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Ome truism in the studyv of human imteraction s that mdividuals across o wide array

of communication contexts attempt to influence others. According to Pandev and

Singh 119861, “intluence attemptls mav involve mampulative and strategic behaviors
Aimed at gaining maximuim beneiits at the east cost to the selt vpp. 28, 2288 St
dics of compliance gaining tactics i the tield of communication have been extensive
Boster & Stiff, 19840 Codv & Mcelanghhn, 1980; Cody, Woelell & Jordan, 1985
De'Turk, 1985 Dillard & Burgoon, 1985 Kearnev, Plax, Richmond, & Nt roskey,
sy, O air & Cody, 1987 Roloft & Barnicott, 19780 Kipnise Schnudts and

Wilkinson (198071 note that most rescarch within the orcanizational environment
has focused on the wavs supervisors mihience subordmates, particularhy the tactios
they use to inerease emplovee productivity and morale.

Much of the previous vesearch on Machiavellianism has focused on the behavior
and effectiveness of hichlv NMachiavellion individuals moa wide variety of contexts,
There is eencral agreement that these individuals are more elicctive iy therr mtluence
attenmipts and enjov influencing others. Less agreement s assoctated with how these
individuals might communicate differently from those who have moderate or low
levels of Machiavellianisnn, Some scholars believe that the higher Machiavellians
communication behavior is not much difterent from that of others, but some data
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st they may tend 1o focus a higher percentage of their commumcation cfforts
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imes when dedisions are to be made. Confounding this rescarch and s mterpret-
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ation 1s the gL'I]cml slereotvping of higlwx‘--iuwl Machiavellians as morallyv deticient

and not to be trusted. This stereotvpe persists despite of a lack of substantial evidence

that moraliny and Machiavellian traits are correlated at ally either positively or nega-
gvely. As a resulty students tand others) are cautioned to watch out for the “high
NMachs™ they may encounter. Yet many, 1 not most, of the eaders thoth positive
and negativet in sectors ol our sociehy thusiness, pohitics, rehgron, teachers, etes
Jearly exhibit characteristics attributed to high fevels of Machiavellianism. Simply
put, short ol getting a person to complete a personality measure thonestiy, there
s no highly reliable and valid technique for identitving the “high Machs™ mour
midst. Although the present study did not identifv such characteristics, 1t served to
dentify some the wavs that subordinates in organizations actually do atinibute

NMachiavellianism levels to their supervisors,

Review of the Literature and Rescarch Questions

f‘u-’h.‘[‘)’fh!l'E'HHHH"HH!

Since the publication in 1970 of the landmark book by psychologists Richard Chrstie

and Florence Geis, Stadics i Machiavellianizm, discussions concernimg the personality
variable labeled “NMachiavelllanism™ have appeared inarticles i communication jour-
nals as well as books devoted to interpersonal and persuasive communication, Niccolo

NMachiavelli (1469-1527, the [talian philosopher, would Tikely appreciate the depth

and breadth of the application of his tamous writings, The Prince and The Disconrses

(1513719667 in contemporary social scientific rescarch. Machiavellr emphasized the

L]



Communmnication Quarterly 129

need for maintaining a public appearance of virtue while practicing whatever means
necessary to achieve one’s ends (Geis & Moon, 1981). Machiavelli’s early writings,
as well as the seminal work of Christie and his associates { Christie & Geis, 1970}, have
spawned literally hundreds of studies relating to an examination of behavior and stra-
tegies associated with deception in interpersonal relationships. Vleeming (1979) notes
that “behavior on this dimension ranges trom a cool detachment, i.e., the high
Machiavellian, to high involvement with people, i.e., the low Machiavellian” (p.
295). From the results of more than thirty independent studies, Christie and Geis
(1970) concluded that “high Machs manipulate more, win more, are persuaded less,
persuade others more, and otherwise differ significantly from low Machs as predicted
in situations in which subjects interact face to face with others, when the situation pro-
vides latitude for improvisation and in situations in which affective involvement with
details irrelevant with winning distracts low Machs” (p. 312).

