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:persona11tyzvar1ab1es are be]five%

" the dogmatism var1ab1e in the other stud1es c1ted above 1eads to the same

Do T _CREDIBILITY PERSUASIBILITY, AND THE

PERCEPTION 0F MA HIAVELLIANISM

Communlcatlon researchers have long been concerned Wlth the relatlonshlp

7:£between persona11ty var1ab1es source perceptlon and message encod1ng in the
- };process of persuaslon (see for examp]e, Hurt & Weaver 1972 and Mlller and
E :f:Lobe 1967) Genera]ly, these stud1es have focused the1r attentlon on e1ther
hirauthorltarlanlsm (spec1f1ca11y, soc1a1 preJudlce) or dogmatlsm and cogn1t1ve
7 ’:’; frlgldlty whlle both of the persona11ty "types" do have an effect on subJects

"Eifencod1ng behav1or and the perceptlon of source cred1b111ty, both of these

710 represent such a;generaliied wayfof . o

*Hurt & Weaver (1972) found that a]though there were- s1gn1f1cant d1fferences
) between the encoding- behav1or -of high and-low prejudiced subjects, the difference
"~ couid-only be attr1buted to-a-few of the: prejudiced subjects- ‘who_had such Tow
. "encoding-scores” that::they tended to: severly decrease- the=total-mean"encoding
~ score" -of ‘the-prejudiced group. - An- ‘examination-of -the-variance accounted for by

conc1u51on. T




- 2 ,:‘
character1st1cs“ present in adm1n1strat1ons of other persona11ty scales o %ir
(Chr1st1e and Ge1ss. 1970) (2) the construct of Machiave]]ianism is 7 2;

peclflcallx re]ated ‘to the process of persuasion, of manipulat1ng others 7

v e
4

, 1n 1nterpersona1 encounters. Thls fact 1s not however, c]ear from the

1\?—;{1ii o o research publlshed to date dea11ng W1th Machlave111an1sm. A summary of th1s ;" f
) y"ii,,, o research comp11°d by Chrlstle and Ge1ss (1970) 1nd1cates that thas is so, andf ,é,

that no c]ear-cuc att1tude change stud1es have been des1gned to test th1s ;if{'

'
R TR TLNEAERY

,—:x: relatlonshlp.—fi-:;,%z,;,’15;,}:1';7;;;{f—*7:}p;:;;;%; i}‘:ﬂ‘:;¥§;';z’:} ,;;ﬂrf

leen the 1mpl1ed re]at1onsh1p between Mach1ave111an1sm and persuaslon, :

7Jr and subaect ro]e dlfferences that s, cred1b1 i;yiwas def, ed by the exper1menters

1 on an prlor bas1s. Factor-ana]yt1c research by Berlo (1971) and McCroskey (1971)

- ‘:,7{: 37,; -




T B 1nd1cated that surh pr:or Judgments are often, at best, 11accurate and

7¢fthat the cred1b111ty of - any source 1s due 1n 1arge part to the perceptlons

i
[ ', el
R L I

7 izof the recelvers leen then, that'the operat1ona1 def1n1t1ons of cred1b111ty

7:75 ;'77 ] :,iln the Mach1ave111an stud1es may have 1acked construct va11d1ty, the f1rst

‘i ii3:;§ ,affriicgfoart of this study was devoted to ask1ng the fo]]oW1ng quest1on - '

- ;f{; E ' —'7;;"75:7’f7}'z' ';:Qrazfihhat dlfferences, iF any, are there -between the 7}f55 ;
o SRS - - - factor-structures of the responses: of high and.

;;iiifé S ”i:'*— S I Mach1ave]11anlsm subJects to-high- and Tow - -
SRS —;i;fffjf— , ;f 5?[: ; ',2 credlble sources? - 7,_,”,7:,;_55 B
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th MACHfIV (leert scale) verslon of the

7’£7,7Mach1ave111an sca]e (Christle and Ge1ss 1970) ;7f7, e ,7',-3§i’¢f’ B
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iiw1th the f1rst and agree W1th the second he is say1ng that the source has B

,1a Mach1ave111an response, then he is 1n effect contrad1ct1ng the genera]

. :;Jnvestlgated by attemptlng to answer the folloW1ng questlon"57?’?

