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Abstract
The present study investigated the relation between Machiavellianism and intimacy attitudes in the interpersonal relationships. Male (N = 46) and female
(N = 56) participants aged 18 to 51 years (M = 31.56, SD = 8.00) were recruited to complete a questionnaire containing Mach IV Scale (Christie &
Geis, 1970) and Intimacy Attitude Scale-Revised (Amidon, Kumar, & Treadwell, 1983). The regression analysis has revealed that Machiavellianism is a
reliable predictor of the intimacy attitude of an individual, and the hypothesis
that Machiavellianism is negatively correlated with positive intimacy and
positively correlated with negative intimacy has been confirmed.
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1. Introduction
1.1. Machiavellianism
Today the term “Machiavellianism” has become a synonym for “cunning” because it involves interpersonal strategies that advocate self-interest, deception
and manipulation (Jones & Paulhus, 2009). Indeed, Machiavellianism, which is
derived from Machiavelli’s book The Prince (1532), is an interpersonally aversive personality trait based upon the political and social ideas that are portrayed
in the book. Machiavellianism has come to be associated with tendencies to disdain conventional morality, lack empathy and sincerity, manipulate or exploit
others in social interactions, and achieve self-interests via deception (Christie &
Geis, 1970; Vecchio & Sussman, 1991; Fehr, Samsom, & Paulhus, 1992; McHosDOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104029
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key, 1995; McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998; Wilson, Near, & Miller, 1998;
McIlcain, 2003; Wastell & Booth, 2003; Sherry et al., 2006; Ali & ChamorroPremuzic, 2010; Bereczkei, Birkas, & Kerekes, 2010; Rauthmann, 2012). Hence,
individuals high in Machiavellian trait are often called “chameleons” and
“wolves in sheep’s clothing” in the literature (Pope, 2005; Sherry et al., 2006) for
they never hesitate to break alliances, promises and rules in order to achieve
their goals.
The trait of Machiavellianism is commonly measured with the Mach-IV scale
(Christie & Geis, 1970). Based upon a questionnaire of 20 items dealing with beliefs about the nature of human, values and behaviours, the Mach-IV scale is a
self-report 7-point Likert-type scale which assesses three distinct themes: 1) the
use of deceit in interpersonal relationships (9 items), 2) a cynical view of human
nature (9 items), and 3) the lack of morality (2 items). Despite that the Mach-IV
scale comprises three themes, the majority of research does not regard them as
subscales (Montañés, Taracenab, & Rodriguezc, 2004) and uses the scale as a
unidimensional measure (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013). A basic premise
of the Mach-IV scale is that high scores indicate higher endorsement of Machiavellian views and behaviour whilst low scores simply imply the opposite. The
participants high in Machiavellian trait are commonly labelled as “High Machs”
and those low in Machiavellian trait are referred to as “Low Machs’’, even
though most current research tends to investigate Machiavellianism on a continuum. Previous studies revealed that High Machs were less likely to confess
when they had cheated, and would try to conceal the truth (Exline et al., 1970).
On the contrary, Low Machs are more open to others and liable to becoming affectively involved with them (Geis & Moon, 1981). Hence, not all Machs are
shadowy and unsavoury manipulators.
Moreover, High Machs are not only good at putting the blame upon others
and low on forgiveness, but they are also deeply cynical and show a detached,
controlling coolness (Christie & Geis, 1970; Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Lyons &
Aitken, 2010). Due to the lack of emotional attachment, High Machs prefer not
to establish close intimate relationships, but these relationships, including sexual
(Jonason et al., 2009; McHoskey, 2001), romantic (Ragsdale & Brandau-Brown,
2005; Jonason & Kavanagh, 2010) and working (Chen, 2010; Kiazad et al., 2010)
relationships, do provide them with opportunities for emotional manipulation,
such as coercion and pleasure induction, and subsequent reward (Lyons & Aitken,
2010; Brewer, Abell, & Lyons, 2014). All in all, increasing attention has been drawn
towards the study of Machiavellianism in recent years owing to its prominence in
subclinical populations and influence on psychological adjustment (McHoskey,
1999; Martin et al., 2012).

