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Table 9
Study 3 Correlations for All Measures and Participant Sex
Measure | 2 3 4 5 6 7
I. SPS e
2. SPS-2 93ene —
3. Mach-1V AQe= JAjnes —
4. Primary psychopathy Jgess 60%** L3ese —
5. Secondary psychopathy .28 i A9eee S3ese —
6. Disinhibition A6t L i S3eee g 34 —
7. Sex A6 .20 08 09 06 13 -
Note. N = 47. SPS = Social Psychopathy Scale; SPS-2 = Revised Social Psychopathy Scale.
*p< 05 *p< 0l. ***p < 001

tation, whereas SD involves response distortion attributable to
a lack of personal insight. In relation to the IM aspect of social
desirability, to obtain a high score on the Mach-IV and the
Levenson et al. (1995) psychopathy scales requires repeatedly
admitting socially undesirable characleristics, and the implica-
tion is that the scales may therefore not measure MACH and
psychopathy, but a willingness to report negative self-relevant
information.

The IM issuc has plagued MACH and its corresponding mea-
sures since their inception (sec Fehr et al., 1992, for a review),
and Christie and Geis (1970) actually constructed the Mach-V
specifically to “*correct™ the Mach-IV's association with the
IM aspect of social desirability. However, we would argue that
the Mach-1V is rightfully the most widely used measure of
MACH rather than the Mach-V, ironically for the very reason
that Jed to the Mach-V's construction: The Mach-1V is corre-
lated with social desirability. Theoretically, most of the charac-
teristics associated with MACH are socially undesirable, and
therefore MACH (and psychopathy ) should be inversely corre-
lated with social desirability, and this aspect of their variance
should not be partialed out when examining their relations with
other measures (cf. Wrightsman, 1992, pp. 157-158). As Rorer
(1990, p. 702) nuted in relation to psychoticism, ane of the
dimensions of personality that encompasses MACH in
Eysenck’s model (see Allsopp, Eysenck, & Eysenck, 1991),

some behaviors and characteristics are more desirable than others.
We cannot measure behaviors and characteristics independently of
their social desirability. Any form of psychopathology provides an
example. One of the reasons why we are interested in measuring
unxiety, depression, psychoticism, or any other form of psychologi-
cal maladjustment is precisely because such adjustment is not desir-
able. If we were (o partial social desirability oul of psychoticism,
what we would presumably have left would be psychoticism that
is not socially undesirable. What, pray tell, would that be” (p. 702)

Rorer ( 1990) reached the same conclusion conceming the SD
aspect of social desirability. However, given the long history of
concerns with social desirability in personality research ( Paul-
hus, 1991), we assumed thal some readers would not be per-
suaded by this argument and therefore examined the capacity
of social desirability to provide an alternative account of our
findings from Study 2. We used the Balanced Inventory of Desir-
able Responding (Paulhus, 1991) because it provides scparate
scores for the IM and SD aspects of social desirability. We

predicted an inverse association between IM and MACH, pri-
mary psychopathy, and secondary psychopathy. We also pre-
dicted that MACH, primary psychopathy, and secondary would
be positively associated with SD on the basis of Cleckley's
(1941/1988) identification of *‘specific loss of insight'" as
defining feature of psychopathy. Most importantly, we predicted
that controlling for social desirability would perhaps attenuate
but not eliminate associations observed between MACH and the
psychopathy measures.

Machiavellianism, Psychopathy, and Narcissism

Another alternative interpretation of our results is that MACH
is more closely aligned with narcissism than psychopathy and
that relations observed bertween MACH and psychopathy refiect
this redundancy (or comorbidity in the clinical nomenclature).
This possibility is consistent with the considerable overlap thal
exists among all three of these constructs (for MACH and nar-
cissism, see McHoskey, 1995, and Watson et al.. 1994; for
MACH and psychopathy, see Smith, 1978, and Smith & Griffith,
1978: for psychopathy and narcissism, see Harpur et al.. 1994).
To examine this possibility, we assessed psychopathy, MACH,
and narcissism simultaneously in Study 4. We predicted that
psychopathy, rather than narcissism, would be most closely asso-
ciated with MACH.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The participants were 107 Clemson University students (43 men and
64 women ) primarily (rom upper-level psychology courses who received
additional course credit for their optional participstion. Participants com-
pleted questionnaires in small groups under conditions of anonymity
and received an oral debricfing at the conclusion of the study. All re-
sponses were recorded on scanner forms and entered directly into a data
set using an optical scanner.

