UNIVERSITY JOF
e ras University of Nebraska at Omaha

Omaha DigitalCommons@UNO

Student Work

12-1972

A study of relationships between Machiavellianism, dogmatism
and perceived persuasiveness of messages

Marilyn Henderson Ihle
University of Nebraska at Omaha

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/studentwork

b Part of the Communication Commons
Please take our feedback survey at: https://unomaha.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/
SV_8cchtFmpDyGfBLE

Recommended Citation

Ihle, Marilyn Henderson, "A study of relationships between Machiavellianism, dogmatism and perceived
persuasiveness of messages" (1972). Student Work. 230.
https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/studentwork/230

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by
DigitalCommons@UNO. It has been accepted for

inclusion in Student Work by an authorized administrator r
of DigitalCommons@UNO. For more information, please l ,;

contact unodigitalcommons@unomaha.edu.


http://www.unomaha.edu/
http://www.unomaha.edu/
https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/
https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/studentwork
https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/studentwork?utm_source=digitalcommons.unomaha.edu%2Fstudentwork%2F230&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/325?utm_source=digitalcommons.unomaha.edu%2Fstudentwork%2F230&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://unomaha.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8cchtFmpDyGfBLE
https://unomaha.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8cchtFmpDyGfBLE
https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/studentwork/230?utm_source=digitalcommons.unomaha.edu%2Fstudentwork%2F230&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:unodigitalcommons@unomaha.edu
http://library.unomaha.edu/
http://library.unomaha.edu/

A STUDY OF RELATTONSHIPS BETWEEN MACHIAVELLIANISH,
DOGMATISH #ND PERCEIVED PERSUASTVENESS

OF MESSACES

A Thesis-
Presented to the
Depaximent of Speech
and the
Faculty of the eriuate College

University of Febraska at Caahs

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requiremen‘hs for the Degree

Iaia,sfer of Arts

by
Marilyn Hendexrson Thle

Decexrbor, 1972



UMI Number: EP72866

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

" Dissartation Publishing

UMI EP72866
Published by ProQuest LLC (2015). Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.

Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code

ProQuest LLC.

789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346

Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 - 1346



Accepted for the faculty of The Graduate College of the Unlversity
of Nebraska at Omaha, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the

degree Master of Arts,

Graduate Ccommittes

hairman é

/u.zvo’lf [ G 72

Date



ABSTRAGT

Psychologists and wresearchers in”communicéticn have shown much
interest in peraonality variables such as Hachiévellianism_and dogmatismw
‘The purpose of this study was to explore the relationships between these
two traite and perceived persuasiveness of diffevent message types, Four
hundred and,twentyméix students enrolled in Speech 101, Fundamentals of
Syeech_Communicaﬁion, at the University of Nebraska at»OEaha were -
administered the Mach V scale and the Dogmatism Scale~Form E, They
were also presented two hypothetical news releases to read snd to rate.
on persuasibility, One relieace was based on authority and the other on
reason,

The vesults of this study indicated that for this sample of urban
midwestern university students there was no significant corvelation
between scores on the Mach V and Dogmatism ScaléwForm7E; Machiavellian~
1sm and dogmatism appeared to be two independent variables,

The scores were split at the median to deﬁermine categories of
low axd high Machs and Dogs. The only significant difference in
percelved persuasiveness of the two news releases was that the\claasifi~
cation of Low Dogs gave lower persuasibility ratings to the releage
based on reason than did the High Dogs. This finding is in opposition

to the results of similar studies of F.A, Powell ani of N. M. Wagman,
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CHAPTER T
TNTTODU TTQN

in betb the anvient and node*n world the problem of interpersonal
powsr haw been a,fascinahing toplie for writurb and thinkers, Despite
théidiff&renc@s in time and in the cultures in which thelir observatlons
were made, there seem to be two common themes involved. Ons is the.
asgumykién that nan is basically weak, fallible, an& gullibie. A second
thewe, interwoven with this uncomplimentary view of human nature,
theorizes that if people are so weak, 2 rational man should take advan-

>

v ey, S A
tage Lohy

)

&?a el-u*”ioﬁ %O'increagb his own power,
Wnile ?e,tatch has been applied to discoverling the characteristics
of fowxmally designated leaders and thelr followers, very little empirical

study had beesn fooused on thoze wno actually manipulate the followers

®
fo

1 i}eir-'cxnawleuged leaders until Richaxd Christie and his assoclates
constructed the Machlavellian scales, These tests are based on the
'IWTuﬁlﬁ@; of a master of interpersonal contrcl, Niceolo Machiavelli,
Since first introduced to the idea of the Machlavellian secales by John X,
Brilhart, this researcher has been intrigued with the provocative nature
of the scéles and ﬁhis’intere t has subsequently led to the undertaking
of this study,

One pnywa s0 of this anestigatlon was to discover whethey or not

a reldtloﬁ ship eAisted betwben the characteristics of Machlavellianisn

aund an open o7 olo%cd bﬂ*is .ysiem. Although a negative correlation



had been faundvbe%W%eﬁ the Mach scale and the Califomnia F seale measm
uring "&uthoriﬁarianis@¢" this researcher was uaable to find reports of

a study made on é possibly significant correlation existing belween scores
rade §n the Mach scale ard the Rokeach Dogm&%isﬁ scale, As will be;
cited Jater in this fhesis:.thﬁr@ geenad ﬁo'appear a'significént enough
difference in the variables measured vy the F scale'aﬁd the Dogmatism
scale to warrent this study,

Tﬁe,findings about the Msch scale indicéte& that Machiavellian
scores appeared to be increasing over time,l If this speculation should
prove to be true, it_seemed important that we beconme marevknow1edgeable
of the skiiled manipulatbr‘ahd the relationship of his personality to
other individaal:differ@ncesisuch as dogmatism, It should be useful for
teachers and others interested in the study of communication and socia;
behavioral paiterns to know what methods of persnasion are mdst effactive
with high and law‘“ﬁachs.“ Therefore, this study iz designed to discover

~whether persons éeéring high or iéw on the Mach scale and 6n;%he Hokeach
D@gmatism'&cdle are nore susceptible to a persuasive message with appeal

based on authority or to a message based on high appeal to reason,

Survey of Literature
Althaugh the topic of interpersonal power has held as much fascinae
tion fer psychologists as for éthers, only in the last decade have
paychologlsts turned specifically to proving ampirically or experimentally

vhether manipuleting strategies sxist as persorality syndromes and if they

1Bichard Christie, et al., Studies in Machiavellianism (ﬁew York:

Academlc Press, 19?0), De 39 B




can be valildly measured.a Using Machiavelll’s ldeas in The Pg@nces and

The Discoursesa'as a prime example of manipulatory ﬁaetics; Richard

Chxistia and his associates have developed a scale 1o measure the attitudes.
of people who exemplify the personal tactics suggested by MaﬂbiaV@lli.5
| Seventy-one items based prmmarily upon haCui&VEllx s refls Lﬁ1onsf
on human nature and the success of manipulaiing others were the beginniﬁg
of the first Mach scale, Tyenty of the most discriminating items were
selected for further étudy, Half of the items were worxded so that agree-
ment with them was scored in a pro-Machiavelli direction while the other
ten were reversals so that disagreement with them was rated to be pro-
Machiavelli, This version of the scale is referved to as “Hach IV,"

and though it effectively reduced agfeement Tesponse set'biasest it dia
not eliminate the effects of social désirab*lity. By 1968 =z forced-
'choice scaJe, “Mach V," consishing of twenty triads of items, was con~
structed, This scale did not correlate with external measures of social
desirability.6

| That the scale is relisble and consistent and that people who

score high on the scale do behave in a more Machiavellisn fashion than

2Jerome E, Singer, “The Use of Manipulative Strategies: Machia-

vellianisn and Attrxactiveness,” Sociometry, XXVII (June, 1964), 128-150,
3Niccolo-ﬁachiavelli, TheﬂPrince (New Yorks Mcdexn Livrary, 194n),

uﬂicrolo Machiavelli, The Discourseo (New York:s Mcdern Library,

1930).

