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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

The focus of this research is to study the relationships among 

Machiavellianism, Argumentativeness, and Rhetorical Sensitivity. Thus, in 

order to begin to understand this research, imagine an individual who employs 

a rational analysis of situations, savors success, remains on a purely issue

orientated level in attacking arguments, possesses a strong self-concept, and 

becomes flexible in the encoding of spoken messages. Such a person would 

exhibit high behavior consistent with high levels of Machiavellianism, 

Argumentativeness and Rhetorical Sensitivity (Christie & Geis, 1970; Rancer, 

Kosberg, & Baukus, 1992; Hart, Carlson & Eadie, 1980). Why study the 

relationships among these variables? Essentially, the three variables have never 

been studied together, thus their relationship has never been established. The 

relationship of these variables is important because the relationship may 

decipher some strategies a Machiavellian employs in the manipulation process. 

To clarify the importance of this study, one must understand Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism is the trait of being highly manipulative in order to achieve a 

desirable endstate such as a financial windfall or an increased power status in 

the one's personal or professional life through communication strategies. The 

communication strategy involved is what allowed the Machiavellian to 

accomplish his endstate. For example, the Machiavellian may persuade a 
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professor by appealing to his intellect as a communication strategy 

to achieve a better grade, or a Machiavellian may ·manipulate a significant other 

by appealing to their emotions as a communication strategy in order to 

purchase an unaffordable new sports car. Essentially, Machiavellians have a 

tendency to win because of their unique ability to manipulate. Again, 

manipulation occurs through the use of communication strategies. 

So, in order to fully understand Machiavellianism, it is important to 

study the communication strategies MachiaveJlians use in manipulation. One 

way to help explain the communication strategies Machiavellians employ is to 

look at two potential communication strategies and to study the relationship of 

those strategies to Machiavellianism. In particular, the two communication 

strategies this study will review are argumentativeness and rhetorical 

sensitivity. Argumentativeness is defined as a personality trait in which an 

individual is predisposed to recognize controversial issues in communication 

situations, advocate positions on the issues, and attempt refutation of the issues 

and positions (Infante & Rancer, 1982). This communication strategy is 

hypothesized to be helpful for Machiavellian manipulation because 

Machiavellians tend to remain non-relational as a rule; therefore, 

Argumentativeness seems an applicable communication strategy a 

Machiavellian would employ to manipulate others because Argumentativeness 

(issue-based) is also remaining non-relational. In addition, Rhetorical Sensitivity 

will also be reviewed as a communication strategy. Rhetorical Sensitivity is the 
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ability to encode different rhetorical patterns in different situations. It is logical 

that a Machiavellian would also employ rhetorical· sensitivity as a 

communication strategy because the Machiavellian may encode his/her 
. . 

rhetorical pattern to suit the situation or perhaps will continue to encode one 

particular rhetorical pattern that has worked for him/her in the _past. Thus, in 

order to fully understand Machiavellianism, Argumentativeness, and Rhetorical 

Sensitivity, the remainder of this chapter will review the relevant literature on 

Machiavellianism, Argumentativeness, and Rhetorical Sensitivity. 

Literature Review 

In order to fully understand the Machiavellian trait as well as the 

variables of Argumentativeness and Rhetorical Sensitivity, a literature review 

will follow. The variables of Machiavellianism, Argumentativeness, and 

Rhetorical Sensitivity will be defined and insight will be provided into previous 

research involving each variable. 

Machiavellianism 

Niccolo Machiavelli was born in Florence, Italy in the year 1469 

(Calhoon, 1969). As heir to his father's throne, Machiavelli was trained in 

politics (Muir, 1936). Therefore, entering politics at the fall of the Savonarola 

government, he became chancellor of the Florentine Republic. In 1512, with 

the rise of the Medici, he lost his position as chancellor and began his formal 
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writings in order to establish his competence as an administrator before the 

Medici (Calhoon, 1969). His first formal writing, entitled The Prince reveals 

Machiavelli's political beliefs on the way leaders should conduct themselves. In 

particular, Machiavelli proposed that man is weak, gullible, and fallible; 

therefore, because people are so weak, a rational man should take advantage of 

the situation to maximize his own gain. More importantly, if others cannot be 

trusted because of their weaknesses, one should take steps to protect themselves 

from others weaknesses. Thus, Machiavelli's analysis of how people are 

typically weak and how others can take advantage of those weakness creates 

the basis of Machiavelli's Prince: a power-hungry manipulator who enjoys tke 

challenge of "winning." From this characterization has come the conceptual 

notion known as Machiavellianism. Thus, through the creation of 

Machiavellianism has come reseached behaviors and attitudes associated with 

the Machiavellian trait. The next section will specifically look at the research 

collected explaining Machiavellianism. 

Machiavellianism is a trait in which an individual employs an amoral 

stance to manipulate others. Specifically, Machiavellians "engage in 

opportunistic maneuvers, acting with guile, deceit, and other distortions of 

information to receive a personal gain" (Martinez, 1987, p. 47). A 

Machiavellian will do whatever is necessary to attain a specific endstate in 

which they receive a personal gain. A Machiavellian has a tendency to believe 

the ends justifies the means. Essentially, a Machiavellian's orientation consists 
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of "two orthogonal sets of attributes, a cynical view of human nature and a 

willingness to employ manipulative strategies in social interactions" 

(Domelsmith & Dietch, 1978~ p. 715). 

Richard Christie and Florence Geis's pioneering research in 

Machiavellianism resulted in the creation of a scale to test if an individual is 

high Machiavellian (accepting of manipulative strategies) or low Machiavellian 

(non-accepting of manipulative strategies). The scale, called the Mach IV, is 

based on statements from The Prince and The Discourses by Niccolo 

Machiavelli. Through prior research, Christie and Geis ( 1968) estimated that 

the highest Machiavellian scores mostly occur from age 1 0 to age 16 or 1 7, 

and gradually decrease after age 40. 

Studies of the Machiavellian trait have been quite extensive. Prior 

research has been able to predict certain characteristics about Machiavellianism 

which help to describe the trait's tendencies. For example, research has 

discovered that a high Machiavellian will obtain higher grades in college than 

will a low Machiavellian, especially in communication courses (Burgoon, 

1971). However, later research has shown that high Machiavellians do not have 

higher I.Q!s than low Machiavellians (Carter, 1975). On a positive note, 

perhaps the reason that high Machiavellians tend to score higher grades than 

low Machiavellians is due to the fact that high Machiavellians exhibit 

leadership qualities by greater participation in discussion, both by asking more 

questions and by making suggestions for action (Hacker & Gaitz, 1970). 
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However, high Machiavellians are also likely to engage in cheating behaviors if 

the opportunity arises (Martinez, 1987). In fact, Christie and Geis (1970) found 

that a high Machiavellian will look an interrogator directly in the eye and deny 

cheating after having cheated. SMmingly, a Machiavellian's leadership qualities 

and willingness to cheat are reasons why Machiavellians score higher grades on 

average than low Machiavellians. 