ir§source 's responses to these 1tems? If he says the source would d1sagree

o thgh cred1b111ty but 11tt1e manlpulatlve controlf1n communlcatlve encounters,r

';;whlch is not conS1stent w1th a hlgh cred1b1e eva]uatlon' 0n the other hand

¢f1f he perce1ved the credlble source as respondlng to these 1tems s1m11ar to

7 QLsense of the term “cred1b111ty“ whlch has trad1t10na11y been anchored in soc1a1

' ::mores such as. "honesty" and “character“ ) Consequent]y, th1s contradlctlon was

on o ;the relatlonsh1p

'4f;*For low Machlavelllan Ss the pred1ctlons would- fo]lowra'standard persua51on}”

odel: a negative linear relationship:-between- percelved ‘Machiavellianism for-

't?;Tow credlble sources, and a negative 1inear re]atlonsh pifor h1 hicred1b1e =

e e
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fo]]ow1ng questlon was posed

and the 1nteractlon of these var1ab1es w1th source cred1b111ty Chr1st1e

- were not as ea511y affected by the emot1ona1 “1rrat1ona1“ e]ements of 1nter- S

',:j 1nformatlon regard1ng Questlon I RS

T ,if;,QIci ;Does perce1ved Mach1ave1]1an1sm better predict - ,
~--° .~ -~ =" certain comunicative behaviors* in-encounters . - -
. <~ " -with-others (sources) thanm h1gh cred1b111ty for-
f,r';'— B —1{5‘{'—ihlgh Mach1ave111an subJects? s R
The second port1on of thls study was concerned w1th message var1ab1es,

=
E o

and Ge1ss (1970), in descr1b1ng the Mach1ave111an argued that Mach1ave111ans

persona] re]atlonsh1ps, as are Iow Machlave111ans.i These “1rratlona1 e]ements"' L

1nc1uded not on]y perceptlons of status and cred1b1]1ty, but a]so message type. R N

S
<&
7.
3
X -
=4
]
T
3
:;!E—
& -
E
=
=
=
e
=
i
%

kil Q‘-laﬁ.*{

**Th resu]ts of the test of th1s hypotheses w111 a]so y1e1d further
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e . PROCEDURES
T e o *Experimehtrl’i

R lrfr};iiri _fSubJects SubJects were. 250 students enrolled in Introductory

. ’ :: COmmunlcatlon and Po]1t1ca1 Sc1ence courses
’ ’Trigg_perlmental Mater1a1 A]l of the Ss recelved a questlonnalre book]et \
757:Qconta1n1ng 3 cop1es of the MACH IV (leert verS1on) persona]1ty 1nventony :
- 7 7%;-fbr measurlng Mach1ave1]1anlsm, two semant1c-d1fferent1a] type 1nstruments

7 {5}”conta1n1ng 53 sca]es used hy’McCroskey (1971) for measurlng evaluat1ons of

;7*Pre-test1ng has 1ndicated that these sources are; genera]]y consldered to
be h1gh and low cred1b1e for peop]e slmllar.to(the»Ss used 1n th1s study




iimed1an sp11t was made us1ng the d1str1bution of obtalned MACH scores., The

7 responses of 50 Ss were e11m1nated due to the1r fai]ure to pr0per1y complete
:i'the questionna1res. The rema1n1ng Ss whose MACH scores were equa] to or
o greater than the medlan value of 101.5 were consldered hlgh Mach1ave111ans o
. ; i;:jii(HM n= 100) and those whose scores fe]] be]ow the medlan were cons1deredjl’
!f% ;f}ow Machlavelllans (LM, : 100) E ij . - 7

N . ff?;'f' T The cred1b111ty eva]uatlons of both sources for the HM and LM Ss were, '

7then separately submltted to pr1nc1p1e ax1s and varlmax rotatlons. The;;,i

7program stopped the—rotatlon when fewer than two 1tems had the1r hlghest

. o3 f;{'ﬂ'?*The data presented “in- these two tab]es represents a- ompression'Of the Ss
M - - - - responses to both sources. -If the-same 4-i tems, -for- example, loaded. on the
- -~~~ = same factor for both- sources, the_ lowest item- 1oad1ngs were. reported The same
s : T is- true for factor. variance and total variance: - Where different items loaded.
= == ¢ - - for the two sources,-the: differences- -were-indicated in parentheses."Thus, “in
<= =% -~ _ _Table I, the item nervous-po1sed (HC) means- that™ that 1tem ‘Toaded on the

ir”’figiji;i I ,Composure fartor for the h1gh credible source on]y B




. _ N . . -

d1mension.* none of these sca]e’]oadlngs met the m1n1mum requirements for

consideration as Ioading on a pr1me factor. “In- add1tion, the sca]e nervous- '

