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| Higl Machiavbllians Mean' Diffe:.gnce

L+ Scores'as a Funition of Justifica- - L .

: cian for cheaeing = Non—cheating




Chr:tstxe and Geis (1970) have developed a eet
o

ecelt.

e J af scalss (Mach v’ d\

i gh Machs b and

thnse who ag:ee more w:,t

f

Rokeach, 1958). n~second.1y,

" rankings are utfected by the subject'e paztmipation ‘in‘a |

dishonest act (cheating) Moré 's; fwally, the rasearch

on t:l\iu ‘second, questi ered on | the disso e, G

B N 1
causes and how. Ehis d;esona\«.ce subsequently affects the: -

high and low Hachiavellnns' ran]d.ngs of the value nestz‘
f Rokeach (1968) states that! values "havs to do ‘with (

a psxucn has 2 value ia to say that he has an enduring

1.
bel&eo that a specxfic mode of condu -or end state of

% exletence 19 personally an\i sac:.ally preferable tc alte:

tive modes of conduct or ‘end states of exlstence"

Rokeach d;stinguishes between two

(Rokeach. 1968, p. 160)

Mach v) that diati quieh between "

LR¢ 2
nvent:lcna horality . (lw Macha)

ranking of “the value. !-kmeatx (us%g ﬁokeach'a Valud Survey, :
the sty investiq ja¥ed Tow e

‘modes of cémduct and ‘end ‘states’of existence. To say that |

The present study dete ined h:.gh al d lnw Machl.avellians'




"Sfthe :Ltems on ‘the scale are worded Jin sich’a way isto

str:w:.ng far' (Roﬁeach, 1968

\£ox the. sibject, The present experimem: wa‘\sgncemea with
the suhject‘s rankinq uf the. instrumental valte Honesty ”

3 reflecl: cnnventional marality and half zeflect a Machxavellian

‘yigwpolnt

§
inq fom,UI believ t‘nat sucl -and-such a moda

‘of conduct: for exﬁmple honeaty, courage) is

'a:.tual::.cms Hith respecc to af].:ghjects. i

'teminal value takes 2 emnparable fomz. 1

is personau aiid cially worbh 2
Y,

series of is ins&mmantal values and 18 termina )?W{],ues. §

e subjeets ‘must ank order the values’ (t&mml and

instrumental separa“tely) acco:dix;g to thelr importance

Many of the etatemem:e a’n the Mach ™ soale deal

dlrectly mth honesty in an. interpersonal situat ion, Halg ..

Exa.mples of .such statements are J_r_he folluvu.nq'

Honesty is the. best poncy in all casess E st

311 in all, n: is better to Bo. e Ahx honest

than impor(:ant and dishonest: the best way/ t:o hand_'Le Y e
people 'is to tell then what they wanl: o hear; gt ok

there is 1o ‘excuse. )fo: lying to ‘sofieone, . (Christie Y, :




(1970) teseed for this possibil ty. hy admirﬁstering 1-]):
S0 Rokeach Value ot

'rhe four - g'mups were then g:l.ven a seccnd test.- One 50{ the‘. /

, the other g ,‘

‘X . groups was’ requlred to f.ill ouﬁ t‘he Mach ueal
nce. or Allﬁa.quity
and Autfpritariant scalas. £ tvely, Rin Eound tHae

& e 3 2 ‘ the mean ran)ung of the’ value anestz ‘by. hxgh ‘Machlaveuiana

1aw mchlavellianu .

Q' TR i did not. d:.ffer slq‘nif;\.cantly from that
$F L Hovesdy, ‘the-results. wers in the' direction one night expect SR |

from the orier io I:oward . nal morality of mgh s
a . ; Machl,avslllam{ diests the! “Hear ranking of gonestz for thoae,

the Mac!xscales was 3,6, fpr £hose scoring

] Yn i E deoring Lo

_high on' the scalés; 4.4 (R, 1970). - Thers axe severai‘

" 'reasons tnat could explauv the 1ack uf s:.g'nlfacant ditzerences

. 1n the twO grdups. -+ Rim dues not indicate if the Mach seores %

of © the "‘Israeli aample @re cc:mgarahle to thcse a North

14 atinn Wt

L '_ +1" American sample. sim:e

. ax‘e knownto affect Mach seotes (chnst:.e and “Gels, 1970

it is possible that the rank nqs £or a, North American 5 gl

sample might be dift’erent t:ha he - Is:aelx Bample of Rim. . v
Also, the “mean va],ues af Hgneatz reported by Rm appear “toibe
highe: than those’ zepgrted by Rokeach (1968) fxam h:.u Israel:




becausev the 15 values ‘aré rarﬂc ozde:ed into)18 slots) e

should not” assume’ an equid.istance :.n unpcxtance be’fween the

5 Valuea. T‘hezefore if two .subjacta Fanked“the valua nestx

thL.r ik would not. me§ﬁ that J—.ms valua hplds the |, same

impoztam:e. relatwe to-.the first and secund values, t’br

\:he two subjectd‘. 'The present study allowed hlgh and 1ow

Machxavell:.ana a” largez ucale with more positiona to place

" the valuea in;j thua allwiqg more senut:.vitymto the

1 value: res of ‘h:.gh and 1aw Hach:.aVe].lJ.ana. !

'.Fhe secom:\ question’in ths study concems disaonance

and us pcss:ble effece on the. high and 1w Mac}uavellians‘

rankinq of the value Honest 5 Pest:.nger (1957) deflnes~

¢ dlpsonance as a scate “tHat occuru between two nonfitu g.

! cog-rutions. ’J.‘wo cognitiona are ‘a dlssanint rela!:ionshz.p

s

onsiderihg tlwss two, :I.one. the obverse of one Aelement

. would, follow from the other" (Peat:.nge!', 1957, b, 13).

-Festinger states’ that thls gives ‘rise to a'pressire’ b0t T

. Yeduce dissonance. For example, a person may have a.cog=
: nu:mn th?t .cheating is wrang._ However, suppoae this pérscn .

gt cheated on’a test ' These opposing cogniticns.