A study conducted by Hunter, Gerbing, and Boster (1982) showed that 

Machiavellianism is not a unidimensional construct of simple manipulation, but 

instead a belief system with four components. The belief system comprises 

Deceit, Flattery, Immorality, and Cynicism. O'Hair and Cody (1987) studied 

this further and discovered several facets to each part of the newly established 

4-component belief system. Deceit is employed as a manipulative strategy by 

high Machiavellians because they feel free from being honest in order to reach 

a desirable, personal end-state (Hunter, Gerbing, & Foster, 1987). A high 

Machiavellian believes the ends are always more important than the means. 

Essentially, the high Machiavellian will state false information or "stretch the 

truth" to receive a personal success. For example, a Machiavellian does not 

care how the success is attained in any situation; instead a Machiavellian only 

cares about the endstate of success. Thus, a Machiavellian will analyze a 

situation and tells others what they want to hear, whether it be the truth or not. 

A crude example might be of a male college student promising a fraternity pin 

(suggesting a monogamous relationship) to a college female if she will become 
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sexually intimate with him. The male never planned on giving the female his 

fraternity pin; he only wanted to be intimate with her. The young man analyzed 

the situation and used deceit (a Machiavellian characteristic) to achieve an 

endstate that he wanted but would not have likely achieved without the 

deceitful act. In sum, this belief facet is preoccupied with success like the 

young man who desired intimate relations (a success if he received what he 

desired), yet he had no intention of forming a relationship with the female 

(deceit). 

The second component of the Machiavellian belief system is Flattery 

(O'Hair & Cody, 1987). Flattery is seemingly a prime component in 

Machiavellians' manipulation of their superiors. High Machiavellians rationalize 

the use of flattery in order to advance their careers (Hunter, Gerbing, & Foster, 

1982). An example of flattery is when a Machiavellian will "butter up" 

someone who can give them something that they want in order to make the 

individual more apt to give. 

Immorality is the third facet comprising the Machiavellian belief 

system (O'Hair & Cody, 1987). High Machiavellians place less emphasis on 

relational maintenance because they perceive people as inherently evil. 

Essentially, this characteristic assumes that everyone is unkind, so a 

Machiavellian will create a wall around their emotional selves so as not to be 

hurt by others who are unkind. More importantly, a Machiavellian's assumption 

that others are unkind will make the Machiavellian treat people severely 
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because the Machiavellian will rationalize they should hurt an individual bei>re 

that individual has a chance to hurt them. The act·of being "one up" on 

someone suggests one should be in the lead, and, therefore, successful. 

L~ Cynicism is the belief facet in which the high Machiavellian 

considers others untrustworthy (O'Hair & Cody, 1987). This facet is associated 

with fatalism, dogmatism, and a jaded view of humanity in which people must 

always fight for their own self-interests. This facet has the high Machiavellian 

employing self-preservation and image maintenance in interpersonal relations 

with superiors while tending to hide his/her true motives for winning (Cody & 

O'Hair, 1987). In the workplace, a Machiavellian will be more apt to do most 

of a job him/herself rather than to delegate authority to others for fear the job 

might not be completed. The Machiavellian enjoys the sole success of a well

done project and being seen by others as a talented worker. 

Aside from the four beliefs associated with Machiavellianism, it is 

thought that low emotionality should make Machiavellians more rational in 

their judgements. Research has found high Machiavellians to view winning as 

much more important than relational maintenance (O'Hair & Cody, 1987), and 

to remain detached from ego-involving elements of interaction, in order to win 

(Christie & Geis, 1970). Essentially, the high Machiavellian will avoid the 

relational element of an interaction and focus solely on the practical element of 

achieving a personal gain. 
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Christie and Geis (1970) suggest four factors that motivate 

Machiavellians. First, a high Machiavellian has a lack of affect in interpersonal 

relationships. If a high Machiavellian gets too emotional, there is a greater 

likelihood of identifying with the opponent's point of view and becoming 

relationally attached to the opponent. Relations cloud rational, cognitive 

judgment because one tends to think with the heart instead of the mind. 

Manipulation requires mainly a cognitive process in order to employ strategies 

that create a personal success. 

Second, a high Machiavellian has a lack of gross psychopathology. In 

other words, Christie and Geis (1970) explain that a Machiavellian prejudges 

all people as inherently evil, lazy, and untrustworthy. Thus, the gross pathology 

of a Machiavellian's interaction with others is that not all people are as a 

Machiavellian perceives them to be (evil, lazy, and untrustworthy). 

Third, a high Machiavellian has a lack of conventional morality. 

Christie and Geis (1970) explain that a Machiavellian would much rather 

remain aloof with others instead of becoming relational and friendly with 

people, unless the Machiavellian is desirous of something. A Machiavellian has 

a tendency to become relational only when an endstate can be attained through 

acting relational and friendly toothers .. 

Fourth, high Machiavellians have a low ideological commitment. 

Christie and Geis (1970) explain that a high Machiavellian is focused on 

getting things done and is not concerned with attachments on a personal level. 
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Machiavellians have a lack of affective relations unless the affective relations 

serve to give something of value to the Machiavellian. Thus, a Machiavellian 

remains low in ideological committment because other's can't be trusted so a 

Machiavellian must get the job done without relational committment 

Further research by Christie and Geis (1970) developed a summary of 

high and low Machiavellians. They categorize high Machiavellians as having 

"the cool syndrome" and low Machiavellians as having "the soft touch." A cool 

syndrome (high Machiavellian) is an individual who is resistant to social 

influence, orients to cognitions, and is very structured and controlling. In 

contrast a soft touch (low Machiavellian) is susceptible to social influence, 

orients to people, and accepts structure (1970, p. 285). Essentially, high 

Machiavellians have characteristics that seem socially deviant and negative in 

context, yet high Machiavellians are preferred as partners, seen and chosen as 

leaders, are more persuasive, use direct tones, and focus the content in 

interactions to achieve an end state (usually an end state in their favor) 

(Christie & Geis, 1970). Perhaps this appeal to others is due to a high 

Machiavellian's ability to improvise in situations of conflict (Nickel, 1980). 

Research has shown that high Machiavellians take advantage of confusion and 
' 

ambiguity to recreate the atmosphere in order to push the outcome in the 

direction they so choose (Christie & Geis, 1970). Moreover, a high 

Machiavellian has a great sense of timing with respect to other people's 

reactions. They have a sensitivity to other people in a way that they are able to 
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predict what another individual's next logical step will be and how to counter 

that step to make the endstate in the Machiavellian's favor (Christie & Geis, 

1970). In addition, high Machiavellians tend to emerge as key players in any 

situation whether it be in the workplace or in their personal lives primarily 

because they have the ability to size-up situations, test their limitations and 

attempt to achieve an endstate they consider to be favorable, but in such a way 

that their chosen opponent is not aware and has no time to retaliate (Christie & 

Geis, 1970). 