1.2. Machiavellianism and Interpersonal Relationships
Even though High Machs place little importance on engaging a close relationship, it happens, especially when the relationship can bring benefits to them
(Mandal, 2008). As suggested by Christie & Geis (1970), High Machs differ from
DOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104029
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Low Machs primarily by their lack of emotional attachment. The emotionally
detached interpersonal orientation is in fact an essential factor of Machiavellianism; High Machs and Low Machs are described by the terms “cool syndrome”
and “soft touch”, respectively (Christie & Geis, 1970). Given High Machs’ lack of
emotional attachment, it is quite natural that they exhibit deficits in empathy
(Wastell & Booth, 2003; Jones & Paulhus, 2009). Numerous studies have found
that Machiavellianism bears a negative correlation with empathy (Watson,
Biderman, & Sawrie, 1994; Wastell & Booth, 2003; Austin et al., 2007). Such
empathy deficits may not only offer High Machs an advantage in their ability to
manipulate or deceive others in order to achieve their own goals, but they may
also harm their social relationships. Accordingly, it is not easy for High Machs
to get involved in close relationships; their interpersonal relations are associated with hostile behaviours as well as characterized by a great deal of distrust,
disrespect and lack of loyalty.
Owing to their difficulties with intimacy and reluctance to establish close interpersonal relationships, High Machs tend to involve in short-term relationships of a sexual nature rather than long-term committed relationships (Brewer
& Abell, 2017). This is consistent with the previous research findings which have
demonstrated that Machiavellianism is negatively related to the intimate relationship dimensions such as intimacy and commitment (Sternberg, 1986, 1988;
Ali & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2010). Besides, High Machs not only often report
lower levels of relationship satisfaction, but they are also characterized by promiscuity, anxiety and hostility (Egan & Agnus, 2004; Ali & Chamorro-Premuzic,
2010; Hyla, 2012; Brewer & Abell, 2017). In a recent study of the relationship
between Machiavellianism and adult attachment in both general interpersonal
relationships and close relationships, Ináncsi, Láng, & Bereczkei (2015) have also
found that while Low Machs are securely attached, High Machs show a dismissing-avoidant attachment style in their interpersonal relationships, and that
avoidance is further accompanied by some characteristics of attachment anxiety
in close relationships.
Nevertheless, there is still little known about the intimacy attitudes of the individuals with more pronounced Machiavellian trait in the interpersonal relationships. To help fill in the aforementioned gap in the psychological literature,
this study attempts to investigate the intimacy attitudes of these individuals in
their interpersonal relationships by means of the Intimacy Attitude Scale-Revised
(IAS-R) (Amidon, Kumar, & Treadwell, 1983). The IAS-R was designed to
measure constructs of positive intimacy and negative intimacy within the interpersonal relationships. Positive intimacy is defined as the degree to which a person wants to share feelings, ideas and experiences in the interpersonal relationships. On the other hand, negative intimacy is the degree to which a person is
concerned with domination, conflict, criticism, freedom, distrust and powerlessness. Amidon, Kumar, & Treadwell (1983) reported that people with high
scores on the IAS-R tended to engage in more intimate behaviours, to self-disclose more to others, to feel in control of their fate, to be more active, and to exDOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104029
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perience less alienation from friends, family and self. Undoubtedly, this study
will facilitate a better understanding of High Machs’ views on the interpersonal
relationships and the manner in which the Machiavellian trait may function in
these relationships.

1.3. Objectives and Hypotheses
The main purpose of this study is to investigate the intimacy attitudes of the individuals with more pronounced Machiavellian trait in the interpersonal relationships. Particularly, given that High Machs show a dismissing-avoidant attachment style in their interpersonal relationships (Ináncsi, Láng, & Bereczkei,
2015), we formulate the following hypotheses:
a) Machiavellianism is negatively correlated with the score on the IAS-R.
b) Machiavellianism is a significant predictor of the score on the IAS-R.
c) Machiavellianism is positively correlated with negative intimacy and negatively correlated with positive intimacy.

2. Methodology
2.1. Participants
A total of 166 individuals were recruited to participate in this study from social
network sites by convenience sampling but only 102 participants (age 18 to 51,
M = 31.56, SD = 8.00) completed the full set of online questionnaire. The sample
consisted of 46 men (age 18 to 50, M = 33.09, SD = 8.46) and 56 women (age 18
to 51, M = 30.30, SD = 7.43).

