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PREFACE

This study is concerned with the strategies employed by
Machiavellians in the psychodiagnostic testing milieu. The primary.
concern is te determine the situatienal contingencies under which
Machiavellians will be candid and defénsive in their responses to
instruments like the Minnesota Multiphasic Persenality Inventory. A
model advanced by Milton Rosenberg, which cenceptualizes the subject .as
seeking to win a positive evaluation from the examiner or at least aveid
a negative one, is central to this analysis of Machiavellian behavioer.

The author wishes to express his gratitude to his major adviser,
Dr., Julia McHale, for her constant guidance, assistance and confidence
threughout this study. The author is indebted to Dr. Beb Helm for his
tireless contributiens and inspiration. Appreciation is alse expressed
to the other committee members, Dr. Larry Brown and Dr. Kenneth Sandvold,
for their assistance in.the design of the research propesal and prepéra—
tion of the final manuscript.

A speciallno;e of thanks is given to Dr. 'John Snertum of Clarement:
Men's College for his encouragement and assistance in the interpretation
of the experimental findings. Thanks are also exteﬁded to -Mr. Kenneth
Stone fer his help in the compilation of data and Mr. Bob Palerme for
his aid in the»utilization of the:Statistical Analysis Systems computer

programming package.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The clinical milieu in which a psychodiagnoestic instrument such as
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. (MMPI) is administered
constitutes a .secial influence situation for both the client and clini-
cian. The context of this situation is evaluative. The clinician
overtly communicates to the client that his (the client's) task perfor-
mance (test results) will be evaluated and judgments made concerning his
psychological functioning. In such an evaluative context, what concerns
are most important te the client and how do these concerns mediate task
(test) performance?. |

Models designed to.explain the role of artifacts in experimental
gsituations may provide some answers to these questions. Four models
proposed by Riecken (1962), Orne (1972), Rosenberg (1972) and Sigall,
Aronson and Van Hoose (1972) will be reviewed. In each of these models, .
the subject attempts to define the norms of the ambiguous experimental
situation; develops hypotheses regarding how he can secure a faverable
impression from the experimenter; and subsequently attempts to manage
the impressien he makes on the experimenter. The essential difference
among the four formulations lies in their choice of the impression
dimensions considered salient to the subject. Riecken (1962) and Orne
(1972) favor.task and cooperation dimensiens with somewhat .different

emphasis. Rosenberg (1972) discusses the subject's desire to acquire



positive evaluation from the experimenter or at least‘ﬁo avoid negative
evaluéﬁion, onldiﬁensions of méturity and'adjustment.  Fiﬁally, Sigall, -
Aronsbn andFVan Hoose (1972) contend that "looking good'" is a more
~salient diﬁension fpr the subject than cooperativeness. A more‘aetailed
examination of each 6f'these modeisvseems in.ordef;

Riecken (1962) contends that‘subjécts afe concerned about securing
a favorable evaluation from the_experimenter on dimensions of task
performange and cooperation. In impréssion management attempts aimed at
the experimenter, the subject tries to discover "what is going on in the
experimeﬁte" This is achieved thfough the client's l.'progressive defini-
tion of tﬁe exﬁerimental situation" based oﬁ the sum of perceived cues.
This represents an‘implicit hypothesis-development procéss.

Orne (1972) emphasizes‘the cooperation dimension, attributing less
salience to task‘performance. Subjects are predispoéed to be "good
subjects"\&hich results in coéperative behavior. In pursuit of winning
a févorable evaluation’on'thebcobperation dimensibn, subjects attempt to
detérmine_the exberimenter's;hypothesis from the_ﬁotality of cueés which
constitute the "demand characterisfics" of the experimeﬁtal situation.

- Following "identification' of the experiméntal hypothesis,'subjects act
to confirm it to "assist" the éxperimenter: "At some level he (the
Subjeét) sees it as his task to ascertain the true purpose of the exper-
imentrand respond in a manner which will support the hypothesis being
tested (Orme, 1972, p. 237)."

Rosenbergj(l972) argues that subjeéts'ehter the experimental situa-.
tionﬁwith_expectatiqns that their performance will be evéluated on

dimensions of maturity and adjustment. Perceived confirmation of these



expectations by the subject results in concern that he win.a pesitive
evaluation from the experimenter or at least avoid a negative one:

In experiments the subject's initial suspicion that he may be
exposing himsgelf to evaluatien will usually be confirmed or
disconfirmed (as he perceives it) in the early stages of his
encounter with the experimenter. Whenever it is cenfirmed,-
or to the extent that it is, the typical subject will be
likely to experience evaluation apprehension; -that is, an
active, anxiety~toned concern that he win-a positive evalua-
tion from the experimenter, or at least that he provide no
grounds for a negative one' (Rosenberg, 1972, p. 248).