Much of a high Machiavellian's success derives from the communication 

strategies he/she employs in interactions. Communication strategies provide for 

the manipulation aspect in attaining that winning endstate. A Machiavellian can 

only manipulate through persuasive communication strategies. For example, 

O'Hair and Cody (1987) suggest that Machiavellianism has four beliefs: 

Immorality, Cynicism, Flattery, and Deceit. Thus, taking Machiavellian beliefs 

into consideration, Argumentativeness represents an approach to further clarify 

Machiavellians communication behaviors in that Argumentativeness is a 

communication behavior in which a Machiavellian may employ a a strategy to 

manipulate. The next section will define and explain Argumentativenes. 

Argumentativeness 

"Argumentativeness is defined as a personality trait in which an 

individual is predisposed to recognize controversial issues in communication 
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situations, advocate positions on the issues, and attempt refutation of the issues 

and positions" (Infante & Rancer, 1982, p. 72). Ail individual's level of 

Argumentativeness is created from the competing motivational tendencies to 

avoid and to approach argumentative situations (Infante, 1987). The tendency to 

approach argumentative situations is a mixture of the motivating trait which 

establishes the probability of success and the relative importance placed upon 

that success. The tendency to avoid arguments is distinct from verbal 

aggressiveness and verbal assertiveness. There are attacks against issues, ideas, 

and positions (Argumentativeness) and attacks against the self-concept 

(Aggressiveness) (Folger, Poole, & Stutman, 1993). Argumentativeness is issue

based and constructive in nature, whereas verbal Aggressiveness is an aspect of 

hostility and very destructive in nature (Rancer, Baukus, & Amato, 1986). 

To be argumentative, one must value arguing. Arguing is typically 

perceived as negative, yet arguing has many favorable outcomes such as 

increased learning, improved accuracy in social perspective-taking, reduced 

egocentric thinking, greater creativity, better decision making, and problem 

solving ability (Johnson & Johnson, 1979). Arguing is also vital to our 

legislative and judicial systems as well as a pervasive form of communication 

in interpersonal decision-making, conflict resolution, and social influence~ on an 

individual basis arguing produces learning, reasoning, and problem-solving 

benefits (Johnson & Johnson, 1979). Furthermore, argumentative 
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communication is an inherent feature of democracy and a vital process in the 

evolution of ideas (Cronkhite, 1976). 

Highly argumentative individuals (those who are motivated to approach 

arguments) are perceived favorably and their argumentative skills are judged 

superior to individuals who are less argumentative (Infante, 1981 ). 

Encouragement of an individual's argumentative skill should be perceived 

positively in that it represents the exercise of free speech and communication in 

an affirming manner by reinforcing the individual's self-concept (Infante & 

Gorden, 1991 ). High argumentatives perceive arguing primarily as a learning 

experience, a means for enhancing and exhibiting rhetorical skill, and as a 

valuable and pleasant activity (Rancer, Baukus, & Infante, 1985). Beliefs such 

as enjoyment, one's self-concept, pragmatic outcomes of events, dysfunctional 

outcomes of events, and ego involvement suggest that individuals high in 

argumentativeness have positive beliefs about the outcomes associated with 

arguing. The high argumentative feels arguing reduces aggression and will not 

lead to anger and unreasonable behavior because arguing is an enjoyable and 

constructive form of communication (Rancer et al., 1992). High argumentatives 

perceive arguing as an exciting, intellectual challenge and a competitive 

situation which entails defending a position and "winning points" (Infante & 

Rancer, 1982). 

Rancer and Infante (1985) discovered that high argumentatives have the 

greatest motivation to argue when they are engaged in an argument with an 
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opponent who is also highly argumentative. High argumentatives are perceived 

as inflexible, verbose, dynamic, expert, willing, and having good argumentative 

skill as well as exertion of great effort to win an argument (Infante, 1981 ). 

Furthermore, research studies have indicated that a high argumentative is not 

easily provoked into verbal aggression; the high argumentative enjoys issue

based arguments, not arguments against an opponent's self-concept (Infante, 

Trebing, Shepard, & Seeds, 1984 ). Finally, the typical argumentative has 

received more high school training in arguing, was born earlier in family birth 

order, prefers smaller sized college classes, is more liberal, and more likely to 

be male (Infante, 1982). 

"Argumentative behavior is a positive trait related to career satisfaction, 

career achievement, superior-subordinate satisfaction, and other organizational 

outcomes" (Infante & Gorden, 1985, p. 200). This is probably due to the fact 

that high argumentatives tend to be more skilled at "stating controversies in 

propositional forms, determining the major issues of contention, discovering 

arguments to support the position, and delivering arguments effectively" (Folger 

et al ., 1993, p. 50). Infante and Gorden (1985) discovered that argumentative 

workers had more favorable organizational outcomes in that they are perceived 

as moving up the corporate ladder, having more effective upward 

communication, and ultimately having higher salaries. Research suggests that 

Argumentativeness is positively received in the work force. 
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A Machiavellian's relationship with the Argumentativeness trait is 

having the potential communication strategy of allowing for an issue-based 

argument. An issue-based argument allows for reason and logic, therefore 

manipulation on a cognitive level transpires. Using a cognitive level of 

argument instead of a relational level of argument is what a Machiavelian 

desires. 

Another approach to better understand communication behavior 

associated with Machiavellianism is offered by the concept of Rhetorical 

Sensitivity. The next section will examine this concept and relate it to 

Machiavellianism. 

Rhetorical Sensitivity 

Rhetorical Sensitivity, according to Hart, Carlson, and Eadie ( 1980), is 

one's "attitude toward encoding spoken messages in that an individual 

considers what should be said and then decides how to say it" (p. 2). Rhetorical 

Sensitivity has the ability to distinguish several types of communicators. There 

are Rhetorical Reflectors, Noble Selves and Rhetorical Ambivalents. One who 

is Rhetorically Sensitive seeks to be the moderate between the two polars of 

Rhetorical Reflectors and Noble Selves and not mediocre like a Rhetorical 

Ambivalent. The Rhetsen scale has proven highly successful in identifying 

Rhetorical Sensitives as well as clarifying characteristics for Rhetorical 

Reflectors, Noble Selves, and Rhetorical Ambivalents. 

15 



A Rhetorical Reflector is an individual who presents a new self in each 

new situation. These individuals are typically women, over 21 years of age, 

married, academically non-competitive, conservative, avid churchgoers, from 

the laboring class living in rural areas. Rhetorical Reflectors are summarized as 

being Midwestern Republicans who are older churchgoers (Hart et al., 1980). 