As both young and older adults, high Machiavellians, more skilled at manipu-
lation, achieve higher academic grades in school (Burgoon, 1971; Marks & Lindsay,
1966; Singer, 1964), have greater levels of occupational prestige (Sewell & Hauser,
1975), earn larger incomes (Turner & Martinez, 1977), are chosen and identified
as leaders (Christie & Geis, 1970), receive more positive ratings of leadership and per-
tformance {Deluga, 2001), and appear to be more socially attractive (Cherulnik, Way,
Ames, & Hutto, 1981) than are low Machiavellians. If there i1s a downside to being
highily Machiavellian, it i1s manifested in greater self-reports of loneliness (Bell & Daly,
1985) and experiencing social rejection (Wilson, Near, & Miiler, 1998). Although
their deceptive skills work for the short run, the detached and calculating style of
high Machiavellians, including their manipulative strategies employed, can lead to
negative interpretations by others (McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998).

Researchers have examined the close relationship between Machiavellianism and
ingratiation in interpersonal interactions (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998; Pandey &
Rastogi, 1979). Jones (1964) generally defines “ingratiation” as motivated behavior
directed toward the goal of eliciting increased attraction from another person to
obtain a specific benefit. High Machiavellians use ingratiation tactics, including stra-
tegic self-presentation, to enhance their attractiveness and influence their supervisors
(Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998). High Machiavellians also reportedly engage more 1n
praise and agreement with target audiences in comparison to low Machiavelhans

(Pandey & Rastogi, 1979).

Applications of Machiavellianism to the Organizational Environment

Ingratiation, closely related to Machiavellianism, represents “a broad set of assertive
strategies, purposely used to gain the approval of others who control rewards”
(Strutton, Pelton, & Lumpkin, 1995, p. 35). In the workplace, Machiavellian super-
visors, particularly those who are well-seasoned veterans, are fully aware that a degree
of manipulation is often necessary to survive within a competitive organization and
business world. High Machiavellians attempt to achieve their interpersonal goals,
but the best Machiavellians probably are not recognized by others as being
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Machiavellians. Ricks and Fracedrich (1999) discovered that those managers who
possess high Machiavellian traits are more productive than those who exhibit less
pronounced Machiavellian tendencies. Machiavelhan managers may also engage
ageressive, exploiting, and devious behavior to achieve personal and organizational
soals (Calhoon, 1969). When emplovees perceive that a supervisor s manipuialing
them in anv wav, the supervisor may come across as less credible Cess trusiworthy,
less caring, and less competent); how much less, though, remains to be determined.

Thus, the following research question seemed warranted:

RO To what extent is perceived supervisor Machiavellianisn related o emplovees
perceptions of supervisor credibiliny?

Although supervisors are not inherently manipulative, they do enact social beha-
vior that enables them to both manage employees” behavior and enhance organiza-
Gonal outcomes. This social influence in the workplace requires a certain degree of
planning. Machiavellianism, therefore, is presumably related 1o cilective supervisor
behavior in the workplace. Recent rescarch conducted in the organizational environ-
ment has shown Machiavellianism to be positively related to assertiveness but nega-
tively related to responsiveness (Walter, Anderson, & Martin, 20051, In the
workplace, high Mach supervisors are likely to be strategically assertive in therr etforts
lo maintain an advantage during workplace meetings, when defendmyg their own
beliefs, and when striving to ensure emplovee productivity. Such high Mach super-
visors could also be less responsive as they are less distracted by affect and emotion
in their interactions and less concerned with social approval (Martin, Anderson, &
Thweatt. 1998: Martin & Rubin, 1994). High Machiavellians have a tendency to think
first and then act, whercas low Machiavellians act first and then adpust cognitions
later (Christic & Geis, 19701, which suggests an inverse relationship with supervisor

oo

Machiavellianism and supervisor responsivencss.

Christic and Gels (1970) suggest that high Machiavellians are more likely than
low Machiavellians to take an instrumentalist or rational view of others. High
Machiavellians are more concerned with maximizing personal gains in social interac-
lions than theyv are in developing relationships. Extant rescarch has also revealed that
participants who engage in sanctioned, prepared lies exhibit higher a Hirmative head-
nodding rates and lower body adaptor rates than truth-tetlers (O'Hair, Cody, &
MecLaughlin, 1981). Thus, high Machiavellians are more hikely to be interpersonally
detached and less immediate with their subordinates. This set of findings and their
implications led to the following research question:

RO2: To what extent is perceived supervisor Machiavelliamisun related 1o romverbal

iriediacy, assertivencss, dnd responsivenessy

Social Power

To influence their subordinates, supervisors musl utilize power. A significant amount
of research on aspects of power has relied on French and Raven's (1939) carly con-
ceptualization of the five bases (legitimate, coercive, reward, referent, and expert).
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Organizational power clearly involves an interdependent relationship between super-
visor and subordinate and is, as McShane and Von Glinow (2003) assert, “ultimately
a perception” (p. 356). Influence derives from the capacity of one person to influence
another in this relationship only so long as the other perceives as having something of
value to him or her. Hirokawa, Mickey, and Miura (1991) develop this idea further in
maintaining that when supervisor legitimacy 1is low, compliance-gaining tactics must
necessarily be more direct and polite to allow the supervisor to “save face” (p. 434).
Prosocial power or influence is often a consequence of messages that communicate
friendliness and liking, whereas antisocial influence 1s a product of messages that entail
some form of psychological force or punishing activity (Marwell & Schmitt, 1967).
Johnson {1992) examined the perceptual effects associated with supervisors’ use of a
prosocial versus antisocial compliance-gaining tactics in the organizational setting.
The results of the study indicated that supervisors wanting to exert influence via pro-
social compliance-gaining tactics are viewed as more communicatively competent than
a supervisor who resorts to antisocial tactics to elicit compliance from subordinates.
Studies of Machiavellianism have explored the extent to which individuals employ
communication strategies to control their various environments. High Machiavel-
lians exert more personal control over their environment and take greater personal
risks than low Machiavellians (Rim, 1966). In one study, Roloff and Barnicott

(1978) observed that high Machiavellians were significantly more active in
compliance-gaining settings than were the low Machiavellians. High Machiavellians

showed a greater likelihood of using a wider variety of the compliance-gaining tech-
niques, particularly prosocial and psychological force techniques, for both the short
term and long term in non-interpersonal relationships. The question of interest, then,
is to what extent do Machiavellianism and perceived power interact to determine the
strategies supervisors select? The following research question reflected this concern:

RQ3: To what extent is perceived supervisor Machiavellianism related to employees’
perceptions of supervisor use of power?

Several elements in the organizational environment have been studied as outcomes

of organizational communication. Because of their apparent importance in organiza-
tions, three outcome variables were chosen for study: employee attitudes toward
supervisors, employee motivation, and employee job satisfaction. The final research

question was posed:

RQ4: To what extent is perceived supervisor Machiavellianism related to employees’
reports of their general attitude toward their supervisors, their motivation to
work with their supervisors, and their job satisfaction?

Method
Participants

Participants were 114 employees employed in a wide variety of organizations in three
states, including for-profit and non-profit service, state government, private small
business, and the federal government. Nineteen of the participants were full-time



P [ 1 Teven ot i/

emplovees who were enrolled In graduate dasses i corporate and organizational
communication. These participants completed the rescarch mstruments tpreviously
approved by the University's Institutional Review Board . at the begimming ol then
class betore anv instruction in the course had begun, as did twelve other students
i these classes twho were not tull-time emplovees whose data were not included
in this studvi. After the data were collected, ali students underwent debriehing and
received Invitations to serve as rescarch assistants for the collection of additional data,
Participation was voluntary. There was no reward for participating for either the
assistants or the other participants.

Fach of the research assistants distributed questionnaires and return envelopes

according 1o the followmg mstructions:

I collect data from two people emploved at a higher fevel i the organization than

their owi, two people emploved at a fower levell and one at the same level

2. balance the sex of the participants {3 males and 2 temales iof the assistant was
female, 2 males and 3 females if the assistant was male
3. have cach participant place the questionnaire i the return envelope and scal it iall

of the return envelopes were coded with the code number of the assistant (1-19).

The assistants were also instructed to provide the participants with only the infor
mation they had recerved prior to completing the questtonnaire. However, atter the
data had been collected. the assistants were encouraged to debriet the participants

thev had contacted.

Measurement

Supervisor Machiavelliarnsm

The operationalization ot the Machiavellian construct has come under the scrutimy of
scholars who suegest that a major social destrabiity bias exists and that Tow reliabiliny
i~ inherent in the respective measurement efforts 1 Marks & Lindsav, 19000 Schulty,
1993; Shea & Deatty, 19835 Teven, lorthcomungi, The NMachiavellian orientation also
s oo mudti-taceted trant rather than a umdimensional one fAhmed & Stewart, 1981
The current authors™ view s that the NMachravellian orientation measured by
selt report instruments mav have serious validity ssues. As a result, the current study
utilized an “other-report”™ of Machiavellanisi, specificallyv i respect to emplovees
perceptions of  ther immediate supervisors. Although  the best Machiavelan
managers mav not engage in observable behavior that would mdicate clearly therr
manipulative intent to subordinates, these same emplovees can certainly observe
the benefits or results that their supervisors bring to therr departments, whether
directly benefitting them or not. This notion, in conjunction with an effort to address
the social destrability issue related to self-reports, led to the adoption of an other-
report of Machiavelliamism Tor the present study. Therefore, the resulting measure
ndexed two perceptions ot the supervisor. The first was how emplovees percened
their immediate supervisors dealing with those above them, and the second, how