3 cheatmg is wiong and* the tact that the, pereon has eheated. "
cdusies: dissonas '1'1115 ai 'nay e reduéed by ‘an

“abed ide. change, o support the‘behaviox. n: the pr}e‘sent" .

is wrong, to- justlfy 'his behavmr.




'
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Concerning Machiavellianism and dissonance, Christie

and Geis cite a study by Bogart, Geis, Levy and Zimbardo

(1970) that was |with the ai effects
.cheating @1d have on post-experimental measures of Mach
scores. ysboga:t et al. (1970) hypothesizeé that "Since
high Machis are less distracted S endttonay Livolvamantas
they should be able to avoid ,d:lsacm’aﬁce betQ:er than low
Machs:. since they are less personally involved with' their .,
coqn1t1ons, they shauld ‘show less nged to save face by
changmg cog'n].txons when. they do vlolate them" (christie
ang Geis, 1970 p. 236). Bogart employed two 1levels of

d;ssonancé, a high ‘justl.ficat;on (Llow dlss@nance) t::mdl.t‘.xou1

. and a low Jltetif).caticn (high didsonance) condition. In

“the high justification cg’dltlon the subject was paired .
with a confederate descr:.bed asza highly adm;rahle law
student. In éhe low justification conditlon, the subject
was paired with a negatively evaluated conféderate, The

subject and the confedetata were given a set of problems

whlch becaine :.ncreasmgly more difficult and soon impossible

to solve. At th:Ls point, the experimenter was called from
the rooi to:answer a:telephone cdll. The confederate then
attemptsd to persuade the subject to cheat. The confedera\te
ranoved the answers from. the experimenter’s desk and began

to copy them down. The “the to

. the subject three times. Those who accepted the ansvers
v?re- classified as cheaters. Bogart et al. report that:




N .

Lows "ﬁf’ cheated in the high dissonance
. condition with the unattractive partners pro-
. viding low extinsic justification lowered their
endoracment of conventional morality: those who
. complied in the ‘low dissonarce condition with
Uime  nevatbractiv phrends ploviaing o Justitioa
tion increased their endorsément (Christie and
Geis, 1970, 'p..246). : B :
Bogart et al. -(1970) found ‘o stanifitant steitude change
for the high Machs. 'However, the high Machs did show a ’

tendency to-lower their Mach scores after cheating in the

- 0 O * low justification condition.

Q Overall, high Machs did not cheat more often’ than low

Machs.. However, Bogart et al. found that high Machs cheated

e

more often in the low dissonance condition than in the high
aissonance copdition. Low Machs did not show this discrimi-
| nation. , % ¥ 8 .
Christie and Geis (1970) interpret these results as
indicating that high Machiavellians do not experience the .
typical dissonance reactions. These findings have received
some support from more recent research. Burgoon, Miller and
Tubbs (1971) placed high and low Machs in a counter attitu-
dinal advocacy situation and found the fypical dissonance
reactions for low but not for high Machs.
"Christie and Geis state that since high Machs are’not

emotionally invalved in their cognitions, no dissonance is

petietn
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prodluced when two conflict;tng or dissonant cognitions are
present. However, it is possible that no dissonant or cons
flicting gogniti;ns were present. for-the high Machs who
cheated in the Bogart et al. (1970) study. Since a nigh

Mach does not have the same toward ional

: morality that the low Mach has, high Machs whq cheat do not.

necessa:ily have two confl:.cting

iti b g i

I thi.s is l:he case, a d1sscnance-producing situation for a
‘high Mach ‘would be one.in which there i3 4 high just.l.flca-
tion fcr cheat;mg, \hut t‘he hlgh Mach does not cheat. It;
would seem then, that low Machs who cheat in a low justiff-
cation condition (high dissonance) would lower:their ‘ranking
for hgnes\ty. while high Machs who do-not~chedt in a high
justification (a high dissonance) condition would rdise
their ranking oF Honesty. N b L
There are, however, two basic questions that these.

'assumptions raise. The first is whether or not dissonance

"' can be reduced through a change in'a valu¢ rank on “the value
Survey. ~Past research with cheat:mg and the rank:mg of the
valué Honesty (Homant and Rokeach :1970) would seem to
indicate that changing the ranking for Honesty by dissonance .
is possible. Homant and Rokeach (1970) employed two levels
of motivation for cheating and two levels of ‘the saliénce of.
the value' honesty. Motivation was varied by decreasing the .

number of problems necessary to receive a certain monetary

reward. Salience for honesty was varied by the stress placed




on the value wheh it was read aloud, with the other' values.
In"the high salience condition, honesty was directly

defined as not cheating in class. A’ group of 193 sixth

graders were divided into ‘four g-toupé: high motivation,

high salzence, high motivation, low salience; low ’ "
mouvatz.on, low. sahence- low motivation, }‘xigh saixence. : ’
The children were then given a-set of problems to do,

on whieh they were given ample opboFtinity ' £s cheat a8

the experimenter turried his'back a8 he'wrote what the . - i
children thought were the correct gns‘wersxon the board.

3 few days later, a post measure of the children's values

was taken to.see if the cheafers, those who had copied

and turned in the wrong answer, showed the dissonance

reaction of devaluating honesty.

| Homand and Rokeach found that in the high salience, | @

1 - ‘
16w motivation condition, the cheating subjects significahtly |

lowered their value for honesty. Seviral explanations for
the negative results -in the other.three groups are possible.
First-de all, the highsslience, low notivation condition
would be' expected to produce more dissonance from cheating
than the’ other conditions; Secondly, it is postibl¥)tnat
aissonance was eliminated in another manner (i.e.;
devaluation of the exp‘eri.menller). Fanally, ¢€he cheating
manipulation may not have been dissonance-producing for many ‘
of the children. Homant and Rokeach informed the chi:ldr(en

i 2 ¢
that the answers written on the board weré incorrect and




l
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that no individual reward could be-given and instead, the
promised xeward momey must|go o the clags tremsury. Since
the authors do not report ‘directly that the logds of reward
was caused by cheating, many of the children mZy not have
been aware that cheating had cancelled ‘the reward. )