Measures

Participants completed the Mach-1V and the primary and secondary
psychopathy scales. Respondents also compleled measures of narcissism
and social desirability, which we now describe.

The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPl). The NPI (Raskin &
Hull, 1979; see Raskin & Terry, 1988) is a 40-item questionnaire with
a forced-choice format that measures narcissism as a dimensional per-
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sonality trait. Raskin and Terry (1988) reported strong reliability and
validity evidence for the scale. Although it is possible to decompose the
NPI into subscales ( four-factor model, see Emmons, 1987; seven-factor
model, see Raskin & Terry, 1988), we focused on the NPI Total score
because we needed only a global measure of narcissism.

The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR). The BIDR
is a self-report inventory that provides separate scores for the IM and SD
aspects of social desirability, und Puulhus (1991) reported solid reliability
and validity evidence. Respondents are asked to indicate the extent to which
they agree with 40 statements, 20 for each subscale (1 = strongly disagree.
S = strongly agree). In accordance with Paulhus’s suggestion, we scored
only extreme responses (| or 5) to ensure that only respondents exaggerat-
ing their desirability would achieve a high score.

Results and Discussion

Descriptive statistics and reliabilities are presented in Table
10. All of the measures demonstrated sufficient reliability for
research purposes, although the secondary scale's reliability was
low (.53). Zero-order correlations between the measures are
presented in Table 11. Participant sex was dummy coded to
examine sex differences (0 = female, 1 = male). Men scored
higher on the primary, secondary, and MACH scales but lower
on IM (see Table 11).

The correlations between MACH and psychopathy replicated
our previous results (primary r = .62, p < .001; secondary r
= .59, p < .001). MACH also was positively associated with
narcissism (r = .39, p < .001 ), as were the primary and second-
ary psychopathy measures (rs = .51 and .25, respectively, ps
< .01). However, note that when the redundancy between pri-
mary and secondary psychopathy (r = .51) was controlled,
only primary psychopathy remained associated with narcissism
(primary partial r = .46, p < .001; secondary partial r = —.01;
of. Harpur et al., 1994, p. 153).

Consistent with predictions, MACH and both psychopathy
measures were inversely correlated with the IM aspect of social
desirability (ps < .001; sce Table 11). The predicted positive
associations among SD und MACH, primary psychopathy, and
secondary psychopathy did not emerge. However, these nonsig-
nificant zero-order correlations reflected the suppressing influ-
ence of IM, and controlling for IM revealed the predicted posi-
tive associations between SD and MACH (partial r = 22, p <
.05), primary (partial 7 = .24, p < .01), and sccondary (partial
r=.21,p < .05).

Table 10
Study 4 Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities
Cronbach's
Measure No.of items M SD a

Machiavellianism 20 557 102 18
Primary psychopathy 16 336 105 88
Secondary psychopathy 10 242 52 33
NP1 40 168 75 87
BIDR-IM 20 24 23 67
BIDR-SD 20 30 31 79

Note. N = 107. NPl = Narcissistic Personality [nventory; BIDR-IM =
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Impression Management;
BIDR-SD = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Self-Decep-
ton.

Considerable redundancy was observed among the measures
of MACH, psychopathy, and narcissism. A principal-compo-
nents analysis of these four measures yielded only one eigen-
value greater than unity (2.4) which accounted for 61% of the
total variance, and all four measures loaded .66 or higher on
this component. To test the outlined altemative accounts of our
findings, we conducted a hierarchical multiple regression analy-
sis predicting MACH with the following steps: (a) participant
sex, (b) IM and SD social desirability measures, (c) NPI, and
(d) primary and secondary psychopathy. These results are pre-
sented in Table 12.