2.2. Measures
Two instruments were administered to collect the research data. The first instrument is the Mach-IV Scale developed by Christie & Geis (1970) and the second one is the Intimacy Attitude Scale-Revised constructed by Amidon, Kumar,
& Treadwell (1983).
2.2.1. Mach IV Scale
The Mach IV Scale (Christie & Geis, 1970) contains 20 items rated on a seven
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) and is used to
evaluate agreement with Machiavellian beliefs in interactions with others, morality and cynicism. The twenty items are divided into three categories, namely 9
items on the use of tactics in interpersonal relationships, 9 items on cynical
views of human nature and 2 items on lacking of morality. As ten items of the
scale show avoidance of Machiavellian attitude instead of acceptance, they have
been reverse scored. The total score ranges from 20 to 140. Using the cut-off
point of 80, people scoring above 80 are identified as High Machs whereas those
scoring 80 or below are known as Low Machs. This scale has demonstrated high
internal consistency as well as acceptable reliability and validity in various previous studies (Fehr, Samsom, & Paulhus, 1992). Example items include “Honesty
is the best policy in all cases.”, “There is no excuse for lying to someone else.”,
DOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104029
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“Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so”,
and “Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble.” Besides,
the name “Barnum” in Item 17 has been replaced by “people” in order that the
local people in Hong Kong can understand the question better.
2.2.2. Intimacy Attitude Scale-Revised
The IAS-R (Amidon, Kumar, & Treadwell, 1983) is the revised form of the intimate attitude scale that was originally created by Edmund Amidon in 1978. It
contains 50 items rated on a five point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree) and is used to assess attitudes of closeness, intimacy and trust
that people have toward others and relationships with others. Of the 50 items, 26
items are negatively worded and need to be reverse scored. In other words, there
are 24 items measuring positive intimacy whilst the remaining 26 items measure
negative intimacy. Both structural validity and content validity of the scale were
confirmed by correlating the IAS-R with several intimacy scales and approved by
a number of professional editors. Example items include “I like to share my
feelings with others.”, “I want to be sure that I am in good control of myself before I attempt to become intimate with another person.”, “I am concerned with
rejection in my expression of feelings to others.”, and “I try to trust and be close
to others.” Since sexual revealing is not commonly shared or disclosed among
interpersonal relationships, the 3 items concerning body and sexual revealing
(e.g. “Undressing with members of a group increases my feelings of intimacy.”)
were excluded in this study. Thus, the total score ranges from 47 to 235.

2.3. Procedures
Participants were invited to participate in a web-based online questionnaire
comprising the 20 items of Mach IV Scale and the 47 items of the IAS-R. All the
required briefing and de-briefing information were provided with the questionnaire. Since the participants were over the age of 18, no parental or guardian
consent was needed.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Statistics
The reliability of the Mach IV Scale and IAS-R was analyzed using the SPSS. After excluding those items that have negative corrected item-total correlations (2
items from the Mach IV Scale and 5 items from the IAS-R), the Cronbach’s alpha value of the Mach IV Scale is acceptable (α = 0.644) whilst the IAS-R exhibits a very strong Cronbach’s alpha value (α = 0.821). Before performing the
correlation analysis, normality checks for the two scales were conducted. The
following descriptive statistics data were obtained: Mach IV Scale (M = 64.56,
SD = 10.03, Skewness = −0.023 with SE = 0.239, Kurtosis = −0.026 with SE =
0.474) and IAS-R (M = 138.83, SD = 14.20, Skewness = −0.013 with SE = 0.239,
Kurtosis = 0.216 with SE = 0.474). It is clear that the skewness and kurtosis data
all seem to imply normal distributions. The normality was also confirmed by the
DOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104029
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Shapiro-Wilk test results: Mach IV Scale (S-W = 0.994, df = 102, p = 0.941) and
IAS-R (S-W = 0.988, df = 102, p = 0.508). In addition, other results like the Q-Q
plots, box plots and histograms with normal distribution curves were scrutinized
such that the parametric assumptions of the two scales could be checked.
Moreover, similar tests and analyses were applied to the 19 items on positive
intimacy and 23 items on negative intimacy. The numerical results can be summarized as follows:
a) Positive intimacy: Cronbach’s alpha value α = .825; (M = 70.18, SD = 8.38,
Skewness = −0.265 with SE = 0.239, Kurtosis = −0.075 with SE = 0.474); (S-W =
0.988, df = 102, p = 0.525).
b) Negative intimacy: Cronbach’s alpha value α = 0.841; (M = 69.34, SD =
11.25, Skewness = −0.158 with SE = 0.239, Kurtosis = 0.245 with SE = 0.474);
(S-W = 0.989, df = 102, p = 0.601).
It should be noted that here no reverse scoring is applied to the 23 items on
negative intimacy.