Resenberg (1972) concludes that evaluation apprehension leads to the
develepment of implicit hypotheses about how the subject may obtain
positive evaluation and aveid negative judgment:

Subjects in groups experiencing comparatively high levels

of evaluation apprehension will be moere .prone than subjects
in other groups to interpret the experimenter's instructions,
explanatioens, and measures for what they convey about the
kinds of responses that will be considered healthy or
unhealthy, mature or immature. In ether words, they will
develop hypotheses about how to win pesitive evaluation or
how to aveid negative evaluation (Resenberg, 1972, p. 248),

As in the other models, these hypotheses functien as blueprints for
subsequent Impressien management attempts aimed at the experimenter.
Finally, Sigall, Aronson and Van Hoese (1972) contest Riecken's
stress on cooperativeness as well as Orne's concern over the utility
of performance (the extent to which a subject's performance supports the
experimental hypothesis). From their perspective, subjects are con-
cerned about how they appear on an "ability dimension:"
Clear evidence demonstrating the cooperative nature of subjects
does not seem to exist. Our own hypothésis is that subjects.
would rather leok good than cooperate.with the experimenter. .
Underlying our hypothesis in the present experiment is the
netion that the subject's concern about "looking good" is
centered around how he will appear on an ability dimension.
His concern about being evaluated as a cooperative subject is

secendary, if present at all. Thus, we predict that if a sub-
ject knows the experimenter's hypethesis, he will net try to



be consistent with these expectatiens if his cooperation will

fail to put him in a good light (Sigall, Aronson, & Van Hoose,

1972, p. 271).

Thus, Sigall, Aronsoen andFVan Hoose (1972) contend that subjects attend
te cues which demenstrate their ability iﬁ order to impress the
experimenter.

The four medels represented in the work of Riecken, Orne, Rosenberg
and Sigall, Aronsen and Van Hooese contain several elements in common.
Each recognizes that the experimenter-subject interactien may produce
artifacts which cenfound the experimental outceme. These artifacts
‘develop when the subject attempts to define the nature of .the ambiguous
experimental situation through heighteped attentien toe available cues
which leads him te construct implicif h&potheseé aﬁd to utilize these
hypotheses to guide impressioﬁ management attempts aimed. at the exper-
imenter. The models differ with respect to cue dimensions the theorists
deem most salient te the subject. Riecken (1962) and Orne (1972) |
champion the task. and ceoperation dimensions with different emphasis;
Rosenberg (1972), the maturity and adjustment dimensions; and Sigall,
Aronson and Van Hoose (1972), the ability dimension.

Wﬁile these models were designed te explain the develepment of
artifacts in.experimental situations, there is a suffiéient correspond--
ence_bet&een the clinical festing and :experimental miliéus to warrant
their application te the problems posed in. the beginning of this
chapter. In the evaluative social influence situatien inherent in
psychodiagnestic testing, what are the client's cencerns and how do
thése concerns mediate task (psychodiagnestic test) performance? Since
experimental evidence does not decisively faver a specific medel, any

one of the four medels may be chosen to deal with these preoblems. In



the present study, the Rosenberg paradigm was chosen because of its
emphasis on the mental adjustment dimension which is the central issue
underlying the psychediagnestic testing situatien,

The Rosenberg model provides a productive treatment of client
behavier in the evaluative psychediagnoestic milieu. The cliént's
salient coencern is acquisition of a faverable evaluatien of his mental
adjustment or at least aveidance of a negative diagnesis. This coencern,

' exists to the extent

which Resenberg terms "evaluation apprehensien,'
that the clientfbélieves himseif subject to the clinician's judgment°
This predispositien mediates test perfermance.through the mechanism of
attempted impressioen manégement. The ciient¥constructslimplicit hypo-
thesés about how he may best influence the clinician's impressions from.
the totality of available cues. The subject, follewing these. cues,
attempts te influence the clinician through selective self-disclesure
during the administratien of the psychiatriec instrument. |
Clients may var& in the degree to which they will attempt to man-
ipulate the clinician's evaluation of‘their‘mental adjustment. The
present study is concerned with the investigation of such manipulative
béhavior, which Christie (1970a) designates as the Machiaveliian
dimension. In the remainder of this chapter, the Machiavellian medel
will be considered, the instrument used to measure degree of Machi-
avellianism will be exémined, the contingenciés in which the High
Machiavellian (High Mach) will dissimulate or attempt faverable impres-
sion management will be reviewed and an hypothesis cencerning the rela-

tionship between self-discloesure and Machiavellianism will be

constructed.



There are four . initial assumptions underlying the model proposed by
Christie (1970a):

»(1) The High Mach is unconcerned with conventional morality. His
world view is utilitarian rather than moral.

(2) He is emofionally detached in his interpersonal relatienships.
Affective invelvement impedes manipulation because it transforms others
inte individual human beings instead of manipulable objects.

(3) Hé is more‘concerﬁed with the means than the ends of manipula-
tion.. For this reason, High Machs inhabit the entire ideological réalme

| (4) He lécks grosé psychoepathology. Successful manipulation

requires an undistprted image of the social environment.