' goIsed had a h1gh Ioad1ng on the Dynam1sm factor for the Iow cred1b1e source

and a hlgh Ioad1ng on the Composure factor for the hIgh cred1b1e source

Tab]e II presents the rotated cred1b1]1ty factor structures obta1ned from

- the LM Ss In th1s case, four cred1b111ty factors were deflned COmpetepce,




:;:?between perce1ved Mach1ave111anlsm and source cred1b1]1ty, corre]at1on

| mecsccrcccconcssenman

7 'Re]at1onsh1p Between Percelved Mach1ave111anlsm and Cred1b111ty - ]
' In order to determ1ne the extent and u1rect1on of any re]at1onsh1p
o coeff1c1ents were computed between each of the d1mens1ons of cred1b111ty and
the perce1ved source MACH eva]uatlons obta1ned from the HM and LM Ss.f These

- resu]ts are summarlzed in Tab]e IV"';




. 7 ':‘7; ’17 ,f{‘:: S R '7 77 '7ii—j§[i: 77i

: A negatlve re]atlonshlp was obtalned between MACH source eva]uatlons and -

the dlmenslons of Competence and Trustworth1ness when LM Ss- eValuated the 71;;
1~?7,7source George wa11ace There were p051t1ve corre]atlons w1th the Dynam1sm S

[ . - - - e -

rand Composure d1mens10ns.,'ji'i,";' ,}f'*; :;77;-’ 7’ *,, o B
jil; ) The mean MACH source evaluatlons by both groups of Ss is shown in Tab]e

: ;?ji;’j ' o V The dlrectlons of the correlatlons d.scussed above are further demonstrated

iby the pattern of these MACH evaluat1ons o f7f7 B s - ;7}£}1?5:‘517"

Relatlonshlps Among-the Communication Interaction- Scales- and Sources MACH and
== Credib1lity- Evaluatlons., S




i%iiff;;” S . The re]atfonshios7between1soUrceVMACH}eva1uationsrand the @ oA

. scales are summarlzed in Tab]e VII For the hlgh cred1b1e source, ana]ys1s '

E;;ifijﬁ,; . of the LM Ss responses revea]ed negat1ve correlatlons between 'MACH eva]uatlons

’i{’and the four sca1es. The same is true for the HM Ss, w1th the exceptlon of

the 1nformatlon seek1ng sca]e, whose corre]at1on w1th the MACH evaluatlons

7fl{<;d d not reach s1gn1f1cance.—

7 71,7 In. theicase of the 1ow cred1b1eisource,rthe same patternsiof relatlonsh1ps

;are;;resentv=xcept that 1n genera} the corre]atlo tend-to-b ofra 1ower

Ecred1b111ty Un11ke the LM Ss, Trustwor

’dlmenslon of cred1b1"ty for HM Ss., The genera1tiab111tyﬁofzth1s last
fstatement, however,ils tempered by two factors -~ 7777 i,;, 7 7f7';7
1) Due to the fact that data was ava ,abTe'on on1y 200 Ss, it was
Vnecessary to 1eve1 Ss on the basis of a med1an sp11t of the d1str1bution of

Ss MACH scores Th1s tends to resu]t 1n some "fuzzlness“ of responses of the
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' 1mposed a Trustworth1ness d1mens1on mlght have been obta1ned for the HM Ss ,j,",

tlt expect the source to be’honest.—
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Ss located near v medan. Nonetheless, the relatively conservative

restriction of & rinary factor 10ad?ng for:anyfone'item~of— > .70 did

resu]t in two sets of cred1b111ty factor structures accounting foir Targe
percentages of the tota] var1atlon of cred1b111ty eva]uat1ons for both sets

of Qs., It 1s qu1te posslble, however, that had th1s restr1ctlon not been

as we]] Neverthe:ess, 1t 1s 1ntu1t1ve1y compe111ng to hypothes1ze the

obtaaned cred1b111ty factor structure for the HM Ss For the Mach1ave111an,
J"

) peop]e tend to- be perce1ved as obJects to .be- man1pu1ated Consequent]y, 1f:;i

the?HM th1nks of a successfu] communlcator;i’art1cu1ar1y 1n a persuas1ve 7

'o,necessary reason

;'nteractlon as hav1ng a man1pu1at1ve goa:'{then there 1

Perhap scale” which vap:some sort of

7 ;}2) The absence of a Trustworth1ness d1menslon shouldinot be taken to ;;;2,
1mp1y that HM Ss do not trust persons w1th whom they 1nteract The absence :;;

. of perce1ved trustworthlness and fee11ngs of d1strust are two separate concepts.