3.2. Hypothesis Testing
Scatter plots with lines of best fit were examined to check for the linear assumptions involving the Pearson correlations. Results of the scatter plots indicate that
all the correlations are linear. As such, the Pearson correlation coefficient between the two scales was computed using the SPSS as (r = −0.361, p < 0.001, n =
102, 2-tailed). Accordingly, the hypothesis that the Mach IV Scale score is negatively correlated with the IAS-R score is confirmed. Likewise, linear regression
was applied to determine the linear relation between the two scales. A significant
regression equation was found (F(1,100) = 14.941, p < 0.001), with an adjusted

R2 of 0.121; participant’s predicted IAS-R score is equal to 171.766 − 0.510 ×
(Mach IV Scale score). The regression analysis indicates that the Mach IV Scale
score (β = −0.361, p < 0.001) is a significant predictor of the IAS-R score. This is
consistent with the results of correlation analysis.
Furthermore, similar correlation analysis among the Mach IV Scale score, the
positive intimacy score and the negative intimacy score was conducted to yield
the Pearson correlation coefficient between: a) Mach IV Scale and positive intimacy as (r = −0.225, p = 0.023, n = 102, 2-tailed), b) Mach IV Scale and negative
intimacy as (r = 0.287, p = 0.003, n = 102, 2-tailed), and c) positive intimacy and
negative intimacy as (r = −0.025, p = 0.803, n = 102, 2-tailed). Obviously, these
numerical results confirm the hypothesis that Machiavellianism is negatively
correlated with positive intimacy and positively correlated with negative intimacy.

4. Discussion
The main purpose of this study is to investigate the relation between Machiavellianism and intimacy attitudes in the interpersonal relationships. Findings of the
correlation analysis show that individuals with more pronounced Machiavellian
DOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104029
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trait are characterized by lower IAS-R scores. In other words, Machiavellianism
is negatively correlated with the score on the IAS-R. Regression analysis suggests
that Machiavellianism is a significant predictor of the score on the IAS-R, too.
These results comply with previous studies that Machiavellianism is negatively
related to the intimate relationship dimensions of Sternberg, namely intimacy
and commitment (Sternberg, 1986, 1988; Ali & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2010) as
well as that High Machs show a dismissing-avoidant attachment style in their
interpersonal relationships (Ináncsi, Láng, & Bereczkei, 2015). Moreover, our
correlation analysis has demonstrated that Machiavellianism is positively correlated with negative intimacy and negatively correlated with positive intimacy.
These findings reinforce the conventional picture that High Machs place little
importance on engaging a close relationship (Christie & Geis, 1970; Ali &
Chamorro-Premuzic, 2010) and exhibit deficits in empathy (Wastell & Booth,
2003; Jones & Paulhus, 2009). Nevertheless, it should be noted that perhaps due
to the small sample size our analysis of the gender differences fails to yield any
statistically significant finding.

5. Conclusion
In conclusion, Machiavellianism is found in the current study to be a reliable
predictor of the intimacy attitude of an individual, and this result coincides with
those of correlation analysis: the Mach IV Scale negatively correlates with the
IAS-R as well as Machiavellianism negatively (positively) correlates with positive
(negative) intimacy. This study represents only a small contribution in the field
of Machiavellianism and intimate relationships, and its findings may help shed
light upon the direction of future research. For instance, the intimacy attitude of
an individual may comprise a number of major components rather than the two
constructs of positive intimacy and negative intimacy, and thus a multi-dimensional analysis of the relation between Machiavellianism and intimacy attitudes
in the interpersonal relationships is highly desirable.
There are several major limitations in the present study. First, the sample in
this study was obtained by convenience sampling and might not represent the
whole population. Second, the conclusions of the current study are of course restricted by a reliance on self-reported data which are inevitably subject to social
desirability, random responding, biased interpretation and recall accuracy. Third,
as interpersonal relationships are dyadic, the perception of both members of the
dyad is important for establishing the processes involved in developing intimacy
and closeness. A dyadic approach thus provides valuable opportunities for future
research. Lastly, the correlational questionnaire design does not allow us to infer
causality, so longitudinal research monitoring the development and maintenance of interpersonal relationship dyads is recommended.
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