those sante cnplovees” percerved their supervisors dealing with the respondents.
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The Machiavellianism Scale (Mudrack & Mason, 1995) is a self-report instrument
composed of ten items. Respondents rate on a seven-point scale how each item
applies to them. The responses range from strongly agree (7) to strongly disagree
(1). This scale was reworded to be an other-report (Perceived Supervisor Machiavel-
lianism Measure; PSMM) of how a subordinate sees a supervisor dealing with
her/him or with the people above the supervisor. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale
was .96 for supervisor/subordinate relationships and .91 for supervisor/upper level
relationships. Although it seemed likely that supervisors might be perceived as behav-
ing differently with their own supervisors than with their subordinates (the two mea-
sures were separated widely on the questionnaire—one near the beginning and one at
the end), this did not occur in the present study. The means were not significantly
different from each other, and the two PSMM scores revealed a correlation of .87,
which suggests high test-retest reliability for the scale as a single measure.

Nonverbal immediacy
The Nonverbal Immediacy Scale—Observer Report (NIS-O) served as the measure

of subordinates’ perceptions of supervisor nonverbal immediacy (Richmond,
McCroskey, & Johnson, 2003). Respondents rated on a five-point scale how each
item applied to their supervisor. The responses could range from never (1) to very
often (5). Cronbach’s alpha for the NIS-O for this study was .93.

Socio-communicative style (SCS)

The Assertiveness-Responsiveness Measure (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990) was the
index of socio-communicative style of the supervisors. Ten items in this Iinstrument
relate to assertiveness, and ten items relate to responsiveness. In the study, employees
referenced “‘the way your supervisor communicates with you at work™ to estimate the
supervisor’s SCS. The responses for each scale could range from always true (7) to
never true (1). Cronbach’s alpha for the assertiveness items was .92 and for respon-

siveness it was .96.

Supervisor credibility
Teven and McCroskey’s (1997) measure of source credibility was used to assess

employees’ perceptions of supervisor credibility. The instrument consists of eighteen,
seven-step semantic differential items, six each for the competence, caring, and
trustworthiness dimensions. In the present study, the estimated reliabilties of these
scales was as follows: competence, alpha = .88; caring, alpha = .95; trustworthiness,

alpha = .91.

Percetved supervisor power
The Relative Power Measure (RPM; McCroskey & Richmond, 1983) was an

additional instrument in which participants responded to five items to estimate
the percentage of total power usage that stems from each of the five power bases
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Jevitimate, coerdive, reward, referent. and expertso with the requirement that the
total cquals 100 percent. Previous rescarch idicated a test-retest rehiability above
SO for cach of the power bases (NMoCroskes & Richmond. 19830 Richmond &
NMoCroskev, TO8G )

Attitde tovward supervisor

The Generalized Atutade Scale (M eCroskey, 19600 was the measure of subordimates
attitudes toward their supervisors. This scale s a six-rtem, bipolar adiective scale
desiened (o measure general attitades. The tems included: sood bad. negative

positive,  fair antair, worthless valuabler wrong right. and benelrcral harmial

Cronbach's alpha for the scale 1 this study was 95,

Finplovee qob satisfaction

[ this study, the Generalized Beliet Measure 1GBND MoCroskey & Richimond, 1989
was the measure of subordinates” job satsfaction, This five-item, bipolar adiective
sadale taps mnto beliets e a variety of dontans, The general statement m this study
to which the participants responded was, U1 am very satistied with nwvob. The ttemy
tor the measure mmclude trae false, right swrong. no ves, disagree agree, and

correct “incorrect. Cronbach’™s alpha for the scale as used i this study was 97,

Fouplovee motivation
Subordinates indicated their levels of motvation i response to tive, bi-polar, seven

ep scales modeled i line with an mstrunient  Richmond, 19900 previoushy
developed. The adjectival pairs were: motivated-unmotivated, excated-bored, unim
terested: interested, mvelved-uninvolved, and  dreading it looking forward to 1t

Cronbadch’s alpha tor the scale was (9L

hata Ynlirses

Preliminary assessment of the findings mvolved computation of the means, standard
deviations, and rehiabilities for all of the mcasures. These descriplive data appear m
Table 1. Answerimg the rescarch questions required the calculation of simple and
multiple correlations. Because the research questions cach involved relationships of
two or more variables with two or more other variables. canonmical correlations swere
also deemed appropriate to analvze the datas Alpha was set at 01 for all tests of

S1EI [ICande.