U\

Christie, Studies in Machiavellianism, pp. 1-34,

6Iblde, p. 33.
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those who score }ow have been shown by a number of studlies by Christie7

and cﬁhers,g in the arxticle “Wafhiawellianﬁbm” by Christie and others,
the authors express the impracticality of commenting on the results of
all experiments relevant to the validity of the Mach scales and there-
fore summarize with the following guote:

e e s in izvor'iﬁ.ina%ances in which face-to-face céntact,ila%iw

tude for improvisstlion; and lrrelevant affect were all judged

present, the high Machs won more, were persuzded less, persuaded

others more, or behaved as predicted significantly compared to

low Machs, . ., . in seven of the nine cases in which two of

the variables were present, high Machs did better,d

Within several years afier the formulation of the Mach test it

was correlated with other relevant tests, One of the first questions
many psychologists ask about a particular personality test is whether
the findings might be explained by the fact that individuals who score
high on the SOale]under_écrutiny respond differently to measures of
intelloc%ual”aﬁiiiiy;”'BaSed on the findings of many studies made on
Mach Iv and Mach V and varmous intelligence aptitude tests, Christle and
his associstes have proceeded on the assumption that there is no major
correlation between Mach scores and IQ and bhave ignored intellectual

differences in selecting samples for experimental studies.lo

_ 7Richard Chrigtie, “"Iwmpersonal Interpersonal Or%enﬁations and
Behavior,” (leeographn& research proposal, Columbiz University, 1962);
Rlchard Christie and Stanley Budner, “Medical Schosl Value Climates and
Machiavellian Crientations of Students," Mimeographed reseaxrch report,
‘Columbia University, Bureau of Applied Soclal Research, 1959),

aRalph Exline, et al.,, "Visual Interaction in Relation to
Machiavellianism and an Unethical Act.” Amexican Psychologist, XVI
(Juj-fh 1961)9 Do 396

9?1crasd Christie, et al., "Machiavellianism,"” in Measures of
Social Psychologlical Attitodes, ed. by John P, Robinson and Pnillxp R,
Shaver (Amm Arbor, Hichigan: Institute for Social Research, 1969), De
507,

1OChrisﬁie, Studies in Hachiavellianism, pp. 36~38.




One of the variables studied in relation to Machisvellianism has

‘been “authoritarianism” as defined in The Authofitarian Personality and
measﬁre& bjASeveral-versions.of the Califermia F scalé;ll COne of thé
initlal aésﬂm?ticns of the’crea%ors of the Mach scale was that a
-Maéhiavellian personAié basicaily apolitical in an ideclogical sense
and that high Machs view others in & cool rather than in a moralistic
Judgnental way,. Thié image should‘lead to the prediction of no relation-
ship between the F scale and Mach, However, both authoritarianisn aﬁd
Machiavellianism hold an.uﬁflattering view of man end this could lead
tovfhe expectation of a slight correlation,

] The prediétion that there wouid be nc major ccrf@lation betwéen
the F and ﬁach scales turned out to be true when iﬁ 1955 and 1956 the
scales were aiministered to the first nine samples which consisted of
~four classes of medical school students and five of cailege undéxw
graduates, The correlations had‘a_ﬁean of -,08 and ranged from +,04 to
. -;15, fhese correlations were with the Kach IV and the Christie et al,
(1958) version of the F scé,le.12

| Later, the F scale.and the Mach IV scale were administered fo
1,782 college students in a 1964 election study. Unexpectedly the
overall correlation was -,20, which is highly significant with that
nﬁmﬁer of‘barﬁiéipan%s. Christie gives one possible explanation for the
increase in the negative correlations, KHe notés that many of the

original'F scale items which received affirmative answers from college

11T, W, Adorno, et al., The Authoritarian ferﬁonalitv (New York:
Harper, 1950), pp, 227-228,

lzﬁhristie, Studiésfin Machiavellianism, p, 38,



gtudents in 1944 and 1945 were no longer as acceptable in 1956, College
students, partly as é result of an increase in test sophisﬁication, and
perhaps in response to an increasingly sqphistioat@d soclety, are less
apt'ie agree with F sc&le items over time, Also, the evidence suggests
that Mach scores aresincéeasing’as time goés ﬁyc if thé-hyy@iheéized
position shift on HMach and the negative oné on F over a period of time
were characteristic of college students in gen&ral,'the correlation
between the two scales wonld not change.: However, if it were the more
socially gophisticated students who were most alexrt to these changes,
they would tend to rise on Mach and drop on F, thus increasing the
negative correlation, Although the data ave in agreement with this
conclusion, Christie admits this is mere speculation since a rigorous
test would call for carefully matched samples over a pericd of a decade
or mef@.iB

Authoritarianism as defined in The Authoritarian Personality and

measured by one or another of the versions of the California F scale
is probably one of the variables most studied in the social sciences
in the last twenty years. Howevéz. Christie and his associaties feel
that the responseé'on the ¥ scale have a tendency to measure right-wing
political idealogy as aunthoriiarianism rather than general authoritari-
anism, or many oiher varieties of authoritarianism and‘intolerance.lh

Rokeach agrees with this interpretatlon that scores of the

California F scale are somewhat biased in measuring right-of~center

130hristie, Studies in Mach;avellianism; Pp. 38-39.

W¥y144,, p. 38,
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anthoritarianism, Howevexr, he offers ancther approach, a scale to -

measure dogmatism, which he advances as a sultable way to conceptualize
genexal authori%&ri&niﬁmolé‘ He descr1bes'd0gmaﬁism theoretically as a
charactexristic of psople with closed minds inéepﬂndﬁnt of their
paxﬁicula; idealogy. fie states that ﬁne pliﬁ&@' puipose of the chmum
r‘tism scale is the neasurement of individual differences in openness or
closedness of beiief:sfstems, Aceox&iﬁg to Rokethf the scores of the
Dogmatism scale are positively related to ba%h left and right ‘opinion-
ation, and a‘personfs scores on left and right opinionation may be
meaningfully added %ogaﬁhef.té,yield & measure of general épenmer
closed-mindedness es predicted by hie %heoxy.l7

General studies indicate the smccess of hie efforts, FPlant found
the uagmaoism scale 4o be o bot tc nesoure of general anthoritariantsn

.than the F scalefin é'large student y@pulation.ls

Hanson found thst F
measures right-of-center anthoritarianisn while the Dogmatism scale
measures general an%hoxiﬁaxianismolg Kexlinger and Rokeach, in s

factor-anzlytic siudy, discovered a common baSe_of‘anthoritazianism

15133 ton Rokeach, "Political and Religious Dogmatism: An

Altezra*gé‘ *- the Authoritarian Personality,” Psxchologgcal Monographs,
IXK (19 Milton,

16Mi1t0n Rokeach and B, Frnchter *A Factorizl Study of Dogmatism
#nd Related Concepts,”™ Journal of Abnormal and Social Psvchclqu, xrr. -
(November, 1956), 56”)60

17Milton Rokeach, The Open and Clased ¥ind (New York: Basie Books,
Ine,, 1960), pp., 71~72,