Another possl,bility, one thatl the present. s&ay Ainvestigates,
is that the three qroupsacont:ained a dispzoportwnal

n\J:n)ber of-high Machs. Despite all Of these possible- con~
fgmrlding va;iabléa;‘ the fourth'group »J.vﬂ show- a q;gnificant '
change “in the-value Hohesty. Giveﬁ ;:he‘ proper controls,
change in the rankihg of Honesty Seens’a viable method for
showing dissonance reduction in' the present study. ' ~

The .second basic question concerns 1 the (pmbl'eni of

e and te: in an experi-
mental paradign. Bogart et'al. (1970) found that high
Machs cheated differentially with many more high Machs 3
cheaéing in the high justification condition than in the

low justification condition. Thi} selt-selection of subjects
Prevented random aasi&ﬁm@?n: of Qigh Maphia_ve‘lli}‘a‘ﬁs‘ into
cheating and non~-cheating conditicns. - As the Homant and
Rokeach . zesults would indicate, t is necessary to have

suhjects in a high dissonance s:.tuat:.on to get a value chanqe'.

i & & is né y- that will expose ali

- . ol Cs
high Machiavellians to the cheating or i ndition,

that had beeh randomly assigned to them. This was

in the present study by using a procedure that




- 'pamugm labelled "t‘he bogus plpeline“ involves the use'of, |

~10-

directly controls or mamipulates those subjects that are
o be classified as "clieacers" a stud}} by Johes and
Sigall (1971) suggested the basxs for such_a pmcedure.&’
Jones. anLi siqam review a aeries of art:u:les in which
aubjects are cenvincad ‘that a, p‘nysmlchcal measure. of the

amphtude and d:.zect:mn of an attitude is, poss:hle. The

van.oua t:y-pes of physiological measures, complex-lookinq

) ; and & ¢ iy valldat on procedure’ | 1"
to convinee ‘gubjécts. that their. atutudes or ‘z6slings -can

be measured physl.nloglcally. Once the subject is cdnvinced

subject is asked to. guess t:he machme reading or output = - .

of 'his- attitudes in a nuniber.of sltuar,iuns. . Since - the

suhject is cmvmced that ‘the 'machine can’'measure his

% "tme reactions" it was: thought ‘that the bogus\pipeli e

would eliminate many of the biases and problems of the

. standard rating pxm:edures in th.ch a m)hject typ:.cauy

exptessea or gives hiNttxtude toward scmethmg.

.Tone: and s;gall report several studies in which the
bogus pipelind is used. ‘In #1l’of the studies used, there .

appears to be little r:th:Lculty in!convincing hd sibjecti: ..

‘that ‘such an apparatu.s is possible, especially aft,ér the

use of the validat:.on procedure. Jones and sigall cite a

study by Cooper (1971) in which subjects vere. wired a




© " measure ‘positive or negutive affeclz‘ The' subjects’ wefe

then asked to considex’ ﬂbw they felt or. :eacted to a state-
ment - being read by the % 'me atements had
appeaz‘ed earlier on queetinnnai:ea a&mimsteted to the ;

by the' fox

after {few "ud]ushuents had been made and a: second stat

adminxstered -Jones. af ngall Btate that‘ k
. It should be notéd that! this procedure used j »

each sub]ect's

mach).ne in the

to validate the dxscernment ofth

Hers eyes of ‘the others. The: effect was very puwerful

: Slgall, 1971. P 357). < ;
Since subjécts are readlly com,:.nced of: the machine‘s

ab:.lity, to predict- react:.ona, the paradxgn wuuld. seem appli-

cable ‘to the presenl: study. Instaad of allowing suhje
decide whether they will cheat: in'a glven sltuanon {(as A

.Bogart et al.) a bogus» plpel:.ne setup was: uséd to-,"mfcrl_n" %




: significant.‘ly lowax' x;anki

“value Hnnaatx (3) t.ow uacmavelliung 15 the, low justifi-

e 12—

subjects of how they were reacting in a cemh\ cheating

-ituatmn, thus directly nuupulating the cheati.nq/m:n-
c.heatmg varhhle. ¥ Zes s g

In uumaxy, then, it was hypotheaized u:at._ (1) High®
nachiavellum :mpu‘ed te ow Hachiavellhna would qawe a

of tha value Hane!g (2) Hiqh

chhiavelluna in-the high ;uatiﬂcation, non-chear.j.ng

uld signlficantly raise: fheir ar ing'of ‘the |

l:at:mn ‘

Pre-measuxu S - i 5
29 one month before the\e\tart ot the axperimgnt. 84 fanala
and 66 male h at 1 "

: Um.vers:.ty of, Newto\mdland v’eze adninistered, three” scales’

. ‘and one’ briaf ltlonnax!e contah\j.ng itama for the
valxda(:.tcn ‘procedure to be uaed in' the expezj.mental maxu-

% ;mlatian. 'l'he in1Mctors uf the claueu adm.nietered the

. sca.le.s -and qusstionnaire to prevent the sibjects ‘from

nizing the e imentex during the study. .

The first two sealés given were the Mach’ IV and the

Mach v acaﬁles to determine tbe

_uhject's Machiavel;

v




o
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The subjects we:e also ad.mim..stered a modified’ form of

the Value Survey. Unlike ‘the usﬁnl Rokeach proz:edure. o
hawaver,/ subjects were asked to aas;tgn a position or rank
“'to, the 18 values on a 100 point scale, allowing a finér

discrminatm‘n of the relatlnnship between values. Th:r.s

i was done; for both the terminal and instiumental valueni:

/ The subjectu were then givep. the' val:.daticm quesdan—, S

nair:e 1abelled "General Opinicn Queatiannaixe (see

Appendix Ay Below is a sample’ iten £rom tha questioxmaite Bt

and the scale uued to a:preas the sub:ect's opm:.cm. Three

of ‘the items on which the bubjéct held the mest gxtre_me

) My atutude twa:d leqahzatinn kg mau]uana u
./..../..../. / 7

Favorable/

- +/Unfavorable ¢

- views 'were chcsen for the validat:.un proceduxe. The' position’

of favcrabnity on the scales was tandomly chosen to" avoxd ”

positional responding.” " .- .- 3 3 \ .