To simplify, a Rhetorical Reflector is an individual who changes their 

rhetorical patterns in each and every new conversation they encounter to show 

a distinct and new side to themselves. These individuals never repeat a 

rhetorical pattern from conversation to conversation~ instead they present a new 

rhetorical form in each conversation they encounter. 

A Noble Self is an individual who clings to the normative. This 

individual is single, democratic, humanistic, liberal, and from a large family in 

the Eastern United States (Hart et al., 1980). To simplify, a Noble Self never 

deviates from the norm. These individuals tend to use one form of rhetorical 

pattern and stick with it in all conversations they encounter. In addition, these 

individuals stay consistent in their encoding communication patterns. A Noble 

Self will choose an encoding pattern and continue to use that pattern in most 

situations, if not all situations. 

A Rhetorical Ambivalent is an uncommon individual. This individual is 

not independent or a chameleon, not predominantly male or female, not 

wealthy or poor, not a Democratic or a Republican in nature, or from 

predominantly large or small families . In sum, a Rhetorical Ambivalent is an 
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enigma that has arbitrary stereotypes. These individuals react as they see fit 

whether it be the same pattern for a string of conversations or creating a new 

rhetorical pattern in each new conversation they encounter. The key to this 

individual is that the response he/she provides is whatever feels right, rather 

than a set reaction such as the Rhetorical Reflectors and Noble Selves have. 

Rhetorical Sensitivity has five parts to its conceptualization: acceptance 

of personal complexity, avoidance of communicative rigidity, interactional 

consciousness, appreciation of the communicability of ideas, and tolerance for 

inventional searching (Hart et al., 1980). Acceptance of personal complexity is 

simply understanding that there is no one real self, but multiple selves. One 

chooses which self to share with the social world. Avoidance of communication 

rigidity is allowing for flexibility in communication in that one can choose 

several ways of communicating and not be limited to just one style. 

Interactional consciousness involves being aware of the interaction at hand and 

considering it important. Appreciation of the communicability of ideas is 

allowing for silence in that some things are left best unsaid. Last, tolerance of 

inventional searching is the understanding that there are ideas and feelings and 

ways to communicate each. 

A Rhetorically Sensitive person is a balance between the Rhetorical 

Reflector and a Noble Self (Hart et al., 1980). The Rhetorically Sensitive 

person is likely to be male, academically independent, rich, professional, 

politically independent, an infrequent churchgoer, and unwilling to conform to 
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the social paradigm. In sum, this individual is a mix of a Rhetorical Reflector 

and a Noble Self providing a happy medium between the two while not being a 

Rhetorical Ambivalent, who tends to be arbitrary in the decoding process. 

In consideration of Rhetorical Sensitivity, the potential of its use as a 

communication strategy by Machiavellians appears to be feasible . A 

Machiavellian has the ability to opt to choose a different rhetorical pattern to 

manipulate his next door neighbor than when manipulating his superior. In 

essence, a Machiavellian can communicatively encode particular manipulative 

patterns from situation to situation while using rhetorical sensitivity as a 

strategy to achieve a winning endstate. A Machiavellian's communication 

strategy (in this case, his/her rhetorical pattern) can be geared either to a 

particular situation or geared to an individual Machiavellian's choice of 

manipulative strategies . 
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CHAPTER II 

RATIONALE 

The objective of this study was to determine to what extent 

Machiavellian beliefs would be associated with argumentative tendencies and 

Rhetorical Sensitivity. Specifically, the study was concerned with finding how 

well individuals beliefs in Deceit, Cynicism, Immorality, and Flattery would be 

predictive of variations in tendencies to approach and to avoid arguments, trait 

Argumentativeness, Rhetorical Sensitivity, and tendencies toward Noble Self 

and Rhetorical Reflectors encoding patterns. 

The review of literature suggests that preferences for Machiavellian 

beliefs will be associated with a more pronounced tendency to approach 

argument. A high Machiavellian would not typically become involved on a 

relational level, thereby leaving an issue-based manipulation as an option ~ 

Argumentativeness is the act of attacking only an issue, not a person. 

Predictably, this is due to the fact that a high Machiavellian avoids most 

relational situations, the Machiavellian will employ issue based strategies in 

certain situations in order to manipulate a target. Thus, the connection between 

Machiavellianism and Argumentativeness is the act of situationally remaining 

detached on an emotional basis and the ability to address the issue at hand. In 

fact, high argumentatives are even known to exert great effort to win arguments 

(Infante, 1981) which suggests that people who are argumentative have a zest 
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for winning similar to that of Machiavellianism. A Machiavellian may opt for 

argumentiveness as a communication strategy to remain issue-based in his 

arguments in order to manipulate other's. Thus, a Machiavellians audience can 

be persuaded and/or manipulated by a logical argument. 

Also, stronger Machiavellian beliefs seem likely to be associated more 

with Rhetorical Sensitivity than with being given to Noble Self and Rhetorical 

Reflector patterns of communication. A high Machiavellian enjoys the ability to 

improvise the manipulative strategy and has a keen ability to anticipate an 

opponent's next move (Nickel, 1980; Christie & Geis, 1970). It is feasible to 

assume a Machiavellian will thus exhibit greater Rhetorical Sensitivity because 

Rhetorical Sensitivity involves individuals encoding messages specific to a 

situation. A high Machiavellian would typically enjoy the challenge of having 

to encode messages differently according to the situation. The Machiavellian's 

greater Rhetorical Sensitivity would enable the use of a new rhetorical pattern 

in each new situation or reliance on previously used patterns in familiar 

situations. 

Curiously, research has never examined the relationships among these 

three constructs. It is important to determine how Machiavellians employ both 

argumentativeness and Rhetorical Sensitivity for several reasons. First, 

Machiavellians will typically stay away from relational issues which suggests 

they might tend toward argumentative strategies in the manipulation process. 

Second Machiavellians enjoy spontaneous flexibility in manipulative situations 

20 



and Rhetorical Sensitivity is the encoding orientation that predisposes the 

preference for such flexibility. In sum, this study is warranted because, 

conceptually, Machiavellian beliefs appear to be linked to orientations toward 

argumentativeness and Rhetorical Sensitivity, but empirically the link has yet to 

be established. In addition, on a practical level, this study is important because 

it is necessary to provide more information in order to understand more about 

Machiavellianism; not in order for people to learn how to manipulate, but 

instead, to be able to detect manipulation better and protect themselves from 

being manipulated. Thus, the following research questions were posed: 

RQ 1: What is the direction and the magnitude of correlations among 

Machiavellian beliefs (Deceit, Cynicism, Flattery, Immorality), 

Argumentativeness, and Rhetorical Sensitivity? 