Niccele Machiavelli's The Prince and Discourses provided material
which enabled Christie and Geié té‘construct an instrument that would
measure a subject's standing on the Machiavellian dimension--the degree
to which others are seen as manipulable. Successive revision reduced
the original set of 71 statements to the present Mach IV scale which
contains 20 statements placed in Likert format. Half of the items were
phrésed in the direction of agreement.with Machiavelli, while the
remaining half were constructed in the opposite direétion te counter-
balaﬁce for acquiescence set, Subsequent to the development of the Mach
IV scale, a quced chéice version employing the same items~-designated
Mach.V-~-was introduced to centrel secial desirability set.. |

Christie (1970b) found a mean split-half reiiability of .79 for the
Mach IV scale. Research supporting content and criterien-validity of
the Mach IV scale has been reported by Christie aﬁd several colleagues.
Partial evidence of confent validity was established by Christie and

Lehmann (1970). Factor analysis of 1782 coellege student protecols,



including items from the Anomia, Mach IV and V, and counterbalanced F
scales, delineated four main factors. These facteors included: (1)
duplicity or interpersonal candor,. (2) affirmativéhnegativism, invelving
negaﬁive references to man and»séciety, (3) distrust in people, and. (4)
traditional meralism, which invelves rejection of anti-authoritarian
statements. Significantly,kthe duplicity factor, which primarily taps
interpersonal tactics, was derived from the Mach IV and V items. The:
contribution of Anomia and F scale items to the remaining threevfactor_
loadings precluded the use of £hese factors as evidence of Mach IV
scale:content validity.

Persuasive evidence of .criterion validity was provided by Christie
and Geis (1970a) through their Ten Dollar experiment. Three subjects,
representing high, medium and low levels of Machiavellianism, were
seated éround a table and instructed that any two might di?ide the
provided ten dollars between themselves. The game terminated when the
funds were divided. Consistent with the assumptions underlying the
Machiavellian model, Highs were found to be members of the winning
cealitions in each of the seven triads. Highs contrelled the inter-
actien and distributioen structures, playing, in contrast te Lows,
"impersonally and epportunistically."
| Further evidence ef criterion validity was provided by Exline et
al. (1970) in a situation where confederates were emﬁloyed to induce
subjects teo cheat_én a test whille participating in an experiment. Dur-.
ing the post-experimental interview, the experimenter accused the sub-
jects of misconduct. Highs ﬁaintained longer eye contact with the
experimenter than Lows while denying complicity and confessed less

frequently than Lows. These findings are completely consistent with the



Machiavellian assumptiens of lack eof concern with conventional morality
and emotional detachment.

The Christie and Lehmann factor analytical study, coupled with
evidence derived from the Christie and Geis, and Exline experiments, are
supportive of both content and criterien validity for the Mach IV scale.
These studies suggest fhat the Mach IV scale taps attitudes regarding
the manipulability of eothers and is pesitively related to manipulafive
behavior in experimental paradigms.

What.are the conditions under which High Machs will attempt to
manage the impressions of the experimenter? The literature suggests
that High and Leow Machs‘attempt impression management for different
reasons, Christie and Geis's (1970b) review éf 38 experimental studies
of Machiavelliénism concluded that Highs manipulated only to gain
desired outcomes, while Lows manipulated to gain both.desired outcomes
and éb;ain,a fav;rable impression. Moreover, the literature suggests
thét when both Highs and Lows participate in a situation where each has
inducement to manipulate, Highs will attempt manipulation and experience-
success in these attempts to a significantly greater extent than Lows.
Geis (1970a) explained these differences between Highs and Lows as a.
function of their respective approaches to the game situation:

High Machs appréaehed the game situation cogniti&ely, while

low Machs had an emotion or value-oriented approach. High

Machs played by what they knew - the specific game rules and

the definition of the situatien as a game. Low Machs knew

the game rules equally well, but played what they felt. They

responded to the personal, emotional, and value implicatiens

that the interpersonal relations in the game would have had

outside the game (Geis, 1970a, p. 154).

Do High and Low Machs differ significantly in attempted manipula-

tion when given a psychediagnostic instrument like the MMPI? The

literature provides no definitive answer. Wrightsman and Cosck (1970, data



reported in Christie, 1970c, p. 45) administered the Mach IV scale and
the L and K validity scalesvof the MMPI (without the clinical scaies) to
a psychiatrically screened sample of female Peace Corps trainees. The:
correlations between the Mach IV scale and the two validity scales were
-.40 and -.27, respectively., These findings sugéest that High Machs
within their sample were "relafively uninhibited" in their response to
thé validity scales, but must be judged to be tentative due to the
unrepresentativeness of .the sample (Peace Corps volunteers) and the
absence of replication studies.