5 i L. v
As in the Bogart et a} .7(1970) study, the suhject's

Mach IV and Mach v surveys were scored and the two scores

were ', tn giwe a of 'the. subj s' Machia- ,

vellian orientations. .The subjects whose scores were in

the ‘dpper third of the'sample: were classified as high

Machiavellianst 'L'hoae scoring in the lover third we#e

classifzed as low Machxavell].ane. mxty high Macha and *

I




B \ i 3 v N
L i .
forty low Machs were- randomly chosen and divided ihto
eight gxoups of 10 sub)ects. The study empleyed a 2x2x2
factorial désign with two, levels of Machiavellianism, two

16vels of justification, and cheatiars,  non-cheaters.
s \ N § i
| The’ basic appata:us used ‘in the study to mah:l.pulate

,cheal:ing as & GiS. n. machine. The machlpe vas- plaeea on

A tal?le in front cf th seatqd suhject. Several wix‘es

l.ed from the machine to a 1ax e equi;mant panel ught and,

and’ 6 the rear: of the gubject f111ed ith complex—lackmq
l
relaya, Lights; wizes and switches.” Tha panel- contained a

large‘_label identifying it .as the "Decoder”. A large cables/

connected to. the' decoder led out of -the room supposedly . .-
o the ater room. Another .cable 3 ing  :

from the ccmputer came into the room and was comecbed to
. a large calibrated meter that was pos:.tzoned on, the table
dn:actly in fronk: of tife subject. 'l'hg mete! ‘was maked
positive on ‘one ‘side. and negative on thé other? Actual
‘contmls for. ths meter were pcs].tl.cned beh].nd the subject
8o that t:he meter ODuE be’ controlled out of the .Ez.ght of

the subject by the e:;per:unenter. b

Procedute I .
Forty high Machiavellisns and. forty:low Machiavellians

were assigned randomly to.the Eour high MacH and four low

" Mach conditions respectively: Subjects were tested .

Jon A g




Lo
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indivi[iually. Each. sub]ect wag seated before the appaxatus/

and read the following ingtructions:

The- present e:(periment is part of a. ee?:tea L.
of ‘exper;.mzn!:a ‘that are bexng ccnducted -hrough-

out Canada to, estahl:.ah normé for a telativaly W e e

new piece of

people. 'rhe machine uses as‘ie basis the:

galvanic skin respo & or-d.S;R. The G.5.R,

a measure of éng electnc 1 redistance of the |
skin. Althmxgh you may riot be fa.mxliat {th
the G.S.R., :/fr.m sure’"you. have’ heitd of the

!

so-called’ " etector" Jtest. weil’, the - N W

G.S.R. is one of “the measures taken by this test. - o

Various emotional states are known' to affect _‘ &

the reacc:.,l:n of the: sweat glands wh].c

affects. the electrical resistance aczoss the, .

skin.. Two eleetrodes« placed at anous pos:u:lona

on thé"gkin can “then measure ‘.his change in;
resistance. i . B :
The machme befqre you, repnesents an exciting

néw brea v mche"' e of.ﬁxgss.n

with the use of | odern compueezs and ‘a new decoding

device, that you see next to the GuSuRa S accarding

tu paeitn.ve Dt negat:.ve reactmns or feelmg » For.




~ .‘- _is_ ; 5

example, if T fva:e. m wire ‘you to the machine; and

wé wore to talk about a given sitiqtion; the -

“mochitie wo1d be able to“tell vhetherqy are
> reacting positively or neqativaly to this ( =i J
:st\mdon by ‘taking your Gis. n.. nmning 1: thzvugh
'tha dacoﬂar, Lnto the ccmputez. ;nd back out to £
this” meee: b the ﬂeux hegoxe you,’ (Aside : bo t'he "
i auhject, 'Come aczau ‘the ball and 1'11 show yuu d
“the computer t‘ni.s ; hmﬁ-nu hooksd m o))
‘At th!.a point the sub]v 2 2
it departmental’ computar. m:ejz :‘etu@in’g Hto‘ the room,’,

the mt7uction «continued.
: 'm get back: to t.he purpoaa of t_he axperx-

ment; we are quite omfxdent that' the machine 4] ¢
5 u very Ln’ T ot naga
tive feelingu in a given simtmn and we- are pid

““mot"here to test that. factor. However, it has. . .
* bgen’found ‘that with this machine, ‘aifferent -
Alpcpu.lqtmna have different ‘base or nomatlve\ _ &

G R outpuu. we are’ hcp;an to find out - -
. whéthe! £ ot the.base outch !Dx:’]!awfmmdland
is different from bhat in other -parts et‘ Canida.

“The ‘mater on the ‘G.5.Ri will qxve"éhe readx.ngs-

toz the ¥pér For you:

.you may watch yuux :eacti.on Dn tha ofher mater X




‘will zl d-you a, set qf atanﬂard situa-—

tiqna ‘that aré beim; used in expe:ime ta el.se- .

o where. The machme will bell. us. yuux* rgact!.ans

‘dr feel:mgs. positive. or negative, and ynuz basé.

uu!:puc. Ap I read each sn:uat::mn, plgaue f.h:mk

»bout it ‘:mfuuy.

: A At this’. poim: after hooking up the G S.R. apparatus, &

the expen.menter sse\ll a sltuanon stmctuzed aroind one, of !

the np:mim given by t‘hg subject in the !preteut qeustinn-

naite._ Far example, .1.f the subject felt: very negative abolit

‘the Legalizati.on‘ of n'ar1juana, the follrlwling uituation would

b .read to the subject!

The question of 1eqall=ing mari]uana hau T
: been fut before ‘the perle of Canada i‘ou are

about to caat your: vote on thxs 1esue

| The expezmanter would. then adjust 'the me}t‘ toa. .