RQ2: To what extent is a composite of Machiavellian beliefs predictive 

of Argumentative and Rhetorically Sensitive tendencies? 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Sample 

Included in this study were a sample of respondents who were chosen 

from Texas Tech University located in Lubbock, Texas, during the fall 

semester of 1994. The respondents were students from Interpersonal 

Communication and Business and Professional Communication classes. The 

overall sample included 2II males (52%) and I95 females (48%). Age ranges 

of the respondents varied from 208 who were I7 to 20 years old (49.5o/o), 177 

who were 21 to 25 years old (42.Io/o), I8 who were 26 to 30 years old (4.3%), 

and 17 who were over 30 years old (4.0%). The academic classification of the 

respondents comprised 67 first year students (16%), I24 sophomores (29.5o/o), 

120 juniors (28.6%), 102 seniors (24.3o/o), and 7 who indicated an "other" 

ranking ( 1.6°/o). Ethnic affiliation of the respondents indicated 10 American 

Indians/ Alaskan Natives (2.4%), II Asian or Pacific Islanders (2.6%), I 0 

Black/Non-Hispanics (2.4%), 48 Hispanics (I1 .4%), 3 Nonresident 

Internationals (0.7%), 329 White/Non-Hispanics (78.3%), and 9 respondents 

who provided an "other" classification (2.I %). 
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Procedures 

Data to address the research questions was · collected with the Mach IV 

scale, the Argumentativeness Scale, and the Rhetsen scales. The questionnaire 

was administered on one class day in each course. It was completed in class 

and collected by the researcher. The questionnaire presented the scales such 

that the Mach IV comprised page one, the Argumentativeness Scale comprised 

page two, and the Rhetsen scale comprised page three along with the 

demographic items. Responses to the questionnaire items were coded by 

respondents on computer answer sheets. The computer answer sheets were 

machine read into a data file on a Digital VAX Computer. SAS (Statistical 

Analysis Software) was used to analyze the data. 

Instruments 

The Mach IV was developed by Christie and Geis (1970) as a measure 

of the Machiavellian trait. It was created from actual statements from The 

Prince and The Discourses by Niccolo Machiavelli . The Mach IV is a series of 

20 statements asking the respondents to rate each statement on a seven-point 

Likert-type scale as to whether they strongly agree (7) or strongly disagree ( 1) 

with the statement. This study followed Hunter et al. ( 1982) and O'Hair and 

Cody (1987) by utilizing subscores instead of a total sum score. Subscales were 

divided by subjecting the 20 items to a principal components factor analysis 

followed by V ARIMAX rotation. Items were considered loaded on a factor if 
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their primary loading exceeded .35 on that factor and secondary loadings were 

less than .30. A three-factor solution presented the simplest and clearest 

structure. The obtained factors seemed to mirror the Deceit, Cynicism, and 

Flattery beliefs obtained in previous studies. The items comprising Deceit were 

3, 6, 7 9, 10, 11, and 17 (Appendix). The items comprising Cynicism were 1, 

5, 8, 12, 13, and 20. Those for Flattery were 2, 4, 14, 15, and 18. The 

Immorality belief dimension of Machiavellianism was not separately obtained 

in this study. Summing each of these sets of scores provided the 

Machiavellianism variables for answering the research questions. 

The Argumentativeness Scale was created by Infante and Rancer 

( 1982) in order to measure trait Argumentativeness. The scale consists of 20 

items rated on a five-point scale from almost never true ( 1) to almost always 

true (5). Ten items comprise a subscale reflecting a general tendency to 

approach argument (AP) and the remaining items a general tendency to avoid 

argument (A V). Trait Argumentativeness (ARG) is scored as the mathematical 

difference between AP and AV. The AP statements are items 2, 4, 7 ,9, 11 , 

13, 15, 17, 18, and 20 (Appendix). The AV statements are items 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, 

12, 10, 14, 16, and 19 (Appendix). 

The Rhetsen scale was developed by Hart, Carlson, and Eadie ( 1980). 

The scale consists of 40 statements rated by respondents on a five-point Likert

type scale of almost always true (a) to almost never true (e). There are 28 

actual items and 12 dummy items included in the scale. The actual items are 
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1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 

33, 34, 35, 37, 38, and 39 (Appendix). The dummy items are items 2, 6, 8, 10, 

14, 22, 25, 29, 32, 36, and 40 (Appendix). The actual items are differentially 

scored to derive the Rhetorical Sensitivity, Noble Self, and Rhetorical Reflector 

subscales. The scoring key for Rhetorical Sensitivity items is C = 2 points, B 

or D = I point, and A or E = 0 points. The scoring key for Noble Selves is A 

= 2 points, B = 1 point, and all others = 0 points. The scoring key for 

Rhetorical Reflectors is E = 2 points, D = 1 point, and all others = 0 points. 

Data Analysis 

Because the sample responded to the questionnaire on computer sheets, 

item ratings had to be adjusted to match response categories on the answer 

sheets. Thus, the Mach IV items were rated from 0 = strongly disagree to 6 = 

strongly agree. The ARG items were rated from 0 = never true of me to 4 = 

always true of me and the Rhetsen items were rated from 0 = almost never true 

to 4 = almost always true, then were converted to the scoring keys described 

above. Because of these adjustments, scale distributions and central tendency 

statistics are askew from those obtained in prior studies. Prior to testing for the 

research questions, means, standard deviations, and correlations of the scale 

scores were examined. T -tests were also employed to examine possible gender 

differences on the variables and F -tests were used to determine differences due 

to age, classification, or ethnicity. The second research question was addressed 
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through a series of multiple regression analyses with Machiavellianism beliefs 

serving as predictors and Argumentativeness and ·Rhetorical Sensitivity 

variables serving as criterion variables. A significance level of .05 was used. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for each scale are given 

in Table 1. The AP scale for Argumentativeness had a strong reliability. The 

Flattery Scale and the Rhetorical Reflector Scale were both weak in reliability. 

Therefore, the Flattery Scale and the Rhetorical Reflector Scale were not used 

in any further analyses. The remaining scales displayed less than optimal levels 

of reliability, but were deemed sufficient for further analyses. 

Analyses of variance comparing different student classifications 

(freshmen, sophomore, junior, and senior) on each predictor and criterion 

variable produced no significant differences. Similarly, an ANOV A comparing 

the different ethnic categories produced no significant results. A t-test 

comparing male and female respondents on each predictor and criterion 

variable revealed non-significant differences on all but the Cynicism factor of 

Machiavellianism. In that case, males showed a greater preference for Cynicism 

as a manipulative strategy (M =14.54, standard deviation = 6.63) than did 

females (M = 12.28, standard deviation= 5.32 ~ t = 3.76, df == 404, R < .001). 

Correlations among the variables are shown in Table 2. The correlations 

between sets of criterion variables (i.e. , the Argumentativeness Scales and the 

Rhetsen scales) are consistent. Specifically, Argumentativeness is significantly 

negatively correlated with Rhetorical Sensitivity, but positively correlated with 
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Noble Self. Thus, individuals who are more Argumentative showed tendencies 

to be less Rhetorically Sensitive and to be more inclined toward characteristics 

of Noble Selves. Revealed in the correlations between subscales is that the 

more Rhetorically Sensitive persons were significantly less oriented to approach 

argument, whereas Noble Self communicators were significantly disposed to 

approach argument and not to avoid it. 

