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Abstract 

The present study investigated the influence of Machiavellianism and friend-
ship competition on the elicitation of self-disclosure from others within 
friendship dyads. Male (N = 120) and female (N = 70) participants aged 17 to 
60 years (M = 29.15, SD = 12.26) completed a questionnaire containing pre-
liminary demographic questions, Mach IV Scale, Opener Scale and Interper-
sonal Competition Index. The regression analysis has revealed that Machia-
vellianism and friendship competition are reliable predictors of the ability to 
elicit self-disclosure from others, and these results coincide with those of cor-
relation analysis. This study represents the very first attempt to investigate the 
Machiavellian personality correlates associated with the tendency to elicit 
self-disclosure from others, and its findings may help shed light upon the di-
rection of future research.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Machiavellianism 

Being one of the so-called “Dark Triad” personality traits, i.e. Machiavellianism, 
narcissism, and psychopathy (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), in modern psycholo-
gy, Machiavellianism has come to be associated with tendencies to disdain con-
ventional morality, lack empathy and sincerity, manipulate or exploit others in 
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social interactions, and achieve self-interests via deception (Christie & Geis, 
1970; Vecchio & Sussman, 1991; Fehr, Samsom, & Paulhus, 1992; McHoskey, 
1995; McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998; Wilson, Near, & Miller, 1998; Wastell 
& Booth, 2003; Sherry et al., 2006; Jones & Paulhus, 2009; Ali & Chamor-
ro-Premuzic, 2010; Bereczkei, Birkas, & Kerekes, 2010; Rauthmann, 2012; Furn-
ham et al., 2013). The term “Machiavellian” refers to an individual associated 
with tendencies to distrust others, engage in amoral manipulation, seek control 
over others, and seek status for oneself (Fehr et al., 1992; McHoskey, 1999; 
Dahling et al., 2009). Machiavellians have also been shown to be resistant to in-
fluence by others, cognitively oriented, disinterested in interpersonal closeness, 
and motivated by self-interest (Fehr et al., 1992; McHoskey, 1999; Wastell & 
Booth, 2003). Moreover, many studies have indicated that Machiavellianism is 
negatively correlated with agreeableness and conscientiousness as well as with 
emotional intelligence, but positively correlated with neuroticism of the Big Five 
personality constructs (Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Austin et al., 2007; Andrew et 
al., 2008; Vernon et al., 2008; Veselka et al., 2012; Jonason & Kavanagh, 2010). 

Machiavellians 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; Lyons & Aitken, 2010). Due to the lack of emo-
tional attachment, there may be little that holds Machiavellians back from 
harming others for the sake of achieving success. It is not surprising that Ma-
chiavellianism influences sexual (Jonason et al., 2009; McHoskey, 2001), roman-
tic (Ragsdale & Brandau-Brown, 2005; Jonason & Kavanagh, 2010) and working 
(Chen, 2010; Kiazad et al., 2010) relationships, too. In particular, recent research 
findings have indicated that employees high in Machiavellianism are quite dis-
ruptive to the effective functioning of organizations (Dahling et al., 2009; Kessler 
et al., 2010; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010; O’Boyle et al., 2012). For instance, these 
employees are more likely to steal (Fehr et al., 1992; Harrell & Hartnagel, 1976), 
are economically opportunistic and less cooperative (Sakalaki et al., 2007), have 
lower job satisfaction and higher turnover (Fehr et al., 1992; Wilson et al., 1996), 
engage in unethical and counterproductive work behaviours (Kish-Gephart et 
al., 2010; O’Boyle et al., 2012). Furthermore, Machiavellians place little impor-
tance on establishing close, intimate relationships, but these relationships do 
provide Machiavellians with opportunities for emotional manipulation, such as 
coercion and pleasure induction, and subsequent reward (Lyons & Aitken, 2010; 
Brewer et al., 2014, Lo & Ng, 2019). All in all, increasing attention has been 
drawn towards the study of Machiavellianism in recent years due to its promi-
nence in subclinical populations and influence on psychological adjustment 
(McHoskey, 1999; Martin et al., 2012). 