% stxonqu negative position The exper:l.menter uié appe"ar
to ccpy down the G S.Re readi,ng while remarking \"I D&yo

3 areﬁaqainst th:‘m 1ssu accordl‘ng o the' machine. Dnes t:h.x.s

" coincide with your feelings?".' If the sub]ect “seensd to tniak -

T readinq wiill be. accuzate. Each subject was given three

P ured-ateund his previ 1y, stated _‘ ons,




1 auditorium The exam As wcrth __ﬁ of '3

| £ina1 grade, ‘and you are doing quite M

o5 And “the; course. - ¥ou:are having tmub;.e i j

S situation ‘and khe cheating nvolved 55 e TR e
ﬂ S aime experimenter then ook the bJe;e reading. and | :

ccmnented on t‘he Bubject' . apparent rea;::.ons ln thé

. cheat:mg situation. The followmg are the, varxations SN

msetted in the above’ statement fo: the eight experimenba.l,

conditidns in ezdez o mani; labe ]u 1 man n and

oy . ! ¢heating; zespectively.

J e J\zst fication: This factor was varied by changa.ng the

.emphasis placed o tHe exafn.  In. fhe four groups labélled -*

i che u.nderlined sectione read 785%"

: 'and pocriy as shown above. In the groups ].a‘bélled loM




) .
questioned about the
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‘would have cheated in that situation." For the groups that
were classified as non-cheaters, a negative reading showed

* the subject's apparent rejection of the opportunity to
cheat, and the experimenter commented accordingly.

Post Measure:  After the presentation of the fourth

situstion, the experimenter terminated the experiment,

Before leav.mq the sxﬁrhn;ntal zcom, the subject was

.asked to £ill. ‘ot theMikeach Vadue survey under the

following guise to dissociate it from the preaent study.
"A friend who is dqing/}esearch asked

if my subjects would £ill out a brief question-

nairew for him."

If subject reported that they had previously filled in the

ire, the stated that several people

. vere uaing this questionnaire and it would be helpful if

“they ‘completed it again. )
After completing the questionnaire, the subjects were

told that they could reteive an explanation of the experi-

‘mental results by mail, aftér completjon of the study.

luh;eccs were then g.wen payment for the experment and

the sesslon was terminated. -

Results ' - -
- To determme the effeetweness of the above apparatus,
eight subjects, one in ea(ch condition, were pre-tested us:.nq

the procedure described above.  The subjects were then

and their ion to thé /
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" apparatus. In all cases, the subjects believed that, in

fact, the i had their i

A Binomial test (Runyon and Haber, 1967) indicated the
probability by chance alone of all eight believing the
manipulation to.be .004.

The modified Rokeach Val\.le Surveys (premeasure) for
high and low Machiavellians were scored and the subject's
ranking (6n a 100 point scale) of the value Honesty was
recorded. Means of these rankings were calculated £Sr the
10w Maclilavellian and thé high Machiavellian groups and

are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1

High Machiavellians and Low Machiavellians Mean
of the Value “Honesty"

jSurvey Scored Using 100 Survey Scored|Using
Point scale b % Rokeach Method
X High nachagwunacha X High Machs | X Low Machs|
20.66 7.13 6.9 3.8
m&68 | m=56 m =68 "m=s56
>
t = 2.43% df = 122 t = 3.54%%  af = 122
*p <.01
" #xp<.001 N

Note-- Higher mean scores indicate a lower ranking of Honesty.
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Table 1 also shows the results of a test comparing
these two means. 'L’ﬁe‘ high Machiavellians show a signifi-
GaEEIpioneE medn ranking (20.66) of the value Honesty, as
compared to 7.13 for low Machiavellian. The t value of
2.43 was reliable at the .0l level of probability.

o make cunpariscns with earlier studies, the Value ——

Surveys for high and low Mac'h)_.avell:l.ani were ‘then recorded b
according to the typical Rokeach Scoring Method (simple
rank ordering'of 18 values). . The sub]ect's ranking of the
value Honesty was then recorded and mean ranking.calculat d.
'I'hese means and results of a test ccxnparing these means can
also be seen in Table 1. s with the previous scoring
method, high Machiavéllians had a significantly lower
/ ranking of the value Honesty, with a mean of 6.9 compared
to 3.8 for the low Machiavellians. oOnce again, the t value
for this comparison (3.54) vas statistically dependable at
the .001 leyel of probability. ’

A three factor. 2x2x2 ANOVA was also used to compare the
premeasure rankings of the value Honesty (on the 100 point
scale) for all 80 subjects in the éight conditions. Table 2
summarizes the results of }:his analysis. As expected, only
the F-value for the main effect of Machiavellianism was.
reliable @—5 085 af=1,72; p £.05). i

The post: of Honesty on the Rokeach

Value Survey was then calculated using the 100 point
. resporise scale for all.80 subjects in the eight conditionms..’
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TABLE 2

Pxe of Ranking of Honesty ANOVA
@
Source af | ms F
A Z ,
Machiavellianism (a) 1 959.11 5.08%
Justification (B) Lo o 324.01 1.7
Cheat - Non—?heat (c) [ . 49.61 |
g | LN -
aB -, 2 165.32 .
“, »
ac PR B . 74.12 -
1- 66.62 »
- | g 214.50 1.13
S/ABC 72 & 188.69 ¥

*p< .05

These post-rankings were then subtracted from the initial
pre-measure ranking to yield a’differénce score for leach
subject. A.fiean difference scoré was'then calculated for ‘

each condftion. Positive di -scores indicate-an i

increase in the importance or ranking of Honesty while

negative di scores indi a’ decr in the = |

!
importance or ranking of Honesty. A three factor 2x2x2

ANOVA was used to ccmrpafe these ‘difference scores in the
eight conditions. Table 3 summarizes the results of this

‘analysis. The Machiavellianism x justification x cheating -

noncheating interaction was statistically reliable (F=4.91:

daf = 1,727 p £.05). ‘ Figure 1 illustrates this-interaction.
X




Mean Difference Score ANOVA

Source at ms : 4
l‘lachx.avell;anim (a)., 1 180.00 1.‘32/V/
Justa.ncanon (B8) o 1 #57.80
Cheat - Nan‘-chaﬁt ) -1 .80
N S 1. 396.05 , ¢ 291+
ac | PR "' 238,05 195

oo .
BC 1 4,05 "
aBC - | 1 667.90° | 4.91x
s/aBc 72 136.02
*p .10 E
o im
*#*p .05

ngute 2 shows mean diffetem:e scores for low
Machiavellians with tbe high and low jutitimum conditions
to the and

condiu.cms. Low
Machs in the non-cheatinq groups show a tendancy to raise
the: ranking of the value "honesty" more th‘an do cheat:mq
groups. Alse, low Machiavellizns in' the high justification
conditions (cheaters’and ron-cheaters) phow a larger change .
than ;lo low Machs 1;n regpective low Jjustification cmd’i‘t‘i‘onp.
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High Mach Cheating
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'a,f Differenc

Low N » Hilg:

Justification for Cheating

Figure 1. High Machiavellians and Low.Machiavellians. Mean
L2 Difference Scores as a Function of Justification,
', for Cheating, Non-Cheating &onditions. fiean
'differgnce scores .in the positive direction '
indi an i in the > of the
. value Honesty. . % E ‘.