The Wrightsman and Cook (1970, in Christie, 1970c, p. 45) findings
appear inconsistent with Christie and' Ceis's (1970b) ﬁféViqui§’ci%ed
review of the literature which concluded that where both High and Low
Machs find inducement fq manifulate, Highs will attempt-manipulation to
a significantly greater extent than Lows. Although both High and Low
Mach female Peace Corps Trainees in the Wrightsman and.Cook (1970, in
Christie, 1970c, p. 45) study should have found the assessment of their
personality salient, Highs appeared to respond more candidly than Loﬁs
(based on correlation data), instead of mere defensively, as might be
predicted from the reviewed. literature,

Since the Wrightsman and Cook. (1970, in‘Christie, 1970ey p. 45)-
findings are incenclusive due to the unrepresentafive_sample employed
and absence of replication studies, and because of the consistency noted
in the Christie and Geis (1970b) review of 38 studies, an hypothesis
based on the Christie and Geis review seems appropriate. In the
present study, therefore,; the hypothesis that High Machs will attempt
impression management to a significantly greater degree than LeWs in a

situatien of high evaluatien salience will be investigated. The high
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evaluation salience condition is believed to centain inducement to
attempt management of the experimenter's impressions for both High and
Low Machs. It is assumed that Highs should find the personal conse-
quences of being adjudged "mentally ill" salient, whereas Lows sheould be
concerned both with these coﬁsequences and the experimenter's opinion of
them (aside from its conseduences), As suggested by Christie and Geis
(1970b), in this eﬁperimen;al situation where both High and.lLew Machs
should find inducementlto manage the experimenter's impressions, Highs
should attempt impression management to a significantly‘greater extent
than Lows. The-followiﬁg chapter will examine the methedology required

to test the validity of -this hypothesis.



CHAPTER II
METHOD

The testing of the experimental hypothesis, that High Machs will
attempt impression management td a significantly greater degree than
Lows when placed in a situatiqn of high evaluation salience (where the
subject believes himself to be under evaluation on a persemnally salient
dimension), required identification eof High and Low Machs, and their
randomrassignmént to conditions believed to possess high or low evalua-
tion salience.. This section reviews thé subjects, materials'and proece-

dures employed te investigate the experiméntal hypothesis.
A. - Subjects

Forty-three undergraduate males (25 Highs and 18 Lows), drawn frem
Introductory, Comparative and Personality Psycholegy cqurseé and obtain-
ing Mach IV scores at least one standard deviation (6.59) abeve‘or below
the sample median (88) were assigned to the low and high evaluatioen
salience conditions (see Table I). The 43 males were sgelected from an

initial pool of 250 male and 250 female undergraduate students.
B. Materials

The main experimental instruments were the Machiavellian IV scale,
the L and K scales of the MMPI and three sets of task ihstructions

(which will be discussed in Procedure).

11
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TABLE 1

SUBJECT DISTRIBUTION MATRIX

Low Evaluation High Evaluation
Salience Salience
Low
Mach 9 9
High
Mach 12 13

The Mach IV scale was employed to identify High and Low Machs (see
Appendix-A). This scale consists of 20 items derived from Machiavelli's

The Prince and Discourses, placed in Likert format. Half the items are

constructed. such that endorsement means agreement, while the remaining
half are keyed to disagreement with Machiavelli. Christie (1970b) con-
tends that it provides an index of the degree to which respondents
believe that people in general are manipulable. This interpretation is
supported by a substantial body of research which has established that
subjécts who score. in the upper third of the scale tend to engage in
more persistent, detached and successful interperéonal manipulation than

subjects falling in the lower third.
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The L and K scales qf the MMPI were .administered to assess the
magnitude. of favorable dissimulatioen in the subject's self-disclesure
(see Appendix B). Déhlstrom (1972) contends that the 15 item L or Lie
scalé;appears to measure naive defensiveness. The scale contént deals
with miner failings characteristic of moest.individuals in this society. -
The specific content includes denial of aggression, bad thoughts, weak-
ness of character or resolve, peoor sélf—control, prejudices and miner
dishonesties. Rosen (1972) found a test—rétest reliability of .62 for
this scale. The companion K écale contains 30 items dealing with
subjects' description of mental health, stability and contrel, feelings
and expectations of others, and fémily relationships. This séale.
appears to measure favorable dissimulation in self-disclesure in a more
suBtle manner than the L scale. Resen (1972) established a .65 test-

retest reliability fer the K scale.
C. Procedure

Male and female undergraduate students in Introductery, Coemparative
and Persenality Psycholoegy courses were presented the:Méch,IV sdale by
their respective instructors during class. Alfhough only_male‘subjects
were used in the experiments, females were included in the classroom
administration of Mach IV for convenience and also to prevent the devel~
opment .of a sex related respomse set. The instructers were individually
coached on procedure, provided materials and supplied with the explana-
tion that they were simply distribﬁting a Psychelogy Department student
philesophy survey. Each instructor fead the feilowing instructioﬁs
after tﬁe Mach IV scale, IBM answer cards and pencils were distributed:.

These items sample college student philesophies about the
nature. of man and soclety.. Select the answer that best
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reflects your.own position and mark it en the computer answer

card. Remember .to record your full name in the. appropriate

space. Your response will be completely confidential.

The instruqtofs collected the test materials and returned them to the
experimenter the same afterneen in privacy. The experimenter was
anenymoeus througheut this precedure so‘that‘students>woﬁld not, associate
the Mach IV scale administratien with the subsequent treatmént
conditions. | “ |

Ferty-eightvmale-subjec;s-(ZS Highs and 20 Loews) obtained Mach IV:
scores which exceeded onécstandardudeviation above or bélow the:sample
median. These subjec?s were listed in a rester purperting te be a
randemly .selected list of candidates for participatien in research and
were appfeached by the experimenter in class te elicit their. coeperation.