]8H. T. Plant, "Rokeach’s Dogratism Scale as a Heasure of General
Authoritarianisnm,” Psychologieal Reports, VI (Fchruary, 1960), 164,

199 J, Hanson, “Dogmatism and Aumhoxi%axﬁanism," ournal of
Soelsl Psychology, IZXVI (October, 1968), 89-95,
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underlying both F and the Dogmatism scales, but a.secomauorder_facﬁoring
revealed differences between the scales with the Dogmatism scale gppearing

to be more gen@ial;zo

Accaﬁdiﬁg to Shaver; more studies are_neéde& withv
non-cgliége popuiaiienjto‘cbfain a more exact connection between dogna-
tis&_aﬁd authoritarianism, However, he admiie that the general trends
in the data tend- to s‘uppmf‘!‘,» Rokeach in his distinciion between the
variables measurea by his scgles and those measured by the Celifornia F
scales and that Rokeach's secale has accomplished the purpose for which
it was‘construcﬁed,21'

As measurenments of the Dognmatism scale inveolve more the stxucﬁufa
than the content of a person's>beliefs, the scale can be used té score
differéﬁi'belief sjstems as to thelr openness or closedness on many
subjects-whe%hér political,~religicus;-philoséphic,'or»scientific.zz
| thlésthe‘nogmatism’Scale was being constructed, it went_th;ough five
_editions, "Form D" contains 66 of the original 89 items, and the final
"Form E" contains the best 4O items téken_from Form D as'determined by
item-anélysis. For all statements, agreement is scored as closed, and

disagreement as open.23 Thus,.the Dogmatism scale has been demonstrated

te be a content-free measure of general open-or closed-mindedness,

20erd N; Kexiiﬁger and Milton Rokeach, "The Factorial Nature of
the F and D Secales,” Journal of Personality and Social Psycholozy, IV
(July, 1966), 391“3990

21Phillip'3haver, "puthoritarianism, Dogmatism and Related Meag~
ures,” in Measures of Social Psychological Attitudes, ed by John P,
Robinscn and Philiip R, Shaver (Ann Arbor, Hichigan: Institute for
Social Research, 1969), p. 219,

ZZRokeach, The Cpen and Closed Mind, p. 35.

3
21p18., va 73.



These successive revisions in the Degmatisn scale were not only
to continue refinements in theovetical foﬁmulakionsjbuﬁ to increase the
relaibiliﬁy of the scale. When the fiﬁal form of th@ Dogmatisn scale,

- Form E, was administered to €0 Englishﬁwofkers it received a‘eaxwelafiCn
of ,78 on the degree of consistency of a éﬂﬁjectfs scores from one<half
the test to the other h&lf;' A spiit-half reliability corrvelation of .S%
vwas:fouﬁd when Form E was‘given'%o.80 students at Birbeck College,
England, Correlations on the earlier forms of this scale plus these
tests on the later Form E prove sufficiently the reliability of the

|
Rokeach Dogmatisn scaleoz4

Statement of Problem

ATter reviewing literature concerning the Mach scale and the
Dogmatisn scale, it was decided it would be advanﬁageous to learn moxe
agou%'%he relationships between the personaliiy variables these scales
test and'susceptibili%y to persuasive comiunication._ Therefore the
pﬁrpose of this study was to examine relationships between Machiavellian-
ism, dogmatlism, and percelved persuasiveness of messages. The fdilowing
specific questions weve prbpcséd;:

Does a significant coriélation exist between Machiavellianism and
dogmatism?

Does a significant relationship exist between Hachiavellianism
and perceived persuasibility of messages Pbased on high anthority and

high reason appeal?

zuﬂhaver, “Authoritarianism, Dogmatism and Related Measures,”

pr. 334335,
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Does a significant relationship exist between dogmatism and
perceived persuasibility of messages based on high &uthority and high

- Yeason appeal?

Hypotheses

Hypothegis 1: There is a slgnificant correlation batween scores

on the "Mach V" scale and the "Dogmatism Scale-Form E.Y

Hypothesis 23 There is a sigﬂificant relatienéhip between

classification of subjects as ‘“Low lMachs” and “High Machs™ and their
persuasibility ratings glven '"Release A" based on authority and "Release
B® based on reason,

Subéhypothési 253 There is a éignificanﬁ reiationship between

¢lassification of Ss as Low Machs and High Machs and theixr perﬁuasibiliﬁy

ratings given Release A,

: Sub-hypothesis 2Bs * There is & significant relationship between
claééificatioﬁ of §s as Low Machs and High Machs and their persuasibility
ratings given.Release‘B.

Hypothegls 3+ There is a significant relaﬁioﬂship between
classification of subjects as "Low Dogs” and "High Dogs”™ and their
pexsuasibility.raﬁings given Release A tased on authority and Release B
béséd On Yeason. | ‘

Sub-hvpothesis 3A1 There is a significant relationship between

classification of Ss as Low Dogs and High Dogs and their persuasibility
vatings glven Release A,

Sub-hypothesis 3B: There is a significant relationship between

classification of Ss as Low Dogs and Hign Dogs and their persuasibility

ratings given Release B,



2.

56

7.

Operational Definitions

Machiavellianisn,~~The score received on the Mach V scale.

This scaia is presentéd in_Appendix A, page 31,

Low Mach.--Any respondent whose score on the Mach V scale fell
below the median.

High Magh.,==Any r%sponden% whoge scors on the Mach V scale fell

above the median,

General closed-mirdedness or dogmatisn.=—The score received on the

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale-Form B. This scale is presenmted ‘in Appendix
Ay vage 3b. |

Low _Dog, ~~Any respondent whose score on the Dogmatism Scale-Form E

fell below the median.

High Dog.--Any respondent whose score on the Dogmatism Scale-Form E

fell sbeve the median,

'Persuasibilityura%ing,&aThe vating checked on the 1-7 degree scale

concerning the perceived ﬁexsuasiveness,of each hypotheﬁical’news
release, The scoring sheet for Release A and Release B is presented

in Appendix A, page 39.

11
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CHAPTER IT
HETHOD

Subjects
The 3s in this study were students enrolled in Speech 101,
Fundamentals of Speech Commurication, Included were gll students in
attendanc; on the day the Opinion Suxvey was administered to their
section of the classes, the number being 426, Studenis enrolledlin the
evening sections, those scheduled after 430 P.M., were not included
because of differences in age, employment, and structure from the

regular daytime classés;

Instruments
Each § was given one set of papers entitled “Cpinion Survey" and
another collectidm of" papers described to him as his answer sheets,
The Opiniég Suréey consisted of a foreced-choice version of the *Mach
‘Scale V (1968)"25 and a copy of the forty-item "Dogm&%ism Scale=Form
E,“26 stapled together with the Mach scale on top, At no time duriné
the tes %ing were the names or nsture of the scales revealed, The

Mach sezle was enditled "Opinion Survey #1® and the Dogmatism scale &s

“Opinion Survey #2.” The origin, validity, end reliability of both

5John Robinson, "General Attitudes Taward People,” in Measures
of Social Psycholozical ﬂttitudes. ed, by John P, Robinson and Pn;llip

R. Shaver (Ann Arbor, Michigam: Institute for Social Research, 1969),
Dp. 511=51k4,
26

Shaver, "sathoritarianism, Dogmatism, and Related Measures,”
?p [} 3““’2”3“’5 &
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these SCéles wore described in Chapter I of this thesis.