Mean: D_ifference Score Ranking of: Value. “Honesty"

——————<heat 1
==memmeme-Non-Cheat
- 5 |

@y e L 4

.. Figure 2_:

w7 L . High'p e

Juati.fmaeian for’ cheatmg :

Low Machiavellxens Mean Difference Sco:es as-a’
Function of Justificdation for ‘Cheating:= }Non- e

cheeting Conditions.: Mean difference scores

in positive direction.indicate an increase © —

J.mportance of. the value Honesty[. N
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Figure 3 shows mean difference scores for high

Machiavellian gzoups with the high and low justification

conditions to the and heating groups.
s ——+———Cheating Condition’
: . —~--Non~Cheating Condition

|
s | < .
KL . i
%_ (10,2
- A L ]
g 8- ‘ .
o7 -
ge- :
~5.- (5.1
5-s _(5.1)
e
R ™ ‘.
a g, 84 (2.2)
g1- o ’ : =
- 7). ) L T
g 0~ : d
S : xe
o 4 s
A <2 . 5
g =3 - .
i . \
s .
LS . !
Low. EET High ) 4

‘Figure 3. High Machiavéllians Mean Difference Scores -

Justification’ for Cheating . = ™ ’ S e L

as a.Funiction of Justification for Cheating, +
non-cheating Cund;tl.ons. ‘Mean difference
scores in the positive direction indicate
- an incréase’ in the mpcztnnce of the value
- Bonesty. Y o
4 S e
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_ High Machiavellian cheaters in the high justification
conditions show a mean difference score lov;e’r than
‘that of the non-cheaters with the same justification.
High Mach cheaters in the low justification condition

show a higher mean difference score, than do high Mach,

“Further compaxisons of . the treatnent means relating
&5 ¥he hypcthes:l.s were ‘made using t-tests for a Egbte:ion

; ’ comparison ‘as despnbed.hy E.ergua_on _(1.971. p: 269). The = "

‘treatment. means of 5.1 and .7 (High' Machiavellian Non—
Chicaters, Highand Low Justification) and’ the treatment
ok - means of -2.1 and 1,5 (Low Machiavellian Cheaters, High |

and Ldw Justification) were compared with no significant

“differences beirg f )

- The Machiaveuians by justification interactitn was
ma:gmauy reliable (F=2.91; daf =.1,72; F .10). Figure
4 shows uus 1nteract1cm qraphically. ) '

High Machs in the low* justification chditlon show

a tquency ‘to r»a:l.se t-he ra : ng of Honeetx.

| w

The hypothesis that high Machiavellians would rank
the value Honestx s:.gl‘ficantly 1c1we: than' low Machiavell:.ans

rece d strong support in the present :turly. As ”

predictaa, the mean values of Honesty are quite different

with high Machiavellians showing a lower rarking (20.66)




. ————High Mach
i | =-rem-e-Low Mach

‘Ranking of Value "Honesty"
68 B
(B

1
h
1

1,
0
1

T .

Mean Difference Score
°
1

L o row. v - High .

aust;ztzcatian for cheatmg e i

-

Figure 4. High Machiavellians and Low Mach;aveuxans

‘ Mean Difference Scores, as a Function of
Justification, ' Mean difference scores in -
] the positive. direction indicate an increase

F in the impottance of the v;lue Honesty.

for Honesty than that for low Machs® (7.13). . This is what

one  yould expect of the high Machiavellians given their

orientation toward guile, manipulation and déceit.
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When the Value Surveys were rescored in the usual
manner, Yesults are in the same direction (6.9 for highs
vs 3.8 for lows) with the mean ranking being reliably
differené at the .001 level. ‘It ‘gif)p'eaLs t;;.it increasing
+he feale to 100 posaidle positions #as' not nedessary to

show the différence between high and low Machiavelhans'

bayking of the value Honestx A
The present, results. confimm the hypothésis originany
set out by Rim (1970). Hawever,” Rin failed to. find suppart

for his hypothesis.  The mean raRlkiiigs of 4.4 for high Machs
vs 3.6 for low Machs were not found to be statisucally
different. F N

‘Rim's ’((1970)~study used twb aifferent methods of
detemxning high and. low Machiavellians ‘that!could ~account
for the stronger difference in t_he present study. R;un used
only the Mach IV scale-to identify his Machiavellians, The
present study used a combination of the Mach IV and the. '
Mach V ‘Scale to determine Machiavellianism.. Since the
Mach IV has beeri shown to be susceptible to social desira~
bi].ity (chnst:.e and Geis, 1970), one m:.ght expect a more’

stable < e of Lifanisn by’ usiig a combination

ofthe Mach TV'and Mach'V scales:. The:Mach [V scale’ employs

a forced choice scoring method that makes it difficult for :

i/

acceptable than another. Because of this; the Mach Vv

to pick a it is sccia'iiy’ more

tends to yleld scores slightly higher'than' those. of the Mach




‘condition” would sig‘nlfieantﬂ.y lower the ranking of: e
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In addition, Rim used a different criterion for |
Aifferentiating low Machs £xom high Machs. Rim divided
Mach scores at the median labelling’ those above s high

_Machs, those below as Tow Machs.. The present experiment

employed only those scormg in the upper and ‘lower thirds

of the J.Str].b‘{tloﬂ and 80 obtalned perhaps a’ purer

sample of" high and low Machs.