These results strongly support our predictions and reveal that
the positive associations observed among MACH, primary psy-
chopathy, and secondary psychopathy could not be accounted for
by social desirability or narcissism. At the final step of the regres-
sion, all of the scales combined accounted for 50% of the MACH
variance, but only primary and secondary psychopathy remained
as significant predictors. Consistent with our argument that the
Mach-1V represents a global measure of psychopathy, MACH was
associaled us strongly with secondary psychopathy (8 = 0.35) as
it was with primary psychopathy (8 = 0.33, p < .002).]

General Discussion

The results provide strong support for our hypothesis and
indicate that MACH is associated with psychopathy in general
and with both primary and secondary psychopathy specifically.
Thus, the Mach-1V is a global measure of psychopathy that
assesses but confounds both the unique and common sources
of variance associated with primary and secondary psychopathy.
This finding provides a framework for integrating the MACH
and psychopathy liternture by extending the recognition that
MACH and psychopathy are similar to a more refined explana-
tion of precisely how they are similar. Moreover, this finding also
provides a framework for understanding seemingly inconsistent
findings in the MACH literature that have precluded an integra-
tion with psychopathy. For example, the consistent positive asso-
ciation between MACH and anxiety has precluded an easy inte-
gration with the psychopathy literature because anxiety is a
characteristic antithetical to psychopathy. However, recognizing
the primary versus secondary psychopathy dislinction's implica-
tions pertaining to anxiety, and the nature of MACH relative to
the primary versus secondary psychopathy distinction, erodes
the mystery surrounding this association.

" Using the four separate aspects of narcissism identified by Emmons
(1987) rather than the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) Total
score at Step 3 does not alter the results (i.e., primary and secondary
psychopathy remain as the only significant predictors). Details concem-
ing results for the specific subscales of the NPI are available from
John W. McHoskey on request. In addition, Robert Smith (personal
communication, March 26, 1996) suggested that the scoring procedure
used for the Balanced Inventory of Desiruble Responding (BIDR ) might
altenuate associations between social desirability and other measures
and thereby underestimate the relative importance of social desirability.
To examine this possibility, we reconducted the hierarchical multiple
regression predicting Machiavellianism (MACH) with dimensional
BIDR scores, and this did not alter the primary findings presented in
Table 12. However, it did reduce the association between MACH and
self-deception to nonsignificance at Step 2.
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Table 11
Study 4 Correlations for All Measures and Participant Sex
Measure I 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Mach-IV =
2. Primary psychopathy 62%e* _
3. Secondary psychopathy Sgeee Sieee —
4. NPI Jgves e 2508 —
5_ Bmk_m --45.'. _.SZUUO __“". _.20‘ ——
6. BIDR-SD .08 06 06 Agsee .26%* —
7. Sex 23" 35 26%* 13 ~25% 06 —

Note, N = 107, BIDR-IM = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Impression Management; BIDR-
SD = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Self-Deception; Sex = Dummy-coded participant sex

(0 = female, 1 = male).

Sp< 05 *"p< O0l. **=p< 00

Integrating the Machiavellianism
and Psychopathy Literature

Why has it taken so long to achieve convergence between the
psychopathy and MACH constructs? We propose that the pri-
mary obstacle has been social, and specifically the different
professional associations and research traditions of those con-
ducting research on the two topics. MACH has historically been
the province of personality and social psychology, whereas psy-
chopathy has been addressed by clinicians. The different goals
and approaches of the two psychology subdisciplines have no
doubt contributed to the separation of the two literatures.

For example, clinical psychologists typically focus on disease
and taxonomic approaches to understanding personality and per-
sonality disorders, whereas personality and social psychologists
focus on healthy people and continuous approaches. However,
the argument that personality disorders represent maladaptive
variants of dispositions found in the pupulation at large has
become increasingly popular in the clinically oriented literature
(cf. Eysenck, 1952), thanks in part to theories that provide a

Table 12
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting
Machiavellianism in Study 4

Machiavellianism
Cumulative  Change in  Inilial Final
Step und predictors R L) B
1. Participant sex 052+ 052¢ 23 -0
2. Impression
management
and self-
deception 2528 2002 —A47% — 1]
A9 0
3. Narcissism .308%=* 056 29 .l
4. Primary and
secondaury
psychopathy S00== 1929 JA3%e 33
‘35... _35-‘8

Note. N = 107. Participant sex was dummy coded (0 = female, | =
male).
*p < 05

op < 0 ***p < 001,

framework for understanding both personality and personality
disorders simultancously (e.g., the three-factor model, see
Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985; the five-factor model, see Costa &
Widiger, 1994; the “‘alternative’" five-factor model, see Zucker-
man et al., 1993; the interpersonal circumplex, see Wiggins &
Broughton, 1985; sociobiology. see Mealey, 1995). Thus, it
appears that the time is right for integrating the MACH and
psychopathy constructs (cf. Smith, 1978, pp. 87-95).