The answer sheets weve arranged with the Hach scale onswer sheet on
top, then the response sheei‘faf %he‘Dagmatism scale§ and last a page con-
taining the two hypothetical news releases with the 1-7 scale for scoring
’the'perceived persuasiveness of each_releaseo“ Release A was writiten as
a statemeni by a person of high autherity and Helease B wus based on
reagon. Both of these releases are preseﬁ%ed'in Appendix A, page 39. The
three pages of the answey sheets were labeled as “Opinicn Survey No., I,"
“Opinion Survey No. II." and "Opinion Survey No, IIX." Each of the three
pages had the same subject code humbsr on it., A "ticket” bearing_ﬁhat
same code nﬁmber in two places, top and bottom, was stapled to the upper
left corner of the set of answer sheets.

To check the validity of the two messages, they were presented
merely as Release A and Release B to six instruckors in the Depavtment of
Speech at ﬁarying tines. The instructors were requested to deseribe the
nature of_the two messeges. Withoult exception each instructor described
Release A as based on authority and Release B on reason, Four_of the six
instructors had a speciallized background in rhetoeric. The topic of the
hypo&hetical news releases was a current event subjedt_at the time of the
sdministering of the scales. The Presidential txip to Chins was of

récént history and a subject of discussion by the public.

Data Gathering Procedures
All speech inst:uc%ors cooperated in arranging a time for each of
their 101 classes to be administered the Opinion Survey from Aprii 19 to
Hay 2, 1972, At the class meeting before the séheduled day for the secaling,
the instructor informed the students that they would be requested to

participate in an opinicn survey to heip with department research. To
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insure consistancy the survey was scheduled so that the researcher

was able to administer the sceles to every elass, The testing was
done in the reéular clagsroon and at the f@g&lariy scheduled class %Lme.

At the beginning of each testing period the researcher briefly ex-
plainéd thé$ the Opinion Survey was péxt of é communication reséaxch
project, She exprecsed appreciation for the 8s's perticipation, and
assured them that after the completion of %he*teﬁgl survey they would be
inférmed_&s toe the purpose of the study.and the nature of the scales, The
Ss were also instructed not o sign thelr nsmes to the answer sheets,
Thié was done to encourage natural responses; otherwise the nature of the
items might have prevented honest answers, TheyAW$re requested to‘put
one=haly of the “ticket” marked with their code number in safe keeping,
perhaps in a wallet, $nd also to write the code number in a text book
they brought to class, This procedure was inciﬁdad_sovthat randomly
selected subjecis could partilcipate in o later r%laied'study_planned by
another researcher, Next, the subjecis were asked to read the instruc-
tions at the beginning of each survey end proceed accordingly, Finally,
the.feseaxcher commented that there were no right or wrong answers: thej
were_meraly expressing opinions,

Host Ss completed‘ﬁhe three scales in less than the fifﬁymminute
class pericd, Al the end‘of each class, answaf sheets were counted and
sealed in u large envelope on which was recordea the date, time, location,
name of instrucior, and number of 8s attending ﬁhe‘class that day,

& total of U35 Ss were present in sll classes, tut only 426 sets
of answer sheets were useable, Two students objected to enswering tho
questions, so were dismisséd; two numbered sets of answer sheets weve

nissing, apparently caxried off by students in spite of explicit

instructions to leave them on the desk in fromt of the room. Five sets
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ﬁere rmarked so incompletely or incorrectily that they could not be used.
As promised,-a'briéf description of the rature of the scales and
the puxpose of the meseaxah:énrvey.was handed. oﬁ% in printed form to the
Ss as the&iaiﬁenaed class for the fival exam ot thé-@nd of the spring
semester, Bec#use of the natuxé of the scoving for the Hach V scale,
all vesponses were hand scored and double checked. Instructions for

scoring 211 three scales can be found in Appendix B.

Analysis of Results
The facilities of the University of Nebrasks Computer Nebwork,

employing a 360/65 IBM system, were used for all computations of results

for this study. Programs were taken From S%afist;gal Package for ithe
' 27
Social Sciences (SPSS).

Since the Mach V and the Dogmatism Scale-Form E are considered to be
interval secales, iée'P@arson product moment correlation, ¥, was used Lo
deternine the velationship between the scciese An;alpha region of ,05
vas established for a two-tailed test of significance. The actual
formu1328 used by SPSS for computing Pearson correlation coefficients was

Zs-g;lxiYi - (Z>§aix1) Gz>§m1Yi)/N
{Ei?géazi - @Eigaixi)z/nj E23§=1Y§ - QZ>§-1Y1)2/N3}

It vas decided that 1f a significant correlation was found; a

e

ol

multiple-factor analysis of variance would be used to test the

remaining hypotheses after'establishing two categories on each scale

2TNorman ¥ie, Dale H, Bend, and C, Hadlai Hull, Statistical
Package for the Social Selences {Naw Yorks McGraw-Hill Book Co,,
1970), '

2Brysa., p. 146,

ooy
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by spliting the S¢0res at the median., If 2 non-significant ¢orrelation
was found, it was decided to test the significance of the xelationships
between responses 10 each of the message types and~Machiavellianism

29

and dogmatism separately by the Chi-square fox’g_independent samp1és.

zgsidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics (New Yorks MeGraw-Hill
Book Co,, Inc,, 1956), pp. 174-175,
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CHAPTER ITI

The yesulits of this study fzll into two major divisions, The first
RESULTS

The vesulls of this study fall into two mejor divisions, The first
- phase concerns Hypothesis 1, and the second phase, Hypotheses 2 and 3 and
their sub-hypotheses, The first hypothesis predicted a significant cor-
relation between matched scores on the Mach V scale and the Dogmatism
Scale~Form E. The procedure used to analyze this data, the ?earson pro=
duct moment correlation, gave g‘coefficient of 0,00477, Since the x was
het'Significant\at the .05 level established Tor a two~tailed test of
significance; this hypothesis was rejected and the nmull hypothesis,
aéeepﬁedmﬁth@t there is not a significant correlation.betwg@n matohed
scores of ihe two scales,

A scattergram made to illustrate this relationship illustrated that
there was 1itile-or‘no relationship, limear or o%herwise; Characteristics
of the frequency distributions for the scores on both scales are shown in
Table 1,

TABLE 1 |
CHARACTERISTICS OF FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR SCALE SCORES

avmomw—y — . F—
ez e = s

, | Mach V | Dogmatism
.Characteristic Scale Scale=Form E
Mean 102,16 152,09
Median 101,96 151,27
Kurtosis =0.35 1.76
Skewness 0.02 | -0, 21
Range 48,00 195,00
Minimum Score ' 74,00 40,00

Maximun Score 122,00 235,00
Number 26,00 | 426,00
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- The second phase of this study involved the tests of significance of
the r&lationébip# between responses to each of the messageAtypes and
Machiavellianism and dogmatism categories of respond&ntso_.The test used
for significance of difference of relationship was the Chi-square for k
independent samples,

A‘preliminary anaiyﬁis of crossbreaks for the Low-High Mach and
iowwﬁigh Dog categories'by their ratings of éefceived persuasiveness to
Message A based on high authority appeal is indicated in Table 2, 1In
order to meet the assumptions of the test, column U4 was omitted and

30

colunns 6 and 7 combined. The test was not significant at the ,05

level (k% = 13,425 df = 12; p<.50,30),

| TABLE 2
OBSERVED FREQUENCIES OF RELEASE A RATINGS
GIVEN BY CATEGORY COMBINATIONS OF
LOW AND HIGH MACHS AND DOGS

‘Category | Persuasibility Ratings Given Release A (Authority Based)*
of ' v _

Ss 1 2 . 3 5 6 and 7 Total
MH-DH =~ |} - 11 22 32. | 30 17 112
ML-DH 1o 6 30 28 p’ 88
MH~DL 12 14 b2 | 29 9 106
FL-DL i4 14 33 " 32 9 102

Total g 56 137 119 49 408
*Ratingss o o
1 = Definitely convinced release a fraud 5 = Susplcious about trip
2 = Almost convinced release a fraud € = Almost convinced trip a hoax
3 = Suspicious of release 7 = Definitely convinced irip
4 = No reaction to trip or release a hoax

*This scale for ratings is the source of data in subsequent tables,

BO(Similar'adjustménts were made in following tests to meet
recommendations of Cochran (1954) concerning expected frequency of cells),
Siegel, Nonparametric Statisties, p. 178,
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A'preliminary analysis of crossbreaks was also made for %he’Loéw
High'ﬁaCh'and Low&High-ch categories by their ratings of perceived '
persuasiveness to Release B b&Seé on high reason'appeala The dbsarvéd
frequencies axre shown in Table 3. The iesults_of the Ghiusquaxe preve&_
o be significant (X° = 27,48; af = 15; p<.05%,02) indicating there
%as a significan£ differeﬁce in retings given Release B by different
classifications of 8s.