THie E value o 5208, signsfmant at p< 05 level;

for the Machiavenianis main effeéct in the: analysis of

the pre-measure rankinq of' Honesty El 80 supp_orts‘ the

differénce i ranking'of lionesty 'of high and low Machia-

vellians: , The failire of the remaining T vaiues to reach

a signi&éant level is to be expected as ‘the subjects were

randomly assigned to, the foux high Machiavellias and four

16w Machiavelllah condxtions. . . et 1
The hypothesis thaJc high Macmaveu;ans in the high ©

justxficatitm, non-cheatlng condition would s:.gm.f:l.cam:ly

raise’theix ranking of the value Honestx and. the hypothesis

t'hat low Machiavsllians in the low justification, chea

1

“value Honesty, ‘also recejved suppozt in the preseit stuay.’

Table 1 .shows no gign;fic,ant majﬁ.,n}sffects for. nach:.‘avelh_avruamg i

‘justification andicheaters — non-cheaters. However,.the

thiree-way “interaction of ‘these factors: is.reliable’at tl’le'

.05 level. . Figures 2 and 3 do show results that a!‘s in the

direction predicted by the above hypotheses. 5 N

)\
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- acnze of -2 1, Thia indicates that t:he low Machlavellians

P L -31- . . g

High Machiavellians in the high justification, non-
cheating group (see Figure 2) do ahrlw a tandency towards X
ranking Honesty as' a ore important value, as indicated =
by the mean difference score of 5.1, High u;uuavenia'ns)

in r_he same non-cheati.ng condition with low ]undfication 3

show a mean differerice: sccx:e cf 7. pnlitive mean

rai fice i an inc; in the inportance of the

value. Ijonéatz.‘ studies c:.ted by Christie and Geis used ' . " .

'o-‘-.aﬂ-l nat Of. ai e with no’.' o g

siguiticant results’ with high" favellisns.  The

stuly Bad- theorised that_inbrdex to get a Slasdniin !

xeaction” from a high Mach a situation tust be created in

which the manipulative and-deceptive cognitions of the

high Machiavellian weze violated by. the fact. that. he'had

not cheated in a 4ituation: with high. Justification for

chesting. ! S ) 5 e et
Coru:ernlnq low Hm:hxavel].xam and f_he ‘hypothesis that

Low Haghisvellians in the low’ Justification, cheating,. " - 7

“Gondt €46 LY ‘dighificantly lower the ranking of the value

Honesty, the present results appear to bb in the"expected

Fi,guxa 3 ahm that ].r.m Hachiaveuians in the

lzw justiﬂcatiun. cheating comution have a méan. diffexence

in r_hia group ahowed a tenﬂency ‘to ' lower t_heir ran)dng of
the va].ua n_a_n,__x *his )u thie only ‘group that shoved a
negatlve mean diﬂt’erenoe ‘s¢ore. fa;: studies cited by

1




g lack of id

_ Machiavellians. in’thé. low justification' chea

o3z O ’

Christie ‘and Geis-(1970) would predict this typical s

dissonance reaction £ros tH& low Machiavellian.

Another group in the present stidy, high Machiavellians

cheating in a situation where there is low justification
fof ‘cheating, also show a temiency towards dissonance

tudieu cited by Gltistie and Geis (1970) show X

reduction

‘for this altérnati becuuae it hal

been fcu.nd o bJ very difficult to pe:amru ox coerce’ T | .t

nigh Machiavellinnn to cheat m

situation that hag low 2

justisd atdon: fn: cheating. ' T one ‘of "heu studies citea,

Bogart et al, .(1970) stated that "Tt pfoved almost impclaibla
to induce f_he hiq{_\uacm to cheat in the high diisonaice
“condition in which the:e was little juatiﬂ.c;txon foz- [
cunplzance (Chxiatia aldGeia, 1970, P 245).

In the present study; the use of the bogus pipeline .

caused high 1ians to become ina Tow

“justification situation, svolding the problen encountered

by Bogart &t al, (1970).- Figure z shows  that- high -
a- conditien

hada meani| Ej‘t‘fex‘ence score ©f 10.0.. This is the 1ax:geat ;

,mean differemce Score among’ all-of the ,gh\: conditians.

“since: justd £ication appears. quiba important for the high |
Hachs choating, it seems posaibxe that his c'heating in

th.e reger could be. di & o such .
such a ss.zahle mean dit:erence 5 ore wcm:l.d seem tc indh:ate
that: m highﬂuach is ‘not ccmplmly ool or dieastcciated -
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 with the present situation. But, it should.be noted that

the mean difference score is in the positive direction.
This indicates that h].gh Machs who areé faced with cheating
in a low justification Situatlon raise bhelr ranking of

the value Honesty. There appears no reason to assume that

“the high Machiavellian has cognitions adhinst honesty in

any sithation. . The scales .(Mach IV and Mach V) are not

“ oriented towards e;:c'l_uaiv“e dishonesty, but more towards a

relative. or comparative dishonesty. The high Machiavellian .

‘does not 'endoz‘se a statement slaying honesty is not my

ol poncy, bt s stateent That’ says, hones‘ty is not, always tha_

“befit policy. ' Tt is quite Llikely that high Mach:.avellians
view, thenselves as just as honsst or dishonest as.the rest
of the Vorla: In fact, Christie and Geis cite several
studies ‘that dhc high Machiavellians do not cheat more
often thlap low Machiaveni;ms.’ Overall, high Machs and-low
Machs Jwere found in past’ studies to cheat at about the same
zate. *Bégart ot al. (1970). founa that high and low Machs
oheated d).fferemually with High Machs’ cheating more often
o ebd 2 aissonance (hlqh justificatidn) condition than
in the high disHonance (Iow Justz.ﬁ:u:at:.on) condition: If
the )ugh Mach sees hmseh.t as bexng no more dishonest than
t’he rest-of the world, it may be very threaten:mg for the
#iigh Mach to suddenly isee.himself chéat when there is very
1little.to gain from that a¢tion. ' In‘order to "save face"
or ensure p;‘mse‘lf that he is not a dishonest person, the

%
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high Mach could raise his alie for honesty, as seen in the
present study. Results from fhe Bogart study tend tcv _.
support the above. Bogart found that, high Machs "who

t ' cheated in the high dissonance condu:;.cn withouc e;{ternal

justification claimed to be more rather than less moral

afterwards+ (although not significantly more moral)"

(Christie’and Geis, p. 246).