Forty-three subjec;s who agreed te participate.(25 Highs and 18
Lows) were randemly assigned te high and lew evaluation salience condi-
tions (see Table I), given the choice of any one of three,schedulédb
testing perieds located in a dermitery, and were promised academic
credit .for their.20-minute participatien.

The L and K scales of the MMPI were administered on.twe successive
nights. At .the start of.each period, the experimenter identiffied the-
subjéc;s on _a roster, distributed the L and K scales and oene IBM answer.
cara, and.then‘playqd-thg pre-recorded instructions apprepriate. for the-
treatment condition. Subjects in the high evaluation_salience condition
were'iﬁétrdétéa:

The questiens presented -here come from the Minnesota Multi-.

phasic Personality Inventory and measure. emotional disturb-.

ance. Your responses will help us measure the amount. of -

emetlonal disturbance found in Midwestern college students.

Please answer true if the statement is generally true of

you, and false, if generally false. . Record 'your -answers on

the -accompanying IBM score card. Your answers will be held.
in the strictest confidence.
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Lew evaluation salience condition subjects were told:

This study is designed te restandardize a 1971 attitude sur-

vey. Please answer true if the statement is generally true

of you, and false, if generally false., Record your answers

on the accompanying IBM scoere card. Your responses will be

strictly confidential.

At the conclusien of the instructions, the subjects were directed to
individual tables where they took the L and K scales. When subjects
finished the items, a check was made for overlooked questions and each
subject left individually. Thirty minutes separated each testing peried
to reduce interaction ameng subjects.

All subjects were debriefed through a newsletter distributed in
their classes one week folloewing completion of the administration ef the
two experimental conditions. The hypothesis, design and tentative find-
ings were explained, emphasizing the anenymity of all subjects. Partic-
ipants were encouraged to share their experiences and.comments with the

experimenter, and appoeintments were made available (ne subjects chose to

meet with the experimenter).

-~



CHAPTER III
RESULTS

The data derived frem both the L and K scales were subjected to a
two-way fixed analysis ef variance with coerrectien foer unequal cell
sizes, correlation and’Scheffé post hec procedures as described by Hays
(1963). The means .for the L and K scales obtained by subjects in the
twe evaluation salience conditions are plotted in Figures 1 and 2 énd
listed in Table II. The grand‘means contributed by all subjects on fhe.
L-and K écales were 3.37 and 14.8, respectively. In what follows, we
shall examine the results scale by scale with respect to their implica-
tions for the experimental hypothesis.

Findings on the L scale failed to cenfirm the experimental hypeth-
esis. Highs earned scores of 2.54 compared to the Lows' mean of 4.88 in
the high evaluatioen salience condition_(seelTablé IT). Two-way fixed
aﬁalysis of variance disclesed ne main effects attributable to the
Machiavellian, evaluation salience or intéraction variables (see Table:
ITI). Correlatien data similarly failed to suppert.the hypothesis.
Instead of the predicted pesitive cerrelation between scores obtained on
the Mach IV-and L scales, the finding was a nensignificant negative
correlatien (r = -.22, p < .30).

K scale findings were in.the eopposite direction from the experi-
mental prediction. Highs earned a mean of 12.46 compared with 17.2 fer

Lows under the high evaluation salience condition (see Table II). The

16
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& High Machs
® Low Machs
| N
Low Evaluation High Evaluation
Salience Salience
Figure 1. L Scale Means as a Function
of Machiavellianism and
Evaluation Salience
Variables-
High Machs M
-Low Machs @@
Low Evaluation ‘High Evaluation
Salience Salience
Figure 2. K Scale Means as a Function-

of Machiavellianism and
Evaluation Salience
Variables



TABLE IIL

MACH IV, L AND K SCALE MEASURES

18

Low Evaluation High Evaluation
Salience Salience
Mean S.D. Range Mean S.D. Range
L 3.22 | 1.56 5-1=5 4.88 1 3.55 11-1=11
Low 15.00 5.87 25-4=22 17.22 4,02 23-11=13
Mach
Mach IV 71.20 { 3.38 77-67=11 73.67 | 3.42 80-65=16
L 3.25 2,12 9-1=9 2,54 1.61 5-0=6
High 13.16 | 4.15 | 21-8=14 12.46 | 1.63 | 20-4=17
Mach
Mach IV [107.82 | 9.84 | 127-96=32 106.92 | 9.20 ] 123-95=29
TABLE III
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE SUMMARY FOR L SCALE
Degrees of Sum of
Freedom Squares | Mean Square F Ratio P>F
. . .737
Evaluation 1 . 737 .737 S 126 144 . 708
Salience :
Mach 1 16,462 | 14,462 10982 _ 9.821| 097
Interaction 1 14,922 |  14.922 13222 _ o011 .092
Error#* 39 199.925 5.126
Corrected 42 230.047 2477
Total*
*A weighted analysis with correction for unequal cell sizes has been