Correlations between the predictors and criterion variables suggest that 

Machiavellianism may be more strongly associated with the rhetorical variables 

than with argumentativeness. Specifically, trait Argumentativeness did not 

correlate significantly with either Deceit or Cynicism. The tendency to avoid 

argument was negatively associated with Deceit as a manipulative strategy, and 

the tendency to approach argument was positively associated with Cynicism as 

a manipulative strategy. Deceit was significantly correlated with both 

Rhetorical Sensitivity and Noble Self, although in opposite directions, such that 

persons who prefer Deceit as a manipulative strategy tend to be more 

Rhetorically Sensitive and less given to Noble Self. Cynicism correlated 

negatively with Rhetorical Sensitivity, indicating that preference for Cynicism 

as a manipulative strategy is associated with less Rhetorical Sensitivity. 

More direct answers to the research questions were sought by 

performing multiple regression analyses on the set of Argumentativeness and 

rhetorical variables, with Deceit and Cynicism factors of Machiavellianism 

serving as the predictors. A summary of the results is given in Table 3. 
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Preferences for Deceit or Cynicism as manipulative strategies had no 

predictive influence on trait Argumentativeness. However, Cynicism was 

predictive of a generalized tendency to approach arguments (AP), whereas 

Deceit was predicitive, in a negative fashion, of a generalized tendency to 

avoid arguments (A V). Specifically, preference for Deceit as a manipulative 

strategy was predictive of a tendency not to avoid arguments. Preference for 

Cynicism as a manipulation strategy was predictive of a tendency to approach 

argument. Thus, Machiavellians who endorse cynical strategies are likely to 

engage in or even initiate arguments and may or may not avoid some 

arguments, whereas Machiavellians who endorse deceitful strategies are 

unlikely to initiate an argument, but also are unlikely to back down from 

arguments initiated by someone else. 

Preferences for Deceit and for Cynicism as manipulative strategies had 

strong predictive influence on Rhetorical Sensitivity and Noble Selves with 

Deceit being the markedly larger predictor. Clearly, Machiavellians with 

stronger beliefs in Deceit tended to be more Rhetorically Sensitive. Conversely, 

belief in Cynicism was a negative indicator of Rhetorical Sensitivity. Thus, 

Machiavellians given to beliefs in Deceit as a manipulative strategy appeared to 

exhibit greater awareness of the flexibility toward communicative demands of a 

situation. Those with Cynical beliefs were oppositely inclined, that is, or less 

sensitive to differences in situations. 
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Discussion 

The findings of this study shed light into how a Machiavellian uses 

communication strategies in order to manipulate. More specifically, the study 

answers the research questions with specific information on Machiavellian 

beliefs and strategies of willingness to approach and to avoid arguments as well 

as the strategies of Rhetorical Sensitivity. This study found that (1) 

Machiavellians with Cynical beliefs tend to approach arguments and are less 

Rhetorically Sensitive, (2) Machiavellians with Deceitful beliefs do not avoid 

arguments nor approach arguments, but are more Rhetorically Sensitive, (3) 

Argumementativeness is positively associated with Noble Selves, and (4) men 

are more Cynical in their Machiavellian tendencies than women. 

The first research question asked about the magnitude of correlations 

between Machiavellianism and Argumentativeness and Rhetorical Sensitivity. 

To answer this question, one must remember the belief traits of 

Machiavellianism: Flattery, Cynicism, Immorality, and Deceit. Flattery and 

Immorality were not examined in the analysis due to inadequate reliability 

scores; however, Cynicism and Deceit were both employed in the analysis. 

First Machiavellians whu enorse cynical beliefs tend to approach argument and 
' 

are less Rhetorically Sensitive. Cynical beliefs suggest fighting for what one 

believes (O'Hair & Cody, 1987) and Argumentativeness is the enjoyment of 

arguing issues for favorable outcomes and problem-solving ability (Johnson & 

Johnson, 1979). The connection between Cynicism and Argumentativeness is in 

30 



the act~ not only fighting for what one believes~ but also enjoying that argument 

in order to receive favorable problem-solving solutions. The interesting part of 

this finding is that Cynical beliefs are less Rhetorically Sensitive. Rhetorical 

Sensitivity is "one's attitude toward encoding spoken messages in that an 

individual considers what should be said and then decides how to say it" (Hart, 

Carlson, & Eadie, 1980, p.2). This suggests flexibility and less consistency by 

definition. However, Cynicism is a belief set with consistencies of fatalism, 

dogmatism, and jaded views of humanity in which one must do the job 

himself/herself while tending to always fight for one's self-interests (O'Hair & 

Cody, 1987). In essence, Machiavellians with Cynical beliefs are less likely to 

use Rhetorically Sensitive encoding patterns due to the flexibility that is 

difficult to control. Consistent behavior is controlable and also allows for the 

job to get done as specifically planned. 

Second, the study found that the Machiavellian belief in Deceit is 

associated with Rhetorical Sensitivity. This finding can be supported by past 

research. Deceit, by definition, suggests that a Machiavellian will tell others 

what they what to hear, whether it be the truth or not, in order to manipulate 

others (O'Hair & Cody, 1987). Furthermore, Rhetorical Sensitivity is having the 

ability to encode messages to suit situations at hand, i.e., telling someone what 

they want to hear whether it be the truth or not. This connection between 

Rhetorical Sensitivity and Deceit is that a Machiavellian can tell others what 
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they want to hear (truth or deceit) in any situation. By telling others what they 

want to hear, the Machiavellian has the ability to manipulate flexibility in the 

encoding of messages. Further, results show that the Deceit belief is associated 

with neither avoiding arguments or approaching arguments. As such, the 

Deceit-orientated Machiavellian is flexible in argumentativeness; willing to 

argue or not to argue depending on the situation. Essentially, Deceit can be 

employed as a strategy because of the connection between Deceit and 

Rhetorical Sensitivity . The Machiavellian has the ability to choose an array of 

encoding strategies to manipulate instead of leading to an argument. Perhaps 

this is why Machiavellians are perceived as strong leaders (Hacker & Gaitz, 

1970), because of the ability to be rhetorically sensitive to an audience by 

telling them what they want to hear. Machiavellians can take advantage of 

confusion and ambiguity in order to recreate a new atmosphere and to push the 

direction of the outcome in the Machiavellian's favor (Christie & Geis, 1970). 

Third, the study found that Argumentativeness is positively related to a 

Noble Self communication pattern. The definition of Noble Self is to only 

employ one consistent communication pattern out of tradition. The association 

between Noble Self and Argumentativeness seems to be that they both possess 

consistency. Noble Self suggests a consistency to predisposed actions, 

likewise, argumentativeness suggests consistency in the continual approach 

toward an argument over time. To further explain, in approaching an argument, 
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a Noble Self will employ the pattern of communcation typically used in order 

to win an argument (Hart, Carlson & Eadie, 1980). 