Unfortunately, citation counts indicate that interest in MACH
is waning, with the peak being reached in 1982 (Wilson et al.,
1996). In contrast, interest in psychopathy continues unabated,
with more articles appearing annually on psychopathy than all
other personality disorders except perhaps horderline (Stone,
1993). This is unfortunate hecause recent advances in theory
pertaining to psychopathy are equally relevant to the study of
MACH. Perhaps aligning the MACH construct explicitly with
the psychopathy literature can foster a renewed interest among
personality and social psychologists in antisocial traits and be-
haviors. For example, evolutionary-based approaches provide a
framework for understanding both MACH and psychopathy and
for generating numerous hypotheses concerning manipulative
interpersonal strategies and their underlying dispositions, which
are amenable to investigation by persvnality and social psychol-
ogists (see Mealey, 1995; Wilson et al., 1996).

A key issue for future research on MACH and psychopathy
is the interactive influence of antisocial dispositions and environ-
mental variables on antisocial behavior. Christie and Geis
(1970) advocated an interactionist view of MACH well before
interactionism was recognized as a necessary compromise fol-
lowing the *“*person—situation debate’” in personality and social
psychology (Kenrick & Funder, 1988 ). Unfortunately, research-
ers have rarely followed Christic and Geis's lead by examining
MACH's inteructive effects with environmental variables (see
Wilson et al., 1996), although the results of those who have
substantiate the importance of an interactionist view of MACH
(e.g., Shepperd & Socherman, 1997; Shultz, 1993).

Successful Psychopaths
If MACH and psychopathy are the same personality dimen-

sion, and the Mach-TV is a global measurc of psychopathic
attributes, what implications docs this present for the literature
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on MACH and psychopathy? In most of the research conducted
on MACH, the respondents have been drawn from university
populations, whereas most of the research conducted on psy-
chopathy has been done with institutionalized felons. Thus, re-
search in both areas has examined antisocial tendencies hut
typically on opposite ends of the participant spectrum. MACH
research has focused on intelligent and successful antisocial
individuals, whereas psychopathy research has focused on less
intelligent and successful antisocial individuals. We would argue
that high MACH scorers in noninstitutionalized (e.g., univer-
sity ) samples occupy an intermediate position on the psychopa-
thy continuum and that many of these individuals represent the
**successful psychopath’ to which various authors have alluded
(e.g.. Cleckley, 1941/1988; Smith, 1978, 1984, 1985; Sutker,
1994). Thus, the vast literature on MACH can be interpreted
as an explication of the dispositions and interpersonal tendencies
of relatively successful yet antisocial people. Studies document-
ing the relative success of high MACH scorers at lying (De-
Paulo & Rosenthal, 1979; Geis & Moon, 1981), manipulating
(Christie & Geis, 1970; Geis, 1978), and achieving professional
success (Shultz, 1993) are consistent with this argument.

Limitations of the Current Studies

The samples that we used were predominantly female, and
this certainly limits the generalizability of our results, especially
because institutionalized psychopaths are overwhelmingly male
(Lykken, 1995). However, in accordance with a dimensional
view of personality and the personality disorders, our studies
demonstrate that it is possible to test theoretically derived pre-
dictions concerning psychopathy even within samples in whom
psychopathic traits are perhaps least evident. Although research
on psychopathic attributes with the general population may not
have direct implications for actual clinical cases of psychopathy,
it may have indirect implications via hypothesis testing and
theory building (Mook, 1983). Moreover, although psychology
has often been self-critical in relation to an overreliance on
student samples (e.g., Sears, 1986), research on psychopathic
antributes is one area in which this criticism does not apply. The
vast majority of research on psychopathy has been conducted
with male (primarily white) felons, and there is a need for
increased research on psychopathy with noninstitutionalized
populations (see Sutker, 1994, pp. 88-89).

