finding solutions. Their motivation
is money, status and advancement on the social
ranking. According to Okos (2019), they are very
good team players; besides hard work they believe
in practicality, thorough professionalism, respon-
siveness, openness to new challenges, and ability
to recognize that language skills are a means of
success. Their communication is direct, they use
straight talk, present facts, like to use email, use
informal communication style, share info immedi-
ately, and often have the potential to bridge the
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generation gap. They don’t like micro-manage-
ment, use direct conduct, avoid buzz words, and
focus on the results (Pencarelli et al., 2018).

They prefer well-established and learned ways
and habits as opposed to the subsequent genera-
tions. Wroblewski (2018) states that Generation X
is a “hybrid” in the area of generational marketing.

Generation Y is also called “Millennials” or
“Net Generation” (Richterova et al., 2015). Ac-
cording to Hershatter, Eprstein (2010), Horvathova
and Copikova (2015), this generation is very smart
in searching, classifying, filtering and analyzing
information. According to Komar (2017), the rep-
resentatives of this generation are described as la-
zy, pointless, narcissistic, and prone to skipping
from one job to another. On the other hand, Shen
Kian et al. (2013) consider them friendly, positive,
interactive, confident, flexible, direct, resourceful,
creative, ambitious, patient, entertaining, and team-
oriented. They like to learn and overcome chal-
lenges but they also require good relationships and
a positive working environment. They like sinceri-
ty, openness, transparency and time flexibility
(Cogin 2012). Horvathova and Copikova (2015)
state that they are highly economically active, re-
quire a higher standard of living, prefer a long-
term effect, require individual approach in their
development and education, like learning new
things, are accustomed to saying what they think,
and therefore require an environment enabling
open communication. Komar (2017) also considers
them more open, self-confident, liberal, energetic,
talented, creative, and thought-creating. They are
characterized by the term “multitasking” and they
love to work with their peers. According to Broad-
bridge et al. (2007), Generation Y is skeptical of
the traditional marketing tools, manipulation and
tactics. As Prokopets (2017) claims, Generation Y
belongs to loyal customers but Jenkins (2017) in-
cludes them among the demanding customer
group.

A new generation is coming to the fore as the
Generation Y representatives are currently in their
20s and 30s. The Generation Z group may be on
the way to become the best-educated generation
yet. Its representatives are approaching adulthood,
being open to the current social trends and having
a liberal set of attitudes (Parker et al., 2019).
Koni¢kova (2018) claims that Generation Z is
completely different from the previous generations.
Since early childhood, its representatives are able
to use a variety of digital tools, which subsequently
affects them in every area of life. As Rao (2017)
states, technologies are a natural part of their lives,
which is reflected in patterns of their working and
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social behavior. For this generation, state-of-the-art
technology plays an important role in job deci-
sions, which means that the latest technology is
required to attract the best Generation Z talents
(Quan 2019). This generation has the ability to
search and control all the necessary information
through smartphones, where they can share every-
thing (Csobanka, 2016), which may also apply to
business, such as reviews, recommendations or
complaints. However, it is necessary to point out
the negative development of this generation. As
Komar (2017) states, individuals of this generation
were born during the crisis period of terrorism, the
global crisis and climate change. They live their
lives more in the world of the Internet, which nega-
tively shapes their interpersonal relationships and
ability to communicate. In the real world, they are
unable to manage and solve everyday problems
and conflicts sufficiently. In accordance with
Stefko et al. (2014), the younger generations tend
to seek companies that provide an interactive
working environment where they can create their
own experience. If organizations implement prac-
tices of this kind, then they can capture, use and
implement ideas for their products, services, or
experience.

Sabaityté et al. (2019) conducted a research
by which they aimed to determine which e-
marketing communication elements customers pre-
fer during the e-purchase phase, and they used the
term “generational cohorts” in their research sam-
ple segmentation. As the following research focus-
es on the offline, “face to face” selling, the atten-
tion is paid to the assessment of the use of
manipulative behavior by different generations of
sellers and the recognition of manipulative behav-
ior of sellers from the perspective of different gen-
erations of customers, as defined above.

4. Research

For the presented research, in order to assess the
manipulative behavior of sellers by customers and
by sellers, the data was collected by means of the
TBQ-C(r) questionnaire for customers and TBQ-
S(r) for sellers. Results confirmed the existence of
statistically significant differences in the assess-
ment of this behavior from the perspective of cus-
tomers and sellers, as well as between the individ-
ual generations.

4.1. Research sample

The research sample consisted of 348 respondents,
192 (55.2%) of which were customers and 156
(44.8%) were sellers, aged between 18 and 52
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years, with an average age of 31.01 years (SD =
8.669 years). Out of this number, 151 (43.4%)
were men and 197 (56.6%) were women. Genera-
tion X (1965-1981) was represented by 83 (23.9%)
respondents, Generation Y (1982-1992) by 151
(43.4%) respondents, and Generation Z (1993-
2010) was represented by 114 (32.8%) respond-
ents.

4.2. Research methodology

The research was aimed at assessing the manipula-
tive behavior of sellers by customers (n = 192) and
by sellers (n = 156).

The original methodologies by Stefko et al.
(2019a) — TBQ-S(r) (Trading Behavior Question-
naire — Sellers) to assess selling behavior by
sellers, and by Stefko et al. (2019b) — TBQ-C(r)
(Trading Behavior Questionnaire — Customers) to
assess selling behavior of sellers by customers
were used to collect data.

The methodologies are aimed at assessing
selling behavior of sellers in terms of four determi-
nants (committed, assertive, manipulative and dis-
tressed behavior). For the purposes of our research,
we paid attention to the determinants of manipula-
tive selling behavior in business and trade (i.e.12
items of a 48-item methodology).