TABLE 3

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES OF RELEASE B RATINGS
GIVEN BY CATEGORY COMBINATIONS CF
LOW AND HIGH MACHS AND DOGS

SR CecammrzD
prese

e .

bility

R SO

Ratings Giveﬁ‘ééiégééuﬁ (éééson Based)

Catego Jééféuaéi
§§ 1l 2 |3 |&| 5 | 6ana7 | Totad
}H-DH 20 |18 [ 3341225 | 9 117
YT-DH 11 | 19 | 16 |17 | 17 13 93
MH-DL | 17 21 38 (13 | 21 3 113
ML-DL | 23 | 13 b to i | s 1 103
Total | 71 | 7 | 123 |51 | 80 30 b26

The second phase of this study was expressed in two main hyyotheses,
H,2 and H,3. Each of these hypotheses was divided‘into two sub-hypotheses
to explore furthexr relatidnshibs be%weenvrespondents and release ratings,

Sub-hypothesis 2A predicted a significant relationship between
clasgification as Low or High Mach and persuasibility ratings on Reiease
A haséa‘on authority, This sub~hypothesis was rejected because the test
was not significant (2'._2 = 6,60; df = 6; p.50>,30). Observed

frequencies for ratings involved in this test are shown in Table &4,
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TABLE &4

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES OF RELEASE A RATINGS
GIVEN BY LOW AND HIGH MACHS

» TR o -~ v bt rhamiamid PN S N ot el rmaudapamseerd
e T e TIRIREASET XA e e e b A s At S b e i e A

Category Persu&sibility‘ﬁéﬁings Given Release A (Authority Based)
§§ 1| 2 3 I 5 6 7 | Total
Low Mach ol | 20 63 6 £0 3 18 5 - 196
High Mach 23 | 36 o Lz 50 {16 |10 230
© Total 17 56 {137 118 | 119 { 34 | 15 26

Sub-hypothesis 2B stated that there vas a siguificant relation-
ship between classificaﬁibﬁ‘as Low Mach or High Mach and persuasibility
ratings‘givenﬂﬁelease B based on reason, The results of the Chimsquére
test were not significant (3}1_’2 = 4,08; df = 5; p<.70>,50), Therefore
sﬁb»hypoihesié 2B was not accepted, Observed frequencies for
persuasibility ratings involved in this test are shown in Table 5,

TABLE 5

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES OF RELEASE B RATINGS
GIVEN BY LOW AND HIGH MACHS

Category ?ersuasibility Ratings Given Release B_(Reasbn Based)
§§ . 1 2 3 by 5 6 and 7 | Tetal

Low Nach 34 32 | 52 § 26 | 3b 18 | 196

High Mach - 37 39 71 25 46 12 230
Total 7 73 | st | oeo 30 426

Because the tests of sub~hypotheses 24 and 2B did not show a
significant difference in ratings given persuasiveness of Release A or B
~and classification of Ss as Low or High Mach, the second major hypothesis

was rejected,
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Data did n@% support the prediction of sub-hypothesis 3A thal there
was a significant yvelationship between classification of Sz as Low Dogs
and High Dogs and paxguasﬁb&lity ratings given Release A based on
“authority, The resulis of the Chi«sﬁﬁare were not significapt at the
.05 leval (E? = 5, 53; Qg = 6; -pL50) e30); Oﬁsexwed ff@qu9nciés for

cxedibility ratings involved in this test are shown din Teble 6,

TAPLE 6

OBSERVED FREQUENCIES OF RELEASE A RATINGS
GIVEN BY LOW AND HIGH DOGS "

Category Persuasibility Ratings Given Release A (Authority Based)

of
Ss 1 2 | 3 Ly 5 6 7 Total
Low Dog 26 28 75 8 61 | 13 - 5 ' 216‘
High Dog 21 | 28 62 | 10 58 1 21 | 10 210
Total v | 56 137 | 18 129 | 3n 15 W26

However, the test of sub=hypothesis 3B was significant (E? =
13.96; 4f = 5 p<.02).01). Results reveal that there is a significant
relationship between persuasibility ratings given Release B based on
reason and classification as Low and High Dog, Observed frequencies
for persuasibility retings involved 1n this test are shown in Table 7,
From a study of this frequency count it can be inferred that in this
study the persuasibility ratings of Low Dogs for Release B based on

reason were significantly lower than those given by High Dogs.,
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TABLE 7

OBSERVED FREQUENCTES OF RELEASE B RATINGS
GIVEN BY LOW AWD HIGH DOGS

Persvasibility Ratings Given Release B (Reason Based)

Category

of - .

Ss 1 2 3 I 5 6 and 7 |  Total
Low Dog B | 3 7 | 22 | 38 8 216
High Dog 31 37 o | 29 L2 22 210

Total 71 71 123 | 51 80 30 k26
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Conclusions

‘The.rﬁéulﬁs obtained from this study do not support the first.
hy?oﬁhesis.thaf there is a significant corrvelation between matched scores
on the Mach Viscale and the Dogratism Scaie»Form E, On the basie of this
one study it would be inappropriate to generalize that a highly skilled
or unskilled manipulator may be either cpen-or closed=-minded, However,
the sample number was.of such size that the researcher predicts from the
data obleined that there is no significant correlation betwoen the
charaétezistics of HMachlavellianism énd dognatism in students‘éf & basic
speech class in s midwestern urban univexsity,

In a different sample of the geneval population a significant
vcorreia%ionvof these two characteristics night exist, Future research
~eould include changing the comblnations of variables such as SeX, age,
eﬂucé%ion, occupation, ox location, The environment of the respondents,
whether urban or rural, or the section of this naticn or of a foreign
country night influence the outcome of such a compariscn of Machia~-
vellianism and dogmatism,

Replication of this study using the Mach V. scale and the Gough- |

31

Sznford Rigldity Scale”™ might show a significant correlstion not found

with the Dogmatism Scale~Form E, Rokeach describes the iwo kinds of

31Rokeaeh,,T&e Open and Closed Mind, p. 418,
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ﬁhiﬂking, dogmat%c and rigid, as appearing a£ Tirst glance to refer to
SYNOoNnymous thoug%ﬁ‘yxosesses. Often the two terms ave used interchange-
ably in everyday coaversation, vBcth:types of thinking refer to resistance
to change. Higid_thinking refers to resistance to change of single
bellefs, sets, or habils, whercas dogmatic thinking refers to the
resistance to change Qf systems of beliefs, Results of a‘stud&'canduéted
vith the Denny Doo&lebug Problem imply that dogﬁatic and rigid thinking
32

are discriminable processes, This conclusion is supported furthex by

o . - 3
the ‘results of two factor analyses by Rokeach and Fruchter’B and by

Fyuchter, Rokeach, and NoVak.Bb

A later rigidity scale than the Gough-
Sanford scale was designed by Rehfisch in 1958.35 This scale might also
be tested for a common variance with the Mach V scale,

A second purpose of thls study was to discover if a significant
relationship exists belween Machlavellianism and percelved percuasi-
Dbility of meséaéés based on high authority and high reason appeal. The
results of the data did not show a significant relationship between
categories of Low Machs and High Machs and messages based on authority
and on reason. o

However, results did reveal a significant relationshlp between

Low Dogs and High Dogs and the message based on reason. The resulls

BZBokeach, The Open and Closed Mind, pp. 182-195,

33Rokeach, “A Factorial Study of Dogmatism,” 356-360.