1.2. Competition in Friendship 

Humans are social animals and friendship is certainly a significant form of in-
terpersonal relationships, as demonstrated by the considerable amount of time 
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spent with friends. It is commonly agreed that the term friendship refers to the 
cooperative, supportive and caring behaviour among people, and that friend-
ships are important because of the time that was spent with friends, the pleasure 
derived from friendships and the increasing role of friendships in filling our so-
cial needs (Perlman, 2016). Research findings also suggest that friendship is a 
critical determinant of personal happiness, hopefulness, self-esteem and self-image 
(Foster, 2005). For instance, as pointed out by Holt-Lunstad (2016), having more 
and better relationship is critical for having better physical and mental health. 
Both Erdley and Day (2016) and King et al. (2016) emphasize how lack of 
friendship is linked with loneliness, depression, anxiety and being low in 
self-esteem as well as how friendship leads to smoother school adjustment, 
higher psychosocial adjustment and better quality of life. In addition, Morrison 
and Cooper-Thomas (2016) stress organizational benefits of friendship and 
claim that employees with a best friend at work are seven times as likely as to be 
engaged in their jobs, more productive, and less likely to get injured on the job. 

In spite of the various benefits of friendship, there are downsides of friend-
ship, too. Competition is one of the most disliked aspects of friendship and may 
influence the selection of friends (Bleske & Buss, 2000). Although interpersonal 
competition is ubiquitous in all arenas of human life: within the family, in 
school, in the sports ground, in the workplace, among peers, etc., yet competi-
tion in friendship has received very little attention in the literature (Singleton & 
Vacca, 2007). This may be attributed to the spurious dichotomy posed between 
competition and cooperation; competition was often considered to be basically 
negative whereas cooperation was identified to be positive and constructive 
(Deutsch, 1949, 1973; Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Van de Vliert, 1999; Fülöp, 
2004). Regarding the impact of competition on friendship, it is commonly be-
lieved that competition is an inevitable component of the human condition and 
social comparison among close others, especially some benign forms of competi-
tion, might actually be a great way to motivate each other (or, at the very least, 
lead to some fun) and help one realize one’s own abilities (Sullivan, 1953; Tassi 
& Schneider, 1997). On the contrary, competition has also been thought of as 
detrimental to maintaining close, quality friendships, especially when it becomes 
excessive, because it causes tension and ill feelings as well as interferes with the 
satisfaction of personal needs as compared with cooperation (Deutsch, 1949; 
Tesser & Moore, 1990; Berndt, 1996; Singleton & Vacca, 2007). Particularly, Ru-
bin (1985) has asserted that competition undermines the emotional support that 
friendship requires. Hence, managing competitiveness in our friendships is of 
utmost importance. In a survey conducted among professionals concerning what 
they disliked about their friendships, Sapadin (1988) indeed observed that 
“competition” turned out to be the most popular response of both men and 
women with respect to their same-sex friends. Moreover, related research sug-
gests that there exists more interpersonal competition between male friends than 
between female friends (i.e. males are more competitive than females) and that 
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this gender difference seems to result from the gender-role expectations and so-
cialization (Lever, 1978; Spence & Helmreich, 1983; Rubin, 1985; Werking, 
1997). For instance, women seldom acknowledge competition with their friends 
but competition seems to be a “theme” that runs through men’s relationships 
with one another (Rubin, 1985). Nevertheless, competition in cross-sex friend-
ships does not receive much attention in the literature, and this may imply that 
there exists less competition between cross-sex than between same-sex friends 
(Werking, 1997). 

1.3. Elicitation of Self-Disclosure 

Self-disclosure is defined as the act of revealing details about oneself (including 
thoughts, feelings, aspirations, goals, failures, successes, fears, dreams, favou-
rites, etc.) to others, and it is crucial for developing and reinforcing intimacy, 
trust and liking within human relationships (Berg & Derlega, 1987; Monsour, 
1992; Collins & Miller, 1994). Of course, this may involve risk and vulnerability 
on the part of the person sharing the information (Wicker et al., 2005). 
Self-disclosure not only allows us to open up and disclose more with people who 
disclose too, but it is also a reciprocal process in which the more one discloses to 
others, the more they will be willing to do the same, thus leading to trust that 
strengthens the relationship (Steinberg, 2007). However, too much disclosure 
early in a relationship may not facilitate its development for it might be viewed 
as being insecure and can lead to rejection because of not being liked or accepted 
(Steinberg, 2007). Self-disclosure consists of two major aspects, namely the 
depth or intimacy of information disclosed, and the breath or amount of ex-
changed information (Cosby, 1973). When one’s private information is being 
disclosed, the disclosure is high in depth; on the other hand, when one discloses 
a wide range of topics about himself/herself, such a disclosure is high in breadth. 