More research 1s needed— o assess what effect if any, the Tatter concept has '

“on 0 HM Ss 1n persua51ve s1tuat1on ,7Mzi—3: ,?

-

i ,;The relatlonshlps between perce1ved source Mach1ave111an1sm and credl-i—’

'; 111ty rat1ngs are equa]ly of 1nterest In general for the HM Ss the hlgher

the cred1b111ty eva]uatlons the hlgher the perce1ved source MACH score. Th1s
7 same re]atlonshlp ho]ds for the Tow cred1b1e source.r The LM Ss on the other
fhand, perce1ved a negatlve relatlonshlp between crediblllty and source MACH
r'ievaluatlons Agaln thTS is not part1cu1ar1y dev1ant from any expectanc1es

3der1ved from the theory of the Mach1ave111an personallty

i
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More. spec1f1c inqulry 1nto the effects of cred1b1l1ty and source
Mach1avellian1sm on subsequent commun1catwon 1nteractions also support the o .
generallzatlons made,above. For the ﬁM Ss, e1ther;source Machiavell1an1sm, |

i'oricredibilityrought to:predictfroughlyislmilar—interaction evaluatlonsifand
the correlatlonal data presented above would 1nd1cate that th1s 1s so. leen','
the slze of the correlat1ons presented 1n Table IV however, we had expected ,
hlgher correlatlons than those presented 1n Tables VI and VII.r Part of the - o 7
: reason that these correlat1ons did not reach their expected ma§n1tudes is
the fact that in both Tables VI and VII the results were based on correlat1ng

7j,e1ther cred1b1l1ty or source MACH evaluations w1th a ser1es of 4, one-ltem

assumptlon. The most hlghly evaluatedrd1menslon for the;source, George w’ 1:;7 7 o ;%
was Dynam1sm, followed closely by Composure.r Th1s latter d1menslon also resulted ::'771 ;;
in a negatlve correlat1on w1th the Communlcator 1tem, although the magnltude of -
the correlatlon d1d not reach S1gn1f1cance._‘These results would tend to '
1nd1cate that for the LM Ss, 1f a low cred1ble source has relat1vely h1gh
rat1ngs on certa1n styl1st1c or- behav1oral components of cred1b1l1ty, then he

is l1kely to be perce1ved as be1ng more Mach1avell1an and thus even less rel1able.77
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PROCEDURES
Experiment II

‘. . Subjectsr

Ss were 120 students enrolled in Introductory Communication Courses in

.
A st ot T e g L,y (21 % s
v ‘ ‘ e TN O

the Spring semester, 1972

et mewr oA e,

), , Exper1menta1 Materials I ", o T - : o
= All of the Ss received test booklets conta1n1ng one MACH v sca1e, —; :,;;;7 "

semantic differential type 1nstruments for measur1ng source credibility

(using the appropriate factors obtained in Experiment I) and attitudes toward

- certain 1ssues.: The scales usedrto:measure attitudes toward each of these —ijjgi . =

: offmariguana. The 1ow credible source was described as a man in - -
S 75{ the fina] phase of the study. two meSSages were constructed, varying only 1n o i 7
’ jf the kind of eV1dence used to support their counterattitudinal positions. Theri'; i ff%
: ¥
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- ' FACTUAL message type was def1ned in terms of appeals to outside obJect1Ve
. . ; o 1nformatlon such as stat1st1cs, research reports, and the like. The = ~ B
o EMOTIONAL message type was def1ned in terms. of the degree of oplnlonated

T T TS s o 4 o Yo il gl

N 1anguage used by the source, mak1ng references to h1s own feelings and -

i att1tudes about the 1ssue, “and appea]s to sOC1a1 norms and mores. Fo]]ow1ng } 2