Last, men were found to be more Cynical than women. Tjis finding 

recalls the Cynic movement of the fifth century B.C. This movement was lead 

by Antisthenes, Diogenes, and Crates (Greek philosohpers) who lived and 

believed in "life free of pleasure and excess as the only path to true happiness" 

(Descutner & Williams, 1992, p. 89). The Cynics typically lived life without 

any material items like clothing and shelter because one could not "experience 

the world by directly encountering it" (Descutner & Williams, 1992, p. 91 ). 

The Cynics were also extremely suspicious of government, so they actively 

sought to change life for the better in sharing their beliefs with others, thereby, 

achieving their goals of amassing followers and maintaining the movement as 

well as their individual beliefs and self-interests. Interestingly, the movement 

was directed and sustained by men. The fact that men lead the Cynical 

movement foreshadows the present finding that men were more cynical than 

women. The similiarities exist in the fact that the Cynical movement like a 

Machiavellian with a cynical belief will fight or maintian their own self interest 

because of a severe lack of trust as well as having men being the predominant 

gender with this belief. 
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Limitations and Further Research 

A curious limitation to this study must be addressed. A Machiavellian is 

extremely devious in nature and enjoys the challenge of manipulation to receive 

a personal success. The challenge to manipulate will not be enjoyable if 

Machiavellian strategies are discovered and reported to the public. If a 

Machiavellian believes his strategies are going to be discovered, he may 

manipulate self report scales, such as the Mach IV, and not respond as he truly 

feels. Granted, this may be a slim possibility, but one that needs to be 

addressed in the small likelihood that it does occur. 

Another limitation to this study is that it used a population of college 

students to ascertain Machiavellian beliefs. The data might be skewed due to 

motivation and due to the young ages of typical college students. Further 

research in this area might be to test specific populations to determine levels of 

Machiavellian tendencies within occupations or even within age groups. For 

example, within a population of politicians. Politicians are a population that 

one would speculate often uses Machiavellian beliefs to inact persuasion 

tactics. It would be interesting to see the level of Machiavellian tendencies 

politicians possess as well as when and how a politician would employ 

Machiavellian beliefs such as Flattery, Cynicism, Immorality, and Deceit. 

Another limitation is the low reported reliability of Flattery and 

Rhetorical Reflectors which were unable to be used in the analyses. Immorality 

did not obtain scores in the factor analysis, thus was not able to be employed 
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in the study. Further research would be helpful in the creation of a set of more 

reliable scales for Flattery and Rhetorical Reflector. Such scales would also 

allow further research to access the frequencies of the belief system used in 

manipulative tendencies. For example, if the belief system was Flattery and the 

individual employs Rhetorical Sensitivity, in what contexts does the individual 

use this manipulative tool? What is the frequency? Or, if the belief system is 

Deceit and the individual employs Rhetorical Sensitivity, what would incite that 

individual to approach an argument? 

Another area of interesting further research would be to test types of 

relationships and levels of Machiavellianism. For example, further research 

could study the relationship within a superior/subordinate belief system. Are 

high Machiavellians only superiors, or do subordinates also possess a high level 

of Machiavellianism in relation to the beliefs of Flattery, Cynicism, Immorality, 

and Deceit. Do superiors use a certain belief pattern more than subordinates in 

their manipulative tendencies? 

The results of this study provide more insight into Machiavellian 

tendencies of manipulation. In particular, this study reveals a few strategies that 

a Machiavellian is likely to use as a means of manipulation. Research of this 

nature is vital in understanding Machiavelianism. Machiavellianism is 

important to understand, so we can detect and hopefully protect ourselves from 

manipulation. Practically, Dr. Dan O'Hair (November II, I994) suggests that 

the best way to protect oneself from manipulation is to understand 
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Machiavellian strategies. In understanding manipulative strategies, one has the 

ability to detect a strategy being used, thus a sophisticated communicator can 

protect himself/herself from the manipulation by openly assessing the strategy 

used by the Machiavellian. Hopefully, open assessment of the manipulation will 

directly inform the Machiavellian that his/her strategies have been detected. 

Therefore, open assessment of a manipulative strategy has the ability to protect 

an individual because the Machiavellian realizes the stratgy was not successful 

with that particular individual. In essence, the Machiavellian has not won. 

In sum, one must understand that Machiavellians' use of Deceit and 

Cynicism occur in certain patterns. These patterns show that Cynical beliefs are 

associated with approaching arguments and are less Rhetorically Sensitive in 

order to manipulate, whereas Deceitful beliefs are associated with Rhetorically 

Sensitivity and with neither approaching or avoiding arguments. 
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Table 1: 

Predictors 

Deceit 

Cynicism 

Flattery 

Criterion 

AP 

AV 

ARG 

Sensitivity 

Reflector 

Noble Self 

Means, Standardized Deviations, and Reliability Coefficients for 
the Predictor and Criterion Variables 

Mean 

18.98 

13.53 

14.84 

23 .79 

19.94 

3.85 

29.44 

15.04 

21.07 

Standard 
Deviations 

6.58 

6.13 

3.92 

7.46 

7.76 

12.44 

8.74 

3.47 

6.17 

Reliability 

.64 

.62 

.19 

.85 

.76 

.77 

.40 

.72 

Note. _N = 432 AP is the tendency to approach argument, A V is the tendency 
to avoid argument, ARG is the trait of argumentativeness. A reliability is 
computed for the AP and A V scales separately and not for the average ARG 
scale (Infante & Rancer, 1982). 
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Table 2: 

AP 

AV 

ARG 

SENS 

SELF 

DECEIT 

CYNICISM 

Pearson Correlations Among the Predictor and Criterion 
Variables 

AP A V ARG SENS SELF DECEIT CYNICISM 

1.00 

-.35 1.00 

M -.83 1.00 

-.27 -.02 -.15 1.00 

.20 -.12 .20 -.45 1.00 

-.03 -.15 .08 .23 -.17 1.00 

iQ .04 .04 -.10 -.05 .li 1.00 

Note. Coefficients that are underlined are significant, Q <.05. 
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Table 3. 

Criterion 

AP 

AV 

ARG 

SENS 

SELF 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses with Machiavellian 
Factors as Predictors and Argumentativeness and Rhetorical 
Sensitivity Variables as Criterion. 

F Deceit t p Cynicism t p 

2.91* -.05 <1.0 ns .11 2.33 <.05 

6.26* -.16 -3.42 <.01 .07 1.44 ns 

1.43 ------

17.22* .25 5.41 <.01 -.15 -3.11 <.01 

6.62* -.17 -3 .48 <.01 .02 4.0 ns 

Note. df for each model = 2/431. Values given for Deceit and Cynicism are 
standardized estimates. 
*Q = .05 
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APPENDIX 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Listed below are a number of statements. Each represents a _common1y held opinion.You will 
probably disagree with some items and agree with others. There are no right or wrong 
answers. We are interested in the extent to which you agree or disagree with such matters of 
opinion. 