While individuals have a propensity to disclose “high” or “low” amounts of 
personal information (Cosby, 1973), similar individual differences can also be 
found in the ability to elicit intimate self-disclosure from interaction partners 
(Miller et al., 1983; Colvin & Longueuil, 2001). In order to assess the individual 
differences in this ability quantitatively, Miller et al. (1983) developed the Open-
er Scale, which is a 10-item measure rated on a 5-point Likert scale. Despite its 
brevity, the Opener Scale has been shown to be both reliable and valid. Accord-
ing to the scale, individuals termed as “High Openers” (i.e. the high scorers) 
were able to elicit a greater amount of more intimate self-disclosure from their 
targets than “Low Openers” (i.e. the low scorers) in get-acquainted contexts 
(Miller et al., 1983; Shaffer et al, 1990; Pegalis et al, 1994). High Openers are 
liked better than Low Openers by unacquainted partners because High Openers 
tend to be socially skilled with warm and agreeable personalities as well as are 
more attentive to their partners. Research evidence has also demonstrated that 
High Openers score higher on measures of receptiveness, responsiveness and 
agreeableness (Colvin & Longueuil, 2001; Miller et al., 1983; Wheeless & Grotz, 
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1977; Barrett & Pietromonaco, 1997). Accordingly, these findings imply that 
High Openers may be linked to greater satisfaction in the intimate context of a 
long-term relationship (Miller et al., 1983; Hendrick et al., 1988). In other words, 
High Openers may have more close friends than Low Openers. Moreover, ob-
vious gender differences were observed; men score significantly lower on the 
Opener Scale than women (Miller et al., 1983; Pegalis et al., 1994; Colvin & 
Longueuil, 2001). This is consistent with the research finding that women are 
more motivated to seek harmonious interpersonal relationships than men (Ba-
kan, 1966; Vogt & Colvin, 2003). 

1.4. Objectives and Hypotheses 

The current study investigates the relationship between Machiavellianism and 
elicitation of self-disclosure in a competitive friendship. Machiavellians place lit-
tle importance on intimate relationships and report friendships of poor quality, 
but they regard these relationships as good opportunities for emotional manipu-
lation and subsequent reward (Lyons & Aitken, 2010). In particular, Machiavel-
lian individuals intentionally use self-disclosure as a manipulative strategy to 
maximize personal gain (Jones et al., 1979; Rauthmann, 2012). A recent study of 
how Machiavellianism and competition influence self-disclosure within friend-
ship dyads has revealed that Machiavellianism and friendship competition pre-
dict the honesty-accuracy of self-disclosure but not the amount or positive-
ness-negativeness of information disclosed (Brewer et al., 2014). Whereas Ma-
chiavellian personalities appear to make strategic self-disclosures, the contrast— 
eliciting self-disclosure from others—in the Machiavellian personality has yet to 
be investigated. A study of the relationship between Machiavellianism and elici-
tation of self-disclosure will beyond question help shed light upon the Machia-
vellian personalities in this regard. 

Three measures, namely the Mach IV Scale developed by Christie and Geis 
(1970), the Opener Scale designed by Miller et al. (1983) and the Interpersonal 
Competition Index constructed by Singleton and Vacca (2007), are employed to 
evaluate agreement with Machiavellian beliefs, to measure individual differences 
in the ability to elicit self-disclosure from others, and to assess the intensity of 
competition, respectively. Equipped with these three instruments, the current 
study has the following specific objectives: 

1) To explore the relationship between Machiavellianism and elicitation of 
self-disclosure in a competitive or cooperative friendship;  

2) To test the hypothesis that females tend more likely to be Low Machs and 
High Openers as well as to exhibit Low Competitiveness than males. 