~ the postencod1ng of the messages Ss were asked to eva]uate them on a Factua]-
i Emotlona1 scale. The. mean eva]uatlon of the Factua] message was 6 27, and: the
~ mean eva]uatlon of the Emotlona1 messaqe was 2, 13 both means 1nd1cat1ng that

"the messages had 1n fact been perce1ved as haV1ng the des1red styllstlc

17%7i§:des1gn of th1s study was a 2 X z X 2 factor1a1 design, w1th7MachiaVe1lian1sm; -

fféi const1tut1ng the f1rst factor, Message type the second and Cred1bi11ty the

arirthlrd Flfteen Ss were asslgned to each experimenta] group (N 120)—with;i 7{ - B E

;"3?}:;§‘1 S an add1t10na1 30 assigned to a Contro] group




Fodr weeks fo]]owing adninistrationgdf the pretest questiOnnairer Ss:in
;each of the 4 exper1menta1 groups heard a 11ve Speaker* de11ver either the
1] ?'7, - : ’Factual or- Emot10na1 message after hav1ng rece1ved the proper credib111ty

: 7 :1nduct1on proceedlng h1s entry into the sesslon., ‘The same speaker was used 7
K - f ] _fi’dn all cases. Ss were told that they were- part1c1pat1nq in an exper1ment 7
o ' fdes1gned to test the effects of channel d1fferences and var1ous kinds of
o speakerS—on 1nterest in- the message. Their group, they were to]d, was S

E part1c1pat1ng in the 11ve speaker cond1t10n. Ss were: further 1nstructed

71'that the posttest att1tude scales descr bed abov

,;;j*Effects of Mach1ave111an1sm and Message Channels “on- Att1tude Change and
-~ Satisfaction Ratings Following-Exposure-to-Counterattitudinal: Messages." -
";'Unpub11shed Research Monograph,,Department of Speech,Commun1cat1on, Un1versrtyr

-‘those whlch statlrtlcal _
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= i ,statlst1ca1 tests

VT 1nteract10n was obta1ned among each of the threer1ndependentivar1ab1es 7;

o o RESULTS
Results ‘of the ana1y51s of varlance of the att1tude change- data are
summar1zed below. The .05 Tevel of s1gn1facance was requ1red for aTT
The ana]ys1s of variance y1e1ded a s1gn1f1cant ma1n effect for ,if

Machlave111an1sm (F 12 43 df = 1/112), and three 2-way 1nteract10ns

) between Mach1ave111an1sm and Cred1b111ty (F—- 62 02 df = 1/112) Mach-—,
1ave111an1sm and Message Type (F ='56 92 df = 1/112), and Cred1b111ty j,
o and Message Type (F 20 19 df 1/112) In. add1t10n, a 51gn1f1cant 3-way

17
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é DISCUSSION . g

: Even a cursory examlnatlon revea]s no support for Hypothe51s I ’Itf' %

;‘1s qu1te surprlslng that . the greatest amount of att1tude change for the HM - :

é :i', ’7'7’iSs occurred 1n the 1ow cred1b1e obJectlve message condltlon. The exp]anatlon

: 7 ;A'for th1s apparent]y 11ed 1n the data obtalned 1n Experlment I Slnce HM Ss ) g

] L?7 i equated cred1b1]1ty w1th source Mach1ave111an1sm to some extent, 1t is poss1b1e é b
E ithat the HM Ss 1n th1s experlment expected the hlgh cred1b1e source to be é

Q;try1ng to manlpulate them, regard]ess of the type of message used Th1s 1s

ot surpr1s1ng, slnce data 1nd1cates that HM Ss tend,to bernotorlous1y
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7d1fferences on the va11d1ty of many of our theorles of att1tude change.—

;'l797

It wculd seem then, that standard persuas1on theorles are most usefu]

1n pred1ct1ng the behav1or of 1ow MACH S5,y part1cu1ar1y regard1ng the effectsfr

: of source cred1b111ty Apparently much more 1nformat1on and perhaps a-

redef1n1t1on of the effects of cred1b111ty on HM Ss 1s needed Unfortunately, )

there is no emp1r1ca1 data ava11ab1e whlch WOu1d 1nd1cate the percentage of

7", ;HH and LM 11steners 11ke1y to be present 1n any glven aud1ence. 7 -

The time is rlght for a new eva]uatlon of the effects of 1nd1v1dua1
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Credibility and Message Group

Figure 1.” Mean Attitude Change Scores for BN and IN