Measuring Psychopathic Traits and Behaviors

Our partial correlation results highlight the importance of
simultaneously measuring primary and secondary psychopathy
and controlling for their mutual suppressing influence. Unfortu-
nately, most of the research on psychopathy has failed to do so
primarily because most psydnopuhy measures do not allow for
the separate assessment of primary and secondary psychopathy.
Some researchers have circumvented this problem by assessing
psychopathy and anxiety simultancously and then separating
those scoring high on psychopathy into primary (low-anxiety)
and secondary (high-anxiety) groups. This procedure, although
defensible, is nonoptimal because categorizing the participants
ignores the dimensionality of psychopathy (and anxiety ). More-
over, even when partitioning variance is possible, few research-

ers have done so. For example, few researchers using Hare's
(1991) PCL-R have presented partial correlations to clarify
relations between the two factors and other measures. We would
argue that this should be a standard practice for researchers
working with the PCL-R specifically and in general for anyone
simultaneously measuring primary and secondary psychopathy.

Our findings indicate that the Mach-IV is deficient precisely
because it cannot provide a precise assessment of psychopathy
that distinguishes primary from secondary. However, the prelim-
inary evidence suggests that the Levenson et al. ( 1995) primary
and secondary psychopathy scales can provide useful self-report
measures of psychopathic attributes for use with noninstitution-
alized samples, although the deficient reliability of the second-
ary scale needs to be addressed. Our results provide additional
reliability and validity evidence for the Levenson et al. (1995)
primary and secondary psychopathy scales. With respect to di-
vergent validity, which is the most pressing issue concerning the
construct validity of these scales, the primary and secondary
scales demonstrated different associations in the predicted man-
ner with behavioral inhibition, behavioral activation, anxiety,
narcissism, the Forceful subscale of the PACL (Strack, 1991a),
Smith’s (1985) SPS, and disinhibition. With respect to conver-
gent validity, both scales were associated in the same manner
with self-reported antisocial behavior and social desirability.
Thus, the Levenson et al. (1995) scales improve on previous
measurcs of psychopathy (Smith, 1985; Strack, 1991a; Widom,
1977) by distinguishing primary from secondary psychopathy.

Death to the Mach-1V, Long Live the Mach-IV

The Mach-1V (and Mach-V) has now outlived ils usefulness
for many applications. Although factor analyses of the Mach-
IV collectively suggest a two-factor structure (i.e., views and
tactics), the two factors are not consistently marked by the same
items across studies (see Fehr et al., 1992). Thus, it is not
possible to decompose the Mach-1V into reliable subscales that
would allow for a more precise examination of its facets
(Carver, 1989). Moreover, the Mach-1V Total score is nol useful
for providing precise measurement of antisocial dispositions
partly because it includes behavioral indicators and therefore
groups together as **high MACHSs"* people with different dispo-
sitions. However, the scale was never designed for the precise
measurement of dispositions and instead represents the culmina-
tion of a unique interdisciplinary project. The Mach-1V does
still possess value as a global measure ol psychopathy that can
be used in the evalvation of new measures and for use in contexts
in which brevity is essential (e.g., survey work). Moreover,
Christic and Geis's (1970) Srudies in Machiavellianism, and
the research activity that it generated, represents a lasting testi-
mony to the heuristic value of interdisciplinary ideas and re-
search that is exceeded perhaps by only the literature on authori-
tarianism within personality and social psychology (i.c., Adorno,
Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950).

In closing, we note that personality and social psychologists
have been conducting research on psychopathic attributes in
noninstitutionalized populations for more than 25 years and that
this research is organized under the rubric of Machiavellianism
(Christie & Geis, 1970). Although our resulls indicate that the
Mach-1V is an imperfect measure of psychopathic attributes
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because of its confounding of primary and secondary psychopa-
thy, the enormous literature on MACH certainly can and should
serve as a foundation for continuing research on psychopathic
attributes in noninstitutionalized populations.
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