The proposed hypothesis is based upon the fact that men report higher levels 
of Machiavellianism than women (O’Connor & Simms, 1990; McHoskey, 1999, 
2001), women use disclosure more than men in close friendships (Dindia & Al-
len, 1992), and women are more skilful in eliciting self-disclosure from others 
than men (Miller et al., 1983; Pegalis et al., 1994; Colvin & Longueuil, 2001). 
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2. Method 

2.1. Participants 

A total of 190 individuals (age 17 to 60, M = 29.15, SD = 12.26) were recruited to 
participate in this study by convenience sampling and snowball sampling. The 
sample consists of 120 men (age 17 to 60, M = 29.36, SD = 12.54) and 70 women 
(age 17 to 57, M = 28.80, SD = 11.86). Of the 190 participants, 14 are secondary 
school graduates, 75 are either studying university education now or university 
graduates, and 101 are either postgraduate students now or have received post-
graduate degrees. None of the participants received any financial reward for par-
ticipation. 

2.2. Measures 

Three instruments were administered to collect the research data. The first in-
strument is the Mach IV Scale developed by Chrisie and Geis (1970), the second 
one is the Opener Scale designed by Miller et al. (1983), and the third one is the 
Interpersonal Competition Index constructed by Singleton and Vacca (2007). 

2.2.1. Mach IV Scale 

The Mach IV Scale (Christie & Geis, 1970) contains 20 items rated on a five 
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) and is used to 
evaluate agreement with Machiavellian beliefs in interactions with others, mo-
rality and cynicism. The twenty items are divided into three categories, namely 9 
items on the use of tactics in interpersonal relationship, 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 100. 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 term 
“High Machs” commonly refers to the participants high in Machiavellian trait 
and those participants low in Machiavellian trait are labelled as “Low Machs”, 
even though most current research tends to investigate Machiavellianism on a 
continuum. People scoring above 60 are identified as High Machs whereas those 
scoring 60 or below are known as Low Machs. This scale has demonstrated high 
internal consistency as well as acceptable reliability and validity in various pre-
vious studies (Fehr et al., 1992). Example items include “Honesty is the best pol-
icy in all cases.” 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. Opener Scale 

The Opener Scale (Miller et al., 1983) contains 10 items rated on a five point Li-
kert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), and is used to measure 
individual differences in the ability to elicit self-disclosure from others. The ten 
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items can be grouped into three categories, namely perceived reactions of others 
(e.g. Item 6), interest in listening to others (e.g. Item 7), and interpersonal skills 
(e.g. Item 10). The total score has a minimum of 10 and a maximum of 50. High 
Openers who score above 30 are better liked and elicit more self-disclosure from 
their interaction partners than Low Openers who score 30 or below. This scale 
has been a useful tool for studying the underlying processes of self-disclosure 
and the dynamics of social interactions (Pegalis et al., 1994; Vogt & Colvin, 
2003). Example items include “People trust me with their secrets.” and “I’m 
sympathetic to people’s problems.” 

2.2.3. Interpersonal Competition Index 

The Interpersonal Competition Index (Singleton & Vacca, 2007) contains 7 
items concerning competition within various domains in which friends may 
compete with one another. The index regards the interpersonal competition as a 
process of comparison motivated by the desire to outperform the others, so it 
actually measures the intensity of competition instead of the frequency. Each 
item is rated on a five point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree), with the total score lying between 7 and 35, and Item 3 has been reverse 
scored. High Competitiveness is defined by a score above 21; otherwise we have 
Low Competitiveness. Example items include “I don’t like my friend to get better 
grades than I do” and “I do not mind losing arguments with my friend”. 

2.3. Procedures 

A questionnaire comprising the 20 items of Mach IV Scale, the 10 items of 
Opener Scale, the 7 items of Interpersonal Competition Index, and a few demo-
graphic items (like the gender, age, education level, etc.) was designed. All the 
required briefing and de-briefing information were provided with the question-
naire. A webpage was created so that the study could be conducted online. While 
98 individuals participated the online survey, 92 participants returned hardco-
pies of the completed questionnaire. 