computed where n = 10.75
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two-way fixed analysis of variance revealed‘a main effect attributable
to the Machiavellian variable (F = 5.21, df = 1/39, p < .026, see Table
IV). Correlation analysis also contradicted the experimental hypothesis
with a”méderately negative relationship between scores obtained from the
Mach IV and K scales (r = -.34, p < .05). The Scheffé pest hoc proce-
dure failed te uncover statistically significant differences between

mean pairs at the .05 level for the critical interval, Yg-7.74<¥g<V¥g+

7.74.
TABLE IV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY FOR K SCALE
Degrees of Sum of
Freedoem Squares | Mean Square F Ratio P>F
Evaluation 1 2,241 2,241 _2:241 _ .102 |.750
, : 22,012
Salience .
' ‘ _ 114,734
Mach . 1 114,734 » 114:734 _EETBIE = 5,212 }.026.
. ' 23.084 _ :
Interaction . 1 | 23.084 1 23,084 39.012 - 1.049 f313
Error | 39 858.453 |  22.012
Corrected : 42 . 998,512 23,774
Total%®

*A weighted analysis with correction for unequal cell sizes has been
computed where n = 10.75.



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The analysis of the data failed te suppert the experimental
hypethesis that High Machs will attempt impressien management to é
significantly greater extent than Lews in the high evaluatioen salience
condition. In fact, Low Machs attempted impression management -te a
significantly greater extent than Highs. in the high evaluatioen salience
condition on the K scale. These findings appear to be in direct oppesi-
tion to the cenclusions of Christie and Geis (1970b) on which the present
study was based,; but may be supported by the work of Wrightsman and Cooek
(1970, in Christie, 1970c, p. 45).

These negative findings may be explained by reexaminatien of the
high evaluatien salience conditioﬁ and the criterion sceres by which
High and Low Machs were selected. One poessible explanation of these
negative results may be that the experimental hypeothesis was never
properly tested because. the treatment condition labeled high evaluatien
salience was not.considered to.be such by boeth Highs and Lows. The.
rationally‘oriented High Mach may have been determined that his individ-
ual perfermance would be anonymous and therefore concluded that there
were no targets for attempted influencebnor any personally important
outcomes to be won. If the High Mach perceived the treatment condition
in this manner, he would net have found the situation to possess high

evaluation salience.
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The Loew Mach's affective orientation may have caused him te, find
the treatment condition highly salient. Lews may have attended more
clesely to internal cues like anxiety than»situatienal'cues, resulting
in the perception that he would be evaluated by the experimenter en his
mental adjustment. Coﬁcern that he secure a favorable evaluation frem
the expefimenter (apart from the personal consequences -of such an eval-
uation) might have béen sufficiently salient .toe induce the Low Mach to.
attempt te manage the experimenter's impression. Thus, difference in
orientation béﬁween High and Low Machs-may have resulted in attention to
different cues and‘radicaliy opposed perceptions of ﬁhe treatment cendir
tien. Where High Maché may have feund anenymity and low evaluation
salience, .Lows may have found high evéiuation salience due te the
experimenter's presumed.evaluation of individual mental adjustment.

A second pessible explanation of theseinegative findings may be
that the criterien sceres used in the pfesent study . to .define High and
Low Machs were not équivaleﬁt»to-these employed in the 38 experimental
studies reviewed by Christie and Geis (1970b). Examination of the
criterion scores ﬁsed in ene-fifth of these studies revealed the
absence sf agreement between experimenters as to how High and Low Machs
should be defined. Fer‘example, Geis (1970a) defined Highs and Lows.oen
the basis of scores lying in the fourth and first quartile distributioens
of the sample (108-147 and 61-88), respectiﬁely. Exline et:al. (1970),.
in contrast, defined Highs and Lows on the basis of whether the scores
lay above or belew the sample median eof 93.56. The‘appérggtllack,of
consensus ameng investigatérs as to standard criterion sceres to define
High and Lew Machs leaves unreselved the question of whether the

criterioen scores used in the present study defined "true" Highs and
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Lows, since the criteria used in the experimental literature varies so
greatly. This lack of consensus makes it impessible to .equate the
present findings with the litérature findings and may be responsible for
failure to suppoert the experimental hypothesis since it was based on
these 38 studies.

The unexpécted finding that Low Machs scered significantly higher
on the K scale than Highs in the high evaluatien salience‘coﬁdition (but
scored cemparably to Highs.en.the L scale in that-same cenditioen), may
be due to differences in scale item content. Low -Machs may_ have
obtained significantiy.higher K scale scores because denial of these
items which deal with persenal feelings and loss eof centrel may have
been moere impertant .te the Low Mach's cenventional self—image'than to
that of the comparatively uncenventional High Mach. Hoewever, Low Machs
may have responded like Highs en ﬁhe L scale:because endorsement of some
of its items which deai with miner faults may have been.judged to be
consistent with a coenventional self-image.