Read each statement carefully . Then indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree based 
on the scale below. Give your opinion on every statement. If you fmd that the numbers to be 
used in answering do not adequately indicate your opinion, use the one which is closest to the 
way you feel. Mark your response in the appropriate space on your scantron sheet. 

0 
Disagree 
Strongly 

1 2 3 
Undecided 
Neutral 

4 s 

1. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so . 
2. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear. 
3. One should take action only when it is morally right. 
4 . Most people are basically good and kind. 

6 
Agree 

Strongly 

S . It is safest to assume that alJ people have a vicious streak and it will come out when they 
are given a chance 

6. Honesty is the best policy in all cases. 
7. There is no excuse for lying to someone else . 
8 . Generally speaking, men won't work hard unless they're forced to do so . 
9. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest . 
10. When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons for 

wanting it rather than giving reasons which carry more weight. 
11 . Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral lives. 
12. Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble. 
13 . The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the criminals are 

stupid enough to get caught. 
14. Most men are brave. 
1 S. It is wise to flatter important people. 
16. It is impossible to be good in all respects. 
17. Barnum was wrong when be said there's a sucker born every minute. 
18. It is hard to get ahead without cutting comers here and there. 
19. People suffering from incurrable diseases should have the choice of being put 

painlessly to death. . . 
20. Most people forget more easily the death of their father than the loss of theu of therr 

property. 
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Listed below are a number of statements to which we would like your reactions. Please 

respond to each statement individually and be assured that there are no absolutely right or 

absolutely wrong answers. For each statement, please indicate your opinion by marking the 

appropriate bubble on your scantron sheet. 4 =almost always true, 3 = frequently true, 2 = 
I011letimes true, 1 -=infrequently true, 0 =almost never true. 

21 . People should be frank and spontaneous in conversation. 

22. An idea can be communicated in many different ways. 

23. When talking with someone with whom you disagree, you should feel obligated to state 

your opinion. 
24. A person should laugh at an unfunny joke just to please the joketeller. 

25. It's good to follow the rule: Before blowing your top at someone sleep on the problem. 

26. When tallcing to others, you should drop all of your defenses. 

27. It is best to hide one's true feelings in order to avoid hurting others. 

28. No matter bow bard you try, you just can't make friends with everyone . 

29. One should keep quiet rather than say something which will alienate others. 

30. You should share your joys with your closest friends. 

31 . It is acceptable to discuss religion with a stranger. 

32. A supervisor in a work situation must be forceful with subordinates to be effective. 

33 . A person should tell it like it is. 
34. "Look before you leap• is the most important rule to follow when talking to others. 

35. You should tell friends if you think they are making a mistake . 

36. The ftrst thing that comes to mind is the best thing to say. 
37. When conversing, you should tell other's what they want to hear. 

38. When someone dominates the conversation, it's important to interrupt them in order to state 

your opinion. 
39. When angry, a person should say nothing rather than say something he or she will be SOIT)' 

for later. 
40. When someone has an irritating habit, be or she should be told about it. 

4 I . When talking to friends, you should adjust your remarks to suit them. 

42 . You really can't put sugar coating on bad news. 

43 . A person who speaks his or her gut feelings is to be admired. 

44 . You should not make a scene in a restaurant by arguing \\-ith a waiter. 

45 . Putting thoughts into words just the way you want them is a difficult process. 

46. A friend who has bad breath should be told about it . 
4 7. If you are sure you are right, you should argue with a person who disagrees with you. 

48. If people would open up to each other the world would be better off. 

49. There is a difference between someone who is "diplomatic" and one who is "two-faced." 

SO. You should tell people if you think they are about to embarrass themselves. 

5 J. One should not be afraid to voice his or her opinions. 
52. If your boas doesn't like yo~ there's not much you can do about it. 

53. You should tell someone if you think they are giving you bad advice. 

54. Saying what you think is a sign of friendship. . . . 
55. When you~ sure you~ right, you should press your pomt until you wm the argument. 

S6. •If you feel it, uy it" is a good rule to follow in conversation. 

51. If a man cheats on his wife. he should tell her. 
58. It is better to speak yom gut feelings than to beat around the bush. 

59. We should have a kind word for the people we meet in life. 

60. ODe should treat all people in the same way. 
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This next set of items contains statements about arguing controversial issues. Indicate how 
often each statement is true for you personally by marking Ule appropriate number on your 
scantron sheet. If the statement is almost never true for you, mark a 0 in the blank. If the 
statement is rarely true for you, mark a 1 in the blank. If the statement is occasionally true for 
you, mark a 2 in the blank. If the statement is often true for you, mark a 3 in the blank. If the 
.tatement is almost always true for you, mark a 4 in the blank. 
0 ac almost never true 1 =rarely true 2 = ocassionally true 

3 =often true 4 =almost always true 

61. While in an argument, I worry that the person I am arguing with will fonn 8 negative 
impression of me. 
62. Arguing over controversial issues improves my intelligence. 
63. I enjoy avoiding arguments. 
64. I am energetic and enthusiastic when I argue . 
65. Once I fmish an argument, I promise myself that I will not get into another. 
66. Arguing with a person creates more problems for me than it solves. 
67. I have a pleasant, good feeling when I win 8 point in an argument. 
68. When I fmish arguing with someone I feel nervous and upset. 
69. I enjoy a good argument over a controversial issue . 
70. I get an unpleasant feeling when I realize I am about to get into an argument . 
71 . I enjoy defending my point of view on an issue . 
72. I am happy when I keep an argument form happening. 
73. I do not like to miss the opportunity to argue a controversial issue . 
74 . I prefer being with people who rarely disagree \\ith me . 
75. I consider an argument an exciting intellectual cbalJenge. 
76. I fmd myself unable to think of effective points during an argument. 
77. I feel refreshed and satisfied after an argument on a controversial issue . 
78. I have the ability to do well in an argument. 
79. I try to avoid getting into arguments. 
80. I feel excitement when I expect that a conversation I am in is leading to an argument 

81. Your age: 0 = 17-20 years, 1 = 21-25 years, 2 = 26-30 years, 3 = >30 
82 . Your gender: 0 = male, 1 = female 
83 . Your classification: 0 = freshman, 1 = sophmore, 2 =junior, 3 = senior, 4 = other 
84 . Your ethnic group: 0 =American Indian/Alaskan Native 

1 = Asian Pacific Islander 
2 = Black Non-Hispanic 
3 =Hispanic 
4 = Non-resident International 
S = White Non-Hispanic 
6 =Other 

46 
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