3. Results 

3.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The reliability of the three scales, namely the Mach IV Scale, the Opener Scale 
and the Interpersonal Competition Index, was analysed using the SPSS. The 
Cronbach’s alpha values of the Mach IV Scale is acceptable (α = 0.618) whilst 
both the Opener Scale and the Interpersonal Competition Index exhibit strong 
Cronbach’s alpha values (Opener Scale: α = 0.854; Interpersonal Competition 
Index: α = 0.798). Before performing the correlation analysis, normality checks 
for the three scales were conducted. The following descriptive statistics data were 
obtained: Mach IV Scale (M = 56.54, SD = 6.86, Skewness = −0.027 with SE = 
0.176, Kurtosis = 0.236 with SE = 0.351), Opener Scale (M = 35.87, SD = 5.59, 
Skewness = −0.028 with SE = 0.176, Kurtosis = −0.062 with SE = 0.351) and In-
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terpersonal Competition Index (M = 17.61, SD =4.74, Skewness = −0.050 with 
SE = 0.176, Kurtosis = −0.281 with SE = 0.351). It is apparent that the skewness 
and kurtosis data all seem to imply normal distributions. The normality is also 
confirmed by the Shapiro-Wilk test results: Mach IV Scale (S-W = 0.990, df = 
190, p = 0.223), Opener Scale (S-W = 0.986, df = 190, p = 0.057) and Interper-
sonal Competition Index (S-W = 0.990, df = 190, p = 0.217). 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 three scales 
could be checked. 

Finally, scatter plots with lines of best fit were examined to check for the linear 
assumptions involving the Pearson correlations. Results of the scatter plots indi-
cate that all the correlations are linear. As such, the Pearson correlation coeffi-
cients among the three scales were computed using the SPSS as follows: 

1) Pearson correlation between Mach IV Scale and Opener Scale is (r = 
−0.260, p < 0.001, n = 190, 2-tailed); 

2) Pearson correlation between Mark IV Scale and Interpersonal Competition 
Index is (r = 0.143, p = 0.049, n = 190, 2-tailed);  

3) Pearson correlation between Opener Scale and Interpersonal Competition 
Index is (r = −0.248, p = 0.001, n = 190, 2-tailed). 

As shown by the Pearson correlation coefficients, the Mach IV Scale positively 
correlates with the Interpersonal Competition Index whereas both of them exhi-
bit a material negative correlation with the Opener Scale. 

3.2. Regression Analysis 

To investigate the influence of Machiavellianism and friendship competition on 
the capability of eliciting self-disclosure, standard multiple linear regression was 
conducted with Machiavellianism and friendship competition being entered si-
multaneously. A significant regression equation was found (F(2, 187) = 11.863, p 
< 0.001), with an R2 of 0.113. Participants’ predicted Opener Scale score is equal 
to 50.869 − 0.186 × (Mach IV Scale score) − 0.254 × (Interpersonal Competition 
Index score). Participant’s Opener Scale score decreases 0.186 unit for each unit 
of Mach IV Scale score and 0.254 unit for each unit of the Interpersonal Compe-
tition Index score. Both Mach IV Scale score (β = −0.229, p = 0.001) and Inter-
personal Competition Index score (β = −0.215, p = 0.002) are significant predic-
tors of Opener Scale score. This is in agreement with the results of correlation 
analysis. 

3.3. Independent Samples t-Test 

An independent samples t test was performed comparing the mean Opener Scale 
scores of High Machs and Low Machs. The test results show that Low Machs (M 
= 36.39, SD = 5.51, n = 135) are more capable of eliciting self-disclosure from 
others than High Machs (M = 34.58, SD = 5.63, n = 55), t (188) = 2.04, p = 0.043, 
two-tailed. The mean difference between the two groups is 1.81, and the 95% 
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confidence interval (CI) for the estimated population mean difference is between 
0.06 and 3.56. 

Likewise, the same t test was performed comparing the mean Opener Scale 
scores of High Competitiveness and Low