BhBenjamin Fruchter, Milton Rokeach, and Eiwin G, Novak, "A
Factorial Study of Dogmatism, Opinionation, and Related Scales,”
Psychological Reporxts, IV (March, 1958), 19-22,

35John M. Rehfisch, "A Scale for Personality Rigidity," Journal of
Consulting Psychology, ¥XII (Febrvary, 1958), 11-15; Shaver, "Authori-
tarianism, Dogmaiism, and Related Measures,” pp. 304-308,




£ha% Low Dogs were less pexsua&ed'ﬁhan High Dogs by a nessage based on
reason sppear to be contrary to the conclusions of F. A. Powell and :

others, In his sﬁﬁdy Powell found that the more open a person's belief

system;'thé better able he was to act upon information on its own merits,
'indepeﬂdent of the posiitiveness or negativeness of the Qcﬁrce,37'

The resulds of the test Por sub-hypothesis 3B also appear in
opposit*on to findings of Nathaniel H, Wagman for anthoritarian and ncn#
authoritarian types as clasS¢fieé by the Californi@ ¥ scale anﬁ persuasive
communication based on anthority and one based on factual *nfornation.Bs
In this study of Wagmaﬁ the results implied that the Low Dogs were
persuaded less by %he’massage based on authority than the High Dogs, The
difference betwesen the California F scale and the Dogmatism scale
described eayxlier in this thesis could account for this dlscrepancy.
Also,; the communication in the Wagman stu&y was a factual informéﬁicn
booklet whereas Release B in this study was based on reason,

Ancther possible explangtion for the results found in this study
was the effect 6n,the subjects of reading the message based on authbrity
and the one on reason, one after another, at the same rating time,

Perhaps some respondents could have been influenced against Release B

based on reason because they were persuaded more by Release A based

. 36Erw1n P, Bettinghaus, Persuasive Communication (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, Inc,, 1968), pp, 91-92,

37Fr@dxic A, Powell, "Open«and Cloged~Mindedness and the Ability
to Differentiate Source and Message," Journal of Abnormal and Secial
Psychology, IXV (July, 1962), 61-»64

38Naﬁhaniel Morton VWagman, “An Investigation of the Effectiveness
of Authoritarian Suggestion ahd Non-Authoritarian Information as Methods
of Changing the Prejudiced Attitudes of Relatively Aunthoritarian and Non-
Authoritarian Personzlities,” Dissertation Abstracts, XIV. (January-June,
1954), 728-729; as described by Herbert Irving Abelson, Persuasion
(New York: Springer Publishing Co,, 1959), p. 65.
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on antherity. The authority figure to whom Release 4 vas attributed might
have been.ﬁereeived as arguing against hils own best lnbderests, According
to a study by Walster, Aronson, and Abrahams39 and a later study by Koeske
and Cxano&ﬂ a ﬁtaiaméﬁt was Judged more persvasive when 1t was vniﬁed by
one arguing against his own beﬁt,interaﬂis. ‘The persuasibility of the
authority figure in'ﬁélﬁase A might have besn an iﬁiervening variébiebiu
the persuasibiliiy rating given to Release B,

Res pondentq' involvement with Nixon as a political figare could
have a1$o-been an intervening ?ariable; These tentative exPianations
need further investigatlon., Future research involving Dogmatlsm Scale-
Form E scores and persuasibility ratings for differvent messages basged
on high authority and on high reason is needed for more definite
predicticns, However, this study demonstrated that the generaliyed
prediction that Low ﬁogs are more influenced by reason than High Dogs

does not always prove to be accurate,

Practical Implications
Much interest is being given the subject of personality in the
fields of communication, education, and psychology, Dogmatism appears
to be & variable of personality structure which helps provide a
characteristic approach to life for people, It is a complex variable

but through study of this cpen»and closed-minded dimension, more accura{e

%50
J}Elaine Walster, Elliot Aronson, and Darcy Abrahams, “On Increasing
the Pergsvasiveness of a Low Prestige Communicator,"” Journal of Experlmental
Social Psychology, II (October, 1966), 325-342,
40Ga$y F, Koeske and William D, Crano, “The Effect of Congruons and
Incongrucus Source-Statement Combinations Upon the Judged Credibility of a
Communication,” Journal of Experimental Social Psvchology, IV (October,
1968), 384-399,
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prédictions can h% made of the ways individuals or groups might view the
worla,‘authsritie;§ and persuasive messages addressed 1o thenm,

ﬁecent research by psychologists and speech communication researchers
also sugpests that Machiavellianism might iﬁfluénéa qemmunicaiion behaviors
and even success in certain types of communication ccurses, Michael
Burgoon found that 1hé.rﬁlaiicnshlp tetuween Machiavelllanism and euccess
will be significantly more positive in an interpersonal communication
course than in a public speaking course,hl Such information could help
predict the success ofbsﬁudents in certain type courses,

Since this siudy revealed these two personality characteristics
to be independent and not significantly correlated variébles,_the
prediction that a'High Kach would fare better in an intexpersonal
communication course would not necessarily indicate that he was especially
open%minded. “Also, his lack of dogmatism would not iﬁevitably insure
suceess in this interpersonal situation, One cannot predict that the
structure and class interaction of an Interpersonal course will encourage
or Facilitate the trait of low or high dogmatism as it 'migh“ﬁ.kachiavillian-
ism because of thé-lack»of Eormelation between the two traits.

Predicting the two characteristics t§ be independent. of one
another,_a'multiple_ccrrelation of Machiavellianism and dogmatism with
one or more dther personality traits could be useful in selection of
personnel for various speclific appointments in industry and diplomacy,

Considering the two independent variables above, one might lock

for a combination of High Mach and Low Dog in a candidate for an

ulﬁichael Burgoon, "The Relatlonship Between Willingness to
Manipulate Others and Success in Two Different Types of Basic Speech
Communication Courses,” The Speech Teacher, XX (September, 1971),
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.eiecutive'ﬁésition where value is placed on one who could ranipulate
toward a definite goal and at the same time be open-minded %&waxd new’
concepts, Both characteristics'weuid need to be verified since |
possessing one irall would not necegsarily indiecate having a high or ;
low amcunt of the othey trait,

Tt is advisable that move research be eanéué%ed with diffex@nﬁ
conbinations of subjects and differently worded nessages to make.mnre‘
vdafiﬁi%e and nore generalized predictions about Machiavellianism and
dggmatism and perceived persuasibility to different types of messages,
However, some significant results have been revealed in this study,
One discovery was that adjusting messages to be épecifically based
upon high authority or upon reason does not insure that they will be
perceivéd as more persuasive one way or the other by low or high Hachs
or Dogs; Also, for ihis sample of urben midwestern university students
Hachiavellianism and dogmatism proved to be two independent

characteristices,
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OPINICN SURVEY #1

You will find 20 groups of statements listed below, Kach group is
composed of three statements, Each statement wrofers to a way of thinking
about people or things in general, They reflect opiniens and not matiers
of fact-~there are no "right” or "wrong” answers and different peoyle
have been found to agree with differ@nt statements,

Flease read each of the thres statemenls iﬁ each group. Then
decide first which of the statements is most true or comes the closest
to de@cxibing your own beliefs, Write the letter of this stotement on
your answer sheet and place a plus (+) next to it.