Results

The simple corrclations among all the varables studied i this studv appear i Table 2.

The authors refer to perceptions of Machiavellianism that relate to the supervisors
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Table 1 Statistics for All Measures

ki bl e o .

Measure Mean SD Reliability Range

Machiavellianism

Mach A (with subordinates) 30.63 16,58 96 1070

Mach B (those above him/her) 29.52 1.2.96 91 t0—68
Supervisor communication behaviors

Nonverbal immediacy 88.26 15.20 .93 33122

Supervisor assertiveness 52.82 12.40 92 20-70

Supervisor reSponsIveness 49.75 15.07 96 11-70

Source credibility

Competence 34.13 7.0 88 11-42
Caring 30.26 9.21 93 6—42
Trustworthiness 33.65 8.01 91 (—28

Power bases

Legitimate power 23.70 27.12 N /A 0-95
Reward power 14.52 16.59 N/A 0-80
Coercive power 8.19 14.16 N /A 0-90
Referent power 21.24 19.98 N /A (-90
Expert power 32.49 24.43 N/ A 0-90
Employee outcomes
Attitude toward supervisor 32.78 8.74 95 6—42
Subordinate job satisfaction 26.55 8.27 97 5-35
Subordinate motivation 25.73 7.93 94 53—35

communicating with their subordinates as Mach A, and those that relate to supervi-
sors communication with people above them as Mach B.

The first research question concerned the relationship between employees’ percep-
tions of Machiavellianism and credibility of the supervisor. The correlations of Mach
A with competence, caring, and trustworthiness were all significant at the .001 level.
They were —.43, —.74, and —.76, respectively. The corresponding correlations of
Mach B were similar, —.46, —.68, and —.67, respectively.

A canonical correlation analysis involving the two Machiavellianism scores and the
three credibility scores yielded one significant canonical variate. The adjusted canoni-
cal correlation was .80 (F = 25.08, df = 6/214, p < .0001, 5~ = .64). Mach A and B
correlated with the vartate at —.99 and —.89, respectively. Competence correlated
with the variate at .54, caring at .93, and trust at .96. All of the studied variables were
substantially associated with the canonical variate, although competence was some-
what less strongly related than the other variables. The data indicate that perceptions
of supervisor Machiavellianism are strongly associated with lower perceived super-
visor credibility.

The second research question addressed the relationship between employees’
perceptions of Machiavellianism and perceptions of the communicative behaviors



JARHERRIY RRELRIIIN

SUR TGRS AT E S ol

BRI GG iy oLl

LU LIS S STOTE SO Y

“N

Ly L

Ol
¢y L
A o

[~ e
1 Al
e “ L
CY N

s

A0 L

Yoo N ot
e T A =ais
61 (e v

by -

Qe |y
(¢ i

— r‘l'“
-+
e
I, ]

| ()] £

1 L:_ Ryl
| AHOTY
STV
RRTNANIES

IERTRIRN IR

DALYEDGY Yy T

— Py il
— IR
— Juwo y g
— LN AN
— SULI ) g

todsoyy o

-

LIOSSY Tt
- AN Y
— O Yoy 7l
N VLR

NOQULIT A LA MI3G SUOD RO )

¢ JI4TL

-

]

¥




. N [
- g i g - - e -

" T e -
ik gl P =

= At

cer e e P L Eam T - R RN
O T B - A e B ] T g

- ., T H - =N
Al gy . T or oar om

t e gpw—

- .-_-....'—-ll——nl—--l—-..m.- . e

I—l'l'-

Communication Quarterly 137

of their supervisors (nonverbal immediacy, assertiveness, and responsiveness). The
correlations of Mach A with nonverbal immediacy (r = —.35) and responsiveness
(r = —.65) were both statistically significant (p < .001), but the one with assertive-
ness (r = .14) was not. The correlations of Mach B with nonverbal immediacy
(r= —.31) and responsiveness (r= —.61) were both statistically significant
(p < .001) but, as with Mach A, the correlation with assertiveness (r = .13) was not.