This behavior is manifested in the use of ma-
nipulative techniques and pressure on customers,
feigned interest, empathy, affection and sympathy,
incomplete information and lies, disrespect of
opinions, abuse of trust. It is about getting out of
the comfort zone, forced “yes”, and using silence
as a leverage. Respondents who score high in the
Manipulation factor agree with the claim that pres-
sure and manipulative behavior of sellers have a
negative effect on the customers and consequently
discourage them from the purchase. Respondents
with high scores think customers can recognize,
resist, and respond to the manipulative behavior of
sellers.

Each of the 12 questionnaire statements con-
tains 6 possible ways of responding to the degree
of agreement with this measure (1 = definitely no;
2 = no; 3 = rather no than yes; 4 = rather yes than
no; 5 = yes; 6 = definitely yes). Example: “I per-
ceive manipulative behavior as part of the selling
process.”

The data were processed by the statistical
software IBM SPSS Statistics 22.00.

4.3. Research results

In the conducted research we focused on finding
the differences in assessing manipulative behavior
of sellers by sellers and customers in the context of

Generations X, Y and Z. For the purposes of this
research, the boundaries of the years for individual
generations were set as follows: Generation X re-
spondents born between years 1965 and 1980,
Generation Y respondents born between years
1981 and 1995, Generation Z respondents born
between years 1996 and 2012. Data obtained from
the respondents were analyzed by the mathematical
and statistical method — one-way ANOVA.

The implemented statistical analysis con-
firmed the existence of statistically significant dif-
ferences between Generations in assessing the use
of manipulative behavior by sellers. At the same
time, the analysis confirmed statistically significant
differences in assessing the recognition of manipu-
lative behavior of sellers by customers (Tables 1
and 2).

Table 1. Difference between Generations of sellers in
using manipulative behavior

Sum of Mean ;
Squares f Square " >0
Between | 5 7gg | 2 | 2.804 | 3.201 | .041
Groups
Within 1 541 531 | 149 | 1.619
Groups
Total 247.019 | 151

Table 2. Difference between Generations of customers
in recognizing manipulative behavior of sellers

Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between | 5435 | 2 | 1718 | 2.931 | .048
Groups
Within 1151 613|188 | 648
Groups
Total 125.249| 190
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In terms of generations, there was a signifi-
cant difference detected between the responses of
the Generation Z and Generation X respondents.
Customers from Generation X expressed a higher
level of agreement with the recognition of manipu-
lative elements among sellers, as opposed to Gen-
eration Z, who expressed a lower level of agree-
ment with the recognition of the manipulative
behavior of sellers. Older customers are better at
recognizing the manipulative elements in the be-
havior of sellers (Table 3).
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Table 3. Comparison of the responses of individual
Generations of customers in recognizing the

manipulative behavior of sellers

Generation Mean Std. Deviation
X 3.4564 .70030
Y 3.2558 .82869
Y4 3.0848 .83024
Total 3.2377 .81191

Table 4. Comparison of the responses of individual
Generations of sellers in assessing the use of

manipulative behavior of sellers

Generation Mean Std. Deviation
X 3.5091 1.30790
Y 3.7677 1.26190
Z 3.3043 1.25201

Sellers expressed a higher level of agreement
with the use of manipulative elements. In terms
of generations, there was a significant difference
detected between the responses of the Genera-
tion Z and Generation Y respondents. Sellers
from Generation Y expressed a higher level of
agreement with the use of manipulative elements
by sellers, as opposed to Generation Z, who ex-
pressed a lower level of agreement with the use
of manipulative behavior of sellers. Younger
sellers use elements of manipulation in their be-
havior the least (Table 4).

5. Conclusions

In the scientific approach to the issue of manipula-
tive behavior in business and trade it is necessary
to explain it both in terms of conceptualization, its
theoretical definition, and in terms of operationali-
zation, i.e. its quantitative expression.

In terms of conceptualization, it is necessary
to distinguish the manipulative behavior from re-
quiring discipline, work performance, etc. Obvi-
ously, the definition of this issue as well as its op-
erationalization requires a holistic approach and an
interdisciplinary concept of its research.

This complex concept and the multidimensional
construct of the problem under consideration are also
confirmed by the results of Birknerova et al. (2013),
who followed the research of Hunter et al. (1982),
who described the components of the structure of
manipulation, flattery, deceit, immorality and cyni-
cism. Birknerova et al. (2013) analyzed the gender
differences that occurred in assessing the deception
factor and in the overall manipulation score. The in-
terpretation of the results was based on role expecta-
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tions specific to the socio-cultural environment. In a
given environment, certain manifestations and man-
ners of manipulative behavior that are typical of
women and men are generally expected. According
to the authors, these manifestations are more accept-
ed among men than among women.

The research of Frankovsky et al. (2016), in
which the original methodology for perception of
manipulation was used, supports the concept of a
holistic approach. The results confirmed the exist-
ence of factors of honesty, identification of manip-
ulative behavior, and distrust. The results of their
research suggest that individuals who better identi-
fy the aspects of manipulative behavior also have a
more critical view of information. They perceive it
as less objective, true, less enriching knowledge,
and less suitable for making the right decision.

As for the limiting factors of the presented re-
search, it is important to accentuate the issue of gener-
alization level of the acquired knowledge and its
trans-situationality, i.e. the issue of the situational
conditions impact. It is also essential to discuss the
acquired findings in the context of cultural and trans-
cultural conditions in terms of how the cultural sche-
mas affect the assessment of the selling behavior. An-
other limitation to be considered in the future studies
on this matter is using the self-report methodologies to
carry out research on this particular phenomenon.
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