Then decide which of the remaining iwo statements is mosi false or
is the farthest from your won beliefs, Write the letter of “This state-
ment on your answer sheet and place a minus ( -) next to it,

Here is an exanples ‘ Answey Sheet
A, It iz easy to persnade people bat hard to 1, B4
keep them persuaded, C~-

B, Theories that run counter to common sense
-~ are a waste of time,
C, It is only common sense to go along with
what othexr people are doing and not bs too
different,

In this example, statement B would be the one you believe in most
strongly and statement C would be the one that is least characteristic
of your opinion,

- You will find some of the cholces easy to make; others will be
quite difficult, Do not fail to make a cholce no matter how harxd i1t
may be. List iwo statements in each group of three—the one that comes
the closest to your own beliefs and the one farthest from your om
beliefs-—~on your answer sheet, The remaining statement should not be
listed on your answer sheet,

Do not omit any groups of statements,




1.

2.

3.

5

7

e

10,

A.
B.
c.
A,
B.

LI
b

It takes more imagination to be a successful criminal then a
successful Tusiness man,

The phrase, “the road o hell is pave& with good intentions™ con%ains

a lot of txuth.
Most men forget more easily the death of their father than %he
loss of their propexty.

Men are more concerned with Lhe car they drive than with the clethes
their wives wear.
It is very important that 1magﬂnation an& cf@atithy in bhildren be

- cultivated.

Ce
A.
B.
C.

A

B.

C..

4.

c.

A.
B,

C.

People suifering from ;nbarahge diseases should have the choice of

_being put painlessly to death,

Never tell anyone the real reason you d1ld something unless it is
useful to do so.
The well-being of the lndlvidual is the goal that should be worked

for before anything else.

Since most people don®t know what they want, it is only reasonable

for ambitious people to talk them into doing things.

Pe0plefare‘get%ing so lazy and.selfnindalgenﬁ that it is bed for
our country. '

The best way to handle pecple is to tell them what they want to hear,

It would e a good thing if people were kinder to others less
fortunate than themselves,

Host people are basically goed and kind.

The best cyiteria for a wife or husband is compatibllitymwother L
characteristics are nice but not essential,

Only after a man bhas gotiten what he wants from 1life should he -
concern himself with the injustices in the woxld.

Most people who get ahead in the world lead cleazn, moral lives,
Any man worth his salt shouldn't be blamed for puuting his career
above his family.

People would be better off if they were concerned less with how to
do things ard more with what to do.

A good teacher is one who points out unanswered questions zather
than gives explicit answers.

When you ask someone to do something, it is best to give the real
reasons for wanting it rather than giving reasons which mnight carxy
nore welght

A person's job is the best single guide as to the sort of person he is.

The construction of such monumental works as the Egyptian pyranids
was worth the enslavement of the workers who Tullt then.

Once a way of handling problems has been worked ocut it is best %o
stick to it.

One should lake action cnly when suxe it is morally right.

The world would be a much better place to live in if people would

let the future take care of itself and concern themselves only with
enjoying the present. '

It is wise to flatter important people,

Once a decislon has been made, it is best to keep changing it as
new circumstances arise..

it is a gooa policy to act as if you are doing the things you do
bacause you have no other choice,



11.

13.

1,

15,

16,

174 A

18,

19.

20,

A.
B,

C.
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The Mggest difference between most criminals and other pecple
is that criminals are stupid enough to get cauvght.

‘Bven the.nost hardened and vicious crimlnsl has a spark of aecency

sowewnexm within hin,

A1l in all it is bebter to be humble and honevt than to be
important and dishonest,

A man who is able and willing to work hard has a good chance of
succeeding in vhatever he wants to do,

If & thing does no% help us in our Gddly lives; 1t isn®t vexy
important,

A person shouldn't be DUhlShed Tox breaking a lzwvtha* he thinks

. is unressonable,

Too many criminals are not pun;shed for ﬁhelr crimes,

"There is no excuse for lying to someone else.

Generally speaking, men won't work havd unless they are forced to
do so,

Every person is entitled to a second chance, even after he

comnits a sericus mistake., _

People who can’t make up their minds are not worth bothering about.

A man's first responsibility is to his wife, not his mother,
Most men are brave.

It is best to pick friends that are intellectuzlly stimulating
rather than ones it is comfortable to be around.

There are very few people in the world worth cencerning oneself
about,

Tt is hard to get shead without cutiing coyners here and thexs,
4 capable person motivated for his own gain is mors useful to
society than a well-meaning tut ineffective one.

It is best to give others the impression that you can change your
nind easily,

It is-a good working policy to keep on good terms with evexryone,
Honesty is the best policy in all cases.

It is possible to be good in all respects.
To help oneself is good; to help others even better,
War and threats of war are unchangeable facts of human life,

Barnum was probably right when he said that there's at least one
sucker born every minute,

Life is pretty dull unless one deliberately stirs up some excitement,
Most people would be better off if they controlled their emotions.

Sensitivity to the feelings of others is worth more than poise in
social situations.

The ideal society is cne where everybody knows his place and
accepts it

It is safest to assume that all people hawve a vicious streak and it
will come out when they ave given a chance.

People who talk about abstract problems usually don't know what
they are talking about.
Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.

It is essential for the functioning of a democtacy that everyone

vote,
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Directionss The fellowing is a study of what the ﬁeneral public thinks

ahd feels about z number of important social and rersonal guestions. The
best snswer to each statement below is your personal opinion, We have

c—%*

ried to cover many different and cpposing points of view; you may fird

rself agrseing strongly with soms of tho statements, disagreeing Jjust

g<’1
'3‘ e

5
atrongly with others, and parhaps uncertain about others; whether you
agr@e or disagres with aﬁy statement; you carn be sure that many people

feel the sams a5 you do, .

On the accompanying score sheetl indicate how much you agree or disagree
with the statement, Plsase mark every one.

Yrite +1, +24 #3, or =1, -2, =3 depending on how you feel in each case.

+1l: T AGREE & LITTLE . . ~1ls I DISAGREE A LITTLE
42 X AGREE Q7 THE WHOLE -2 1 DISAGREE CON THE WHOLE
+33 . I AGREE VERY HMUCE =3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

1, The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common,
2. The highest form of government iz a democracy and the highest
form of democracy is a goverument run by those who are the

nost intelligent.
3. Even thouzh freedon of speech for all groups is a worthwhile
goal, it 1s unfortuvnately necessary to restrict the freedom
of certain political groups,
y &, It is only natural that a person would have a much better
acquaintance with ideas he believes in than with ideas he
oppOsSESs.
Man on hls own is a helple s and nizerable creature,
Fundamentally, the world we 1ive in is a pretly lonesome place.

-3 O\t
e w

Mozt pecple Just don’t give a "damn” for othews,
T'd 1ike 1% 27 3 could find scmecne who would tell me how to
solve py perscnzl problens,

ey

e
-

10, There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in,
X 11, Cnce T get wound Wp in a heated discussion I Juct can't stop,
% 12, In a discussion ¥ often find 1% nocessary to repeat myself

seversl times to make sure I am being understood,

It is only nat tural for a perscn to be rather feaxful of the future,



14,
15,
16,
17,
18,

~-> 19,

X 21,
1§ 22,
X 23.