The canonical correlation analysis with the two Machiavellianism scores and the
three communication behaviors yielded one significant canonical variate. The

adjusted canonical correlation was .69 (F=13.94, df=6/214, p < .000l,
n° = .51). Mach A and B correlated with their variate at .99 and .92, respectively.
Nonverbal immediacy correlated with their variate at — .49, assertiveness at .21,
and responsiveness at —.95. All of the variables were substantially associated with
the canonical variate except assertiveness. The data indicate that subordinates’ per-
ceptions of supervisor Machiavellianism are strongly associated with lower perceived
nonverbal immediacy and responsiveness but have only a small non-significant posi-

tive association with assertiveness.

Research Question 3 focused on the extent to which employees’ perceptions of
supervisor power use and perceived Machiavellianism are related. The correlations
of Mach A with legitimate power (r = .45), coercive power (r = .23), and expert
power (r= —.37) were all statistically significant (p < .01). The correlations of
Mach B with legitimate power (r = .44), coercive power (r = .26), and expert
power (r = —.36) were also all statistically significant (p < .01). Correlations for
both Mach A and Mach B with reward and referent power were not statistically
significant.

The canonical correlation analysis with the two Machiavellianism scores and five
power type scores vielded one significant canonical variate. The adjusted canonical
correlations was .52 (F = 4.52, df = 10/214, p < .0001, ° = .68). Mach A and B cor-
related with their variate at .96 and .98, respectively. Legitimate power correlated with
the vanate at .84, expert power at —.70, coercive power at .47, reward power at
—.37, and referent power at —.30. These findings support the view that subordinates’
perceptions of supervisor Machiavellianism are strongly and positively related to
legitimate and coercive powers and show a strong, negative relationship with expert
power. Reward and referent power were also modestly and negatively related to per-
ceived Machiavellianism.

The fourth research question dealt with the relationship between perceptions of
supervisors’ Machiavellian tendencies and employee-centered outcomes, specifically,
employees’ attitudes toward their supervisors, their motivation to work with their
supervisors, and their job satisfaction. The correlations of Mach A with attitude
toward supervisor, motivation, and job satisfaction were, respectively, —.68, —.61,
and .49. Those for Mach B were, respectively, —.63, —.60, and —.48.

The canonical correlation analysis with the two Machiaveliianism scores and three
employee outcome variables yielded one significant canonical variate. The adjusted
canonical correlation was .71 (F = 15.69, df = 6/214, p < .0001, 1° = .48). Mach
A and B correlated with the variate at —.99 and —.93. Attitude toward supervisor
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correlated with the vartate at o, motivation to work with the supervisor at 870 and
iob satistaction at .70, The data indicate that subordinates perceptions of supervisor
Machiavellanisi are negativehy and stronghy associated with fower scores related (o

the emplovee outcontes studied.

IDiscussion

The primary pucpose of this roesearch was to explore the refationships between
cmplovees” perceptions of supervisor NMachavelbanism and speattic types ot super-
visor communicative behaviors, use of power, perceived credibibity, and refated
cmplovee outcomes. The participants for thrs study were individuals with extended
cxperience ina wide variety ol organtzations, including for-profic and non-proit ser
vice, state government, private small business, and the federal government. The inves-
teation revealed that supervisor temperament, specttically: Machraveian tendencies,

is manifested 1 commumcation behaviors that 1s observable by emplovees. This

study focused on four essential components of this underfving orcamizational modecl:
pereeived supervisor Machiavellianism, the supervisors verbal and nonverbal com
municative behavior and use of power, emplovees evaluations of the supervisor,
and emplovee-centered outcomes.

The model beerns svith the NMachiavellian tendencies of supervisors, NMachtavellian
supervisors display ditlerent tvpes of communication behavior and operate from g
variety of power bases. The same communicative behavior and power moves influ-
cnce emplovees” perceptions of supervisor credibthity, emplovee satistaction, and
motivation. Fach ol the components of this model imtroduces substantial varability
nto the organizational communication process.