The generality ef tﬁe experimental paradigm for High Mach impres-
sien management attempts in the psychediagnestic milieu is a quesfion of
crucial limportance,.since the present study was designed to predict
High Mach behavier in the clinical milieu.  The findings suggest that
the high evaluation salience condition empleyed -in the present .study is
net ‘a valid medel of ﬁhe psychedlagnestic milieu, In the experimental
cendition of (presumed) high evaluatien salience, Highs pessibly per-
ceived that their answers weuld be anenymeus and reasoned that their
performanée on the L and K scales would net result in persenally mean-
ingful censequences. . There was.ne baéis for Highs te anticipate signif-

icant future interactien with the experimenter. In the psychediagnestic
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milieu, however, the High Mach's mental adjustment would .be evaluated by
the clinician and the High Mach could plausibly expect that this assess-
ment might significantly affect later client-therapist interactiens in
therapy .sessions. To the extent that Highs believe that sélf—dis;losure
will have persenally important cenéequences, they will find inducement .
to attempt to manage the clinician's impression of their mental adjust-
ment. Thus, High Machs,whe'did net attempt, impression management in the
high evaluation salience cenditien_might find sufficient inducement teo

- attempt impressien management in the psychediagnestic milieu due .to its
property of greater evaluationjsaliencé,

In summary, the negative findings may be due to procedural problems
in censtructing a treatment conditien pessessing high evaluatien
salience for High Maché and selecting criterien scores equivalent te.
these utilized in the 38 experimental studies reviewed By Christie and,
Geis (1970b). It 1is suggested that future investigations in this area
employ a pilet study. to operatienally demenstrate that the treatment
condition possesses high évaluatieﬁ salience for High Machs and that the.
criterion scoeres be eéuivalent te these used in, the studies upen WKiChfthe
investigations are based to allew greater comparability eof findings.' A
valuable centributien in this regafd would be the esfablishment of

standardized nerms for the Mach IV test.
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College Philosephy Survey

Instructions -

Participation in this survey is cempletely optional.. These items
sample student philosophies about the nature of man and society. Take
two computer cards. Using pencil, write your name and sex.in the upper
left hand rectangle of both cards. WNow,; leok at the. computer cards.-
Answers for items 1-17 should be marked on the first card and 18<20 in
columns 1, 2, and 3 eof the secend card. If my answer for item 1 was 1,
I would leocate column 1 on the first card and leok fer the bubble that
coentains (1) and blacken it. Yeour responses will be held in strict
confidence. Results~will be made available in several weeks.

Each item can be marked with a number frem 1-7. Make your choice
and then mark the proper bubble on the computer card.

1. DNever. tell anyone the real reasen-you did semething unless it is
useful to.do so, (7) strongly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5)
slightly agree, (4) no opinien, (3) slightly disagree, (2) somewhat
disagree, (1) strongly disagree.

2. The best way toe.handle people is.te tell.them what they.want teo
hear. (7) strongly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5) slightly agree,
(4) no opinien, (3) slightly disagree, (2) semewhat disagree, (1)
strongly disagree.

3. One should-take actien.only when sure it is merally right. .
" (1) strongly agrée, (2) somewhat agree, (3) slightly agree, (4) ne
opinien, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat disagree, (7) strongly.
disagree.

4, Most people are basically good and kind.
(1) strengly agree, (2) somewhat agree, (3) slightly agree, (4) no
opinion, (5) slightly disagree, (6) semewhat disagree, (7) strongly
disagree. ‘ '

5. It is safest to assume. that all peeple-have a vicious streak and
it will come out wheh théy. atre.given a.chancé. (7) strongly agree,
(6)- semewhat agree, (5) slightly agree, (4) no epinien, (3) slightly
disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (1) strongly disagree.

6. Honesty is. the best policy.in:all cases.
(1) strongly.agree, (2) soméwhat agtree, (3) slightly agree, (4) no
opinien, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat disagree, (7) strongly.
disagree.

7. There is no excuse. for lying te someene.
(1) strongly agree, .(2) somewhat agree, .(3) slightly agree, (4) no
opinien, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat disagree, (7) strongly
disagree. '
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- Generally speaking, men won't work hard unless they re forced to.

do se. (7) stroengly agree,’ (6) semewhat agree, (5) slightly agree,
(4) no epinien, (3) slightly disagree, (2) somewhat disagree,
(1) strongly disagree.

All -in all, it is better te be humble and honest than impertant
and dishenest. (1) streongly agree, (2) somewhat agree, (3)
slightly agree, (4) no opinion, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat
disagree, (7) strongly .disagree.

. When you.ask someene te de something.for you, it.is best te give.

the real reasons for wanting it rather than giving reasons which
might carry more weight. (1) strongly.agree, (2) somewhat agree,
(3) slightly agree, (4) no opinion, (5) slightly disagree,

(6) somewhat disagree, (7) strongly disagree.

Most peeple who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral lives.
(1) strongly agtree, (2) somewhat agree, (3) slightly agree, (4)
no epinien, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat disagree, (7)
strongly disagree.

Anyone who cempletely trusts anyone else is asking fer trouble.