2k,

X 25.

26,

¥ 27,

28.

Tn a heated discussion I generally become s0 absorbed in what
I am going to say that I forget to listen to what the others
are saying. ' 7

It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward,

While T don't like to admit this even to myself, my secret
ambition is to become s great man, like Einstein, or Beethoven,
or Shakespeare, ' f |

The main thing in life is for a person to want to dou. something

important,

If given the chance I would do something of great_%eﬁefif‘to
the world, -

In the history of mankind there‘bave prcbably been Jjust a
handful of really great thinkers,
There are a number of people I have coms to hate becanse of
the things they stand for,

A man who does not believe in some great cause has not really
lived,
It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or cause
that 1ife becomes meaningful, .

Of all the different philosophies which exist in this woxld
there is probably only one which is coxrrect,

A person who gets enthmsiszstic about too many causes is likely
to be a pretiy “wishy-washy" sort of person,
To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous becauss
11 usually leads to the betrayal of our own side,
Vhen it comes to diffexences of opimion in yreligion we must be
careful not 4o conpromise with those who believe differently

'from-tbe'way we do,

In times like these, a person mist be pretty selfish if he
considers primarily his oun happiness,

The worst crime a person could commit is to attack publicly

the peopie who believe in the same thing he does,

Tn times like these, 1t is often necessary to be more on guexd

‘against ideas put out by people or groups in one‘s own camp

than by those in the opposling camp,
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X 30,

N 32

X 35,

A 36,
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I
A gro%p which tolexates too much difference of opinion among

14s own members camnot exist for long,

Thexre are two kinds of peopie in this world: those who are

for the truth and those who are againsﬁ the truth,

My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refused to admit

hets wrong. : B

A person who thirks primarily of his own happiness is beneath

contempt.

Most of the jideas which ge£ printed nowadays aren’t worth the

papexr %hey ave printed oﬁa

In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know
what's going on is to rely on leaders'or experts who can be
trusted, |

It is often deslirable to reserve judgment about what's going
on until one has had a chance to heaxy the opinions of those
one respects,

In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and

azscoclates whose tastes and beliefs axe the same as one's own,

37

38,

K39

The present is all too often full of unhazppiness, It is only
the future thet counts, |

If a man is to sccomplish his mission in life it is sometimes
necessary to gsmble "all or nothing at all,”

Unfortunately, a good many people with who I have discussed
important social and moral prbblems'don't really understand
what's géing on, |

Most people Just don't know what's gocd for them,
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16.
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OPINION SURVEY NO, II

KO,

¥rite +1, +2, 43, or -1, -2, -3, depending on

+14

421 I AGREE ON THE WHOLE

43

" T AGREE A LITTLE

I AGREE VERY MUCH
vl'
2.
3 ___
ki,
50

6,

(L R—

8. __._

9
10,
.,
12,
13,
W,
15, o
6,
.
18,
19,
20, ____

=13

-2% -

»3;

how you feel in each case,
I DISAGREE A LITTLE
T DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE

T DISAGREE VERY
21,
22,
23
24,
25.
26,
27.
28.
"
30,
31,
32,
33,
34,
35,
36,
37.

MUCH

A ——
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[
NO, _-
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Congider the following two hypothetical neus releases, both of

which start with:

President Nixow'" much publicized-trip to China was a complicated

hoax perpetuated on the Amerlcan publie,

ﬁgleaéé'é
According to an U,S. Army General,

a proninent member of the President's

official family, the entire meeting
tock place on an elaborate stage set
up in the Aleutlan Islands,
Farthermore, in a special news

conference, the General states, "By -

gkillful makeup, film cutting and
splicing, the entire meeting was

forged for presentation to the world,

I can no longer live with this
international fxraud on my
conscience, "

* Relegss B

The entire meeting took place on
an elaborate stage set up in the
Aleutian Tslands, This
conclusion is valid when one
considers the following ewvidence,

If the trip had actually oceuxred,

the war in Viet Nam would be
de~escalated with troop with-
dyawals on both sides, Thexre
would be more pro-American news
from the Far Bast from the news
media,; and furthermore, the
scheduled Presidential txip to
Moscow would not be taking place,

For each of the releases check tne one statement that best reflects

fhe way that yvelease would effect you,

Release. A

Response

Release B

Would be definitely convinced that the

was a hoax,

release,

Would be almost convinced that the release |

was & fraud,

Would be definitely convinced that the
release was & fraud,

Would make me suspicious about the trip,
Hould have no reaction either to trip or

Would be suspiclous of the release,

Chinz trip was a hoax,
Would be almost convinced that the txip

TN —
okt ——a
— - w3
O
)
AR m——T—c-
MmO



APPENDIX B

. SCORING KEYS FOR SCALES
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10
11
12
13
pes

15
16

17

18

20

© N o W

SCORING KEY FOR MACH V (1968)“2 (OPINION SURVEY #1)

Points Per Item by Response Patiterns

Item # 1

At
C War)

Ad

0w

G+
A~
A+
B
At
B
At
Cuw
B+
A~
C+
B-
C+
B-

At

Bn
A+
B
e
B~
Ct
A~
pakd
c -
C¥
B-
C¥
B~
A+
G
C+
A-
B+
Co

A+

B~

B+
Clon
B+
o
B
B~
s
B
C#
Be
B
C=
o+
A=
At

B~

Ad
B -

C+
BW

o+

Bee
A%
B~
B
A=
Ad
C-
A+
B~
At
B~
B+
C
B+
A=
A+
C~
C+
B~

3

A¥
Be
Ad
Be
Ce
B~
At
Cw
e
O
At
Be
B
C=
C+
A~
c+

A

A%
c -

A%
C -
o+
A‘
C+

B

B4
A=
C+
A~
c+
A=
A+
B~
C+
B-
B+
A~
A+
C~=

- Sum for all 20 items and add const
the theoretical neutral point at 100,

z"ZHo'b;?.ns&’m, “General Attitudes Toward People,” p. 512,

Av

LBChriétie, Studies in Machlavellianism, p. 32.

2
C#+

B
Cris
B~
Mt

. B=
B

-

U-:
B
Ce
C#
Bo

A

C=

L

ﬂxért of 20, Range; &40 - 160 with
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SCORING @EY FOR DOGMATISM SCALE-FORM E (OPINION SURVEY #.2)

[
i

Responses were scorxed along a +3 to <3 agree-~disagree scale, with
the O point excluded, These scores were converted to a 1 to 7 scale by
adding the constant L to each score or the ¢onstant of 180 to each total
score, Thevefore the_xahge'of possible ccores is from 40 to 280 on

. . : 5
¥Form E, A high score indicaztes a high degree~of‘dogmatism,a+

uaShaver,_”Authoritarianism, Dognatism, and Relatad Measures,"

v, 334,



SCORING KEY FOR OFINIQN SURVEY #3

43

For each of the releases check the one statement that best reflects

the way that release would effect you,

Scoring Key

Release A

o e———k

Egggnnse
Would be definitely

~convineced that the China

trip was a hoax,

Relesse B

Hould be almost convinced

that the trip was a
hoax,

Would make me suspicious
about the trip,

Yonld have no reaction

‘either to trip or

release,

Hould be suspicious of
the release,

Would be almost con-
vinced that the release
was a frauvd.

Would be definitely
convinced that the
release was a fraud,

z

e . 7
« . 6
e e 5
o« o B
'.3
c.o2
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