The first rescarch question concerned the relationship between emplovees percep
tions ol Machiavellianism and (he credibility of the supervisor. The correlations of
Mach A and B with competence, caring, and trustworthiness were all statisticaliv sie-
niticant. The strong, negative correlations suggest that the more that the cmplovees
perceived their supervisor as being Machiavellian, the more hikely they perceved her
or him to be fess competent, Tess carmg, and fess trustworthy, Te s ditfrcudt to have
hositive influence on ond's emplovees, particularly the abihity to increase emplovee
sroductivity and morale, when emplovees percerve a supervisor as low m credibility,

soth Mach A and Mach B owere strongly correlated  almost somorphics i fact,

nterestingly, emplovees appeared (o see no o distinction between the percenved
NMachiavellian tendencies of therr supervisors i how they dealt with the emplovees
dircctlv or with how those same supervisors dealt with those above them,

The second rescarch question explored the extent to which percetved supervisor
NMachiavellianism refated 1o nonverbal ommediacy, assertiveness, and responsivencess.
Supervisor Machivedhanism 24 & Beowere modoerately assoviated with percenved
nonverbal immiediacy and strongly associated with responsivencess, but had only
small, non-sienificant positive assoctation with assertiveness. This suggests that hiel
NVachiavellians are no more likelv to be assertive in their communication than are low

NMachiavelttans.
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The third research question focused on the extent to which employees’ perceptions
of supervisor power and percelived Machiavellianism were related. Machiavellianism
(A & B) were significantly related to perceived use of legitimate power, coercive
power, and expert power. The correlations between both Mach A and Mach B
with reward power and referent were not statistically significant. Employees’ percep-
tions of supervisor Machiavellianism were positively and strongly related to
legitimate and coercive powers, whereas they were negatively and strongly related
to perceptions of expert power. Reward power was moderately and negatively related
to perceived supervisor Machiavellianism. The relationship of referent power to
supervisor Machiavellianism was also moderate, but negative.

The final research question dealt with the relationship between perceived super-
visor Machiavellianism and employee-centered outcomes (attitudes toward super-
visor, motivation to work with the supervisor, and job satisfaction). Mach A
showed a significant, negative association with attitude toward supervisor, motiv-
ation, and job satisfaction. Employees’ perceptions of supervisor Machiavellianism
were predictive of lower scores for the employee outcomes.

Implications

Extant research suggests that high Machs can be very effective within organizations
(Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998; Pandey & Rastogi, 1979, Ricks & Fraedrich, 1999).
However, the current study contend that the best Machs are probably are not recog-
nized as being highly Machiavellian. The results reported here clearly suggest that the
more supervisors are perceived to be “high Mach,” the more negative their impact on
how subordinates react to them. In everyday interactions, people in organizations
observe and attribute meaning to the behavior of others. Given the strong negative
relationships between Machiavellianism, nonverbal immediacy, and responsiveness,
non-immediate and/or non-responsive individuals—whether they be management
or otherwise—who are in fact low Machs may well be seen by colleagues and subor-
dinates as high Machs. In turn, the warm, immediate/responsive “con artists” may
well be seen as low Machs (i.e., transparent). These perceptions, although potentially
erroneous, have serious, even dangerous implications for one’s standing within an
organization. There is no validation that these perceptions are actually related to real
Machiavellians’ behavior, but they may be what real people use to spot con artists.
Our results suggest that supervisors who are seen as being highly Machiavellian, even
though they may not be, are likely to be highly ineffective.

Drrections for Future Research

Future experimental research should be conducted to manipulate actual supervisor
Machiavellian behavior (high and low) to assess what perceptions are indeed
obtained. The goal of these investigations should be to get real high Machs and real
low Machs to engage in the same kind of task and see how observers see their com-
munication, how they evaluate them, and what specific attributions are made.
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The perceived supervisor Machiavelhanism measure (PSMNM), as generated for
this study, may be emploved in future investigations with substantial confidence n

its validity and reliability to measure perceived Machiavellianism. However, 1t 1s

J—

important (o avoid treating scores on this measare as measuring actual Machiavel-

]

lianism. 1t would appear that in this case, what 1s perceived and what actually exists
may be substantiallv different phenomena.

This study revealed that perceived Machiavellianism 1s associated with supervisor
communication behavior, use of power, and source credibility, as well as mmiportant
subordinate outcomes in organizations. Other variables related to organizational
communication also are in need of investigation in conjunction with supervisor
Machiavellianism, such as perceived supervisor dominance, managerial style, super-
visor affinity-secking, emplovee socialization, emplovee turnover, retention, advance-

ment, and organizational change.
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