(7) strengly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5) slightly agree, (4) no
epinien, (3) slightly dlsagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (1) strongly
disagree.

The biggest difference between most criminals and other- people is

‘that criminals.are-stupid enough to get caught..

(7) strongly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5) slightly agree, (4) no
opinien, (3) slightly disagree, .(2) somewhat disagree, (1) strongly
disagree.

Most men are brave.

(1) strongly agree, (2) somewhat agree, (3) slightly agree, (4) no
opinien, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat disagree, (7) strengly
disagree.

It is wise to flatter important;people

(7) strongly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5) slightly agree, (4) ne
opinien, (3) slightly disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (1) strongly
disagree.

It is.possible to be good. in all respects.

(1) strongly agree, (2) somewhat agree, (3) slightly agree, (4) no
opinion, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat dlsagree, (7) strongly
disagree. .

Barnum. was very wrong when he said.there's a sucker. born every
minute. (1) strongly agree, (2) somewhat agree, (3) slightly
agree, (4) no opinien, (5) slightly disagree, (6) somewhat dis-
agree, (7) strongly disagree.

REkdAREkEdd*t Mark your answer te 18 in celumn one of the second card,

19 goes in celumn twe and 20 in column 3 #*¥%¥kkdikkkdkiikk
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It .is hard -to get ahead without cutting corners here and there,

(7) strongly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5) slightly agree, (4) ne
opinion, . (3) slightly disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (1) strongly
disagree.

People suffering froem. incurable dlseases sheuld have the. cheice of .
being put. painlessly,to death. )

(7) strongly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5) slightly agree, (4) no
opinion, (3) slightly disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (1) strongly.
disagree.

Men forget more. easily the death of their father than the less of
their property. o

(7) strongly agree, (6) somewhat agree, (5) slightly agree, (4) no
opinion, (3) slightly disagree, (2) somewhat disagree, (1) strongly
disagree. ‘

New, please check both cards te see that name and sex are marked,

no ‘blanks are left, and that you have used columns one, two and three .
on the second card for items 18-20, Thank you for your coeperation. .
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Testflnstruments One and Two

Place your name on the twe IBM cards. Mark the first - test 1, and.the
second - test 2. Answers for instrument ene should be marked on the
first card and these for instrument twe on the second. To answer the
items, . answer true (A) if you believe it to be mestly true, -and- false
(B). if mestly false.

Instrument one

1l.. I do not.always tell the truth.
2. I do net read every editerial in the newspaper every day. .
3. Once in.a while I put off until temoerrew that I ought to do today.
4. 1f I ceuld get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not-
seen I would prebably de it.
5. I would rather win than lese a game.’
6. I like te know some important people.because it makes me feel
important.
7. 1 do net like everyone.Il know.
8. I gossip a little at . times.’
9. Sometimes at elections I vete for men about whem I know very
little.
10, I get angry sometimes.
11. Once in a while I laugh at a dirty joke.
12. At times I feel like swearing.
13. My table manners are noet quite as.good at home as when I am out
"~ in company.
14, Once in a while I think of things tee bad te talk about.
15. Sometimes when I am not feeling well I am cross.

Instrument two

1. . At perieds my mind seems to .werk more slowly than usual.
2. 1 have sometimes.felt that difficulties were piling up so high
that I could net overceme them. .
3. I have often met people who were suppoesed to be experts who were
ne better than I. '
4, I find it hard to set aside a task that I have undertaken, even for
a short time.
5. I like te let people know where I stand en things.
6. At times I feel like swearing.
7. At times I am full of energy.
8., At times I feel like smashing things°
9. I have never felt better in my life than I do now.
10. It takes a let of argument te convince moest people of .the truth,
11. I have perioeds in which I.feel unusually cheerful witheut any
special reason.
12, I certainly feel useless at times.
13. Criticism or scelding hurst me terribly.
14. I think a great many people.exaggerate their misfortunes in order
to gain the sympathy and help of others.
15, Often I can't understand why I have been se cress and grouchy.
16. I get mad easily and then get over it sooen.



Instrument-.twoe. centinued

17. What others think of me does net bether me,

18. I have very few quarrels with members of my family.

19, 1T .am against giving meney to beggars.

20. At times my thoughts have raced ahead faster than I could speak
them. -

21. 1 frequently find myself worrying about something.

22. I worry over meney and business.

23. 1t makes me impatient te have people ask my advice or etherwise
interrupt me when I am working on something impertant. .

24, People:-often dissapeint me.

25. I often think, "I wish I were a child again."

26. I find it hard te make talk when I meet new people.

27. When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right
things te talk about,

28, Most .people will use somewhat unfair means te gain proefit er.an
advantage rather than te lese it.

29, It makes me uncomfertable te put en a stunt at a party even when.

- others are deing the same sort of things.
30, I think nearly anyone would tell a lie te keep out of trouble.

Please check beth cards to see that your name and. test number are
properly marked, and that yeu have left ne blanks. Your cooeperatien
has been appreciated. Full results will be repoerted shertly. '
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