Before accepting chr: 1e and Geis' .Eugg'estxons of no

( Atisusnanidiess hlgh Macmavelnans, n: would seem worth-
while to pursue thga results p:esented above. Quite oS i

= possibly, ‘with a few.cha in the e

" high jlachs would show a stronger dissonance reduction.’ .
In the present study it is.difficult to detenm.ne what . %
impact the justification levels had on the subjects. This ’
is very important as it appears obvious that just;f:.catmn |

- | is critieal in the high Mach's decision to cheat The

Machiavellianism x justification interaction shown in

Figure 4 is reliable at the .10 level. : It appears that

further investigation of the relationship between
Machiavellianism and  justification is necessary. It is
obvious that the present low justification condition

provided less. ;usti\fication for cheating than aid ‘he

high justif:.catxon ccndition. However, it would be

© % poss:.hle to dessg-n a low )ustifieatlon condition that

thin the present mapipulation. Possibly, what could be

' would contain more pegative’ implications for cheating '
i
2
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used is a condition in which there is no justification
for cheating. Placing high Machs in such’a, condition and E

having them cheat using the bogus pipeline method could

p more diss ion. 1
In summary, two points seem apparent from the present .

study concerning the Machiavellian and his value for

honesty. (1) In.initial ranking of the value Homesty, high |

Machiavellians appear to place a lesser importance on the

value of honesty as compired to the lo‘w Machiavellians' s i

ranking of that value. Although this is what one might

predict, given the theorstical orientation of the high

Mach, it is-interesting that several studies mentioned
previously indicate that the high Mach does not cheat more
often than the low Mach in an experimental setting. (2)
Justification and cheating behavior fitarast Sie
Machiavellianism to affect the subject's ranking of the
value Honesty, Although a significant Machiavellianism x

justification x - ion was

found, it was difficult to define the aspects of this
interaqr:ion. Some trefids in the data were discussed: |

(1) Low Machs appear to react as expected,

showing a tendency toward -a typical

dissonance reactionj . o
(2) High Machs show a tendency to shift

/their ranking of Honesty in a positive

direction after cheating with low ' %

Jjustification for cheatjfng:
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(3) High Machs show a tendency to shift

their ranking of Honesty in a positive

direction after non-cheating with

high justification for cheating. p

xa Dot ce the .studies cited earlier, it appears

that the high Mach provides the uncertainty in the area of
Machiavellian studies. Unfortunately after reading
Christie and Geis one tends to see the lvow Mach, d.espi‘te
his staunch morals, as somewhat of a mundane exper).mental
subject. = ‘.

" In conclusion, there are a few critical comments that
should be considered.  The problem of proper post measures
seems especially relevant in dissonance studies. It is
unfortunate but quite possible that spbjects involved o
dissonance research will reduce dissonance through a number
-of means other than that intended (i.e., a designated
post measure). In retrospect, _it might have been more
advisable fo include the Mach scales along with Rokeach
Value Surveys as post measures. As discussed earlier, when
‘dealing with high Machiavellians one needs to consider more
than just the issue of "honesty.  Bogart et al. (1970) have
shown the Mach scales can be used as post measures of
attitude change. IAs Hac‘niavellianlsm was a key factor in .
the study, it \\ld have been helpful tg see how the varxoua
conditions affeqted the aubjsct's post testing Mach scores.

: 7% © i
Also as Bogart and others have used the Mach scores as a
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post measure of attitude change, direct comparison would

have been more applicable.

Another possible avenue of disionanca reduction in th
present study should be discussed. It was vital in the
pEssant stany Whae endisunyectone convingsd, cuat s
N apparatus could measure his irner feelings or reactions.

- Pre-tésting indicated that the eight subjects tested were
‘ thoroughly convinced:that' the machine could and aid o
Y -v pe:form as claimed - During ‘the experimental phase of thé’
study,- all 80 sibjects accepted.the. £inal decision of tlie
i: . machine without question or denying it was a true :eaction.

Given the desi.gn of the study, it was impgssible'to ..

administer a post measure questionnaire &oncerning the

subject's reaction to the apparatus. Ifsich a questionia.
naire were adminia:ered before the walue sur:ey (post
SRRy WE mighl: serve as an avenue for dissonance
reduction. Admlniatratlon of such a questlcnnaxre after
the value survey was also."i.mpossib]:e as it was necessary

i to announce termination of the experiment before adminis-

i tering the value survey. .The value survey was administered

under the g\use of belonging to Some reséarch a frled of

the r was i Also, extensive questioning

about the apparatus may have aroused the subjects' suspicionsn
about:the procedure. As most of the subjects were from the
*same classes, this Could have had disastrous results.on the

: 4 " experiment's credibility. It seems safe to assume from the
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pre-testing and the subjects' reactions during testing
that the manipulation was successful. However, futtre
research should be designed to provide more information
on the reactions of the Machiavellian during testing.
Given the glippery nature of the high Mach, more
information would be helpful® in interpreting the data.
It appears that in designing a study to test
Machiavellians) one must Tiof bé inexpbrienced in the

ways of guile, deceit and mam.puladonl
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<10,

_'Religion is a ne

N, W)

Appendix A -

My .attitude toward cigarette smoking is . . .

"My attitude toward legalizing marijuana is . . .

My attitude toward a.university education is . . .
The police do’a fair and efficient job of enforcing

‘the Taw. , R o

x5 part OF my y: life. ]
My attitude toward g’;zema;:{tai sex 18 i .

The influx of foreign investors will be beneficial

o Canadians. - et )

The student strike was very Beneficial to students at
M.U.N,

1 its are a

necessary part of today's society. .

My reactions to the results of the last provincial

election we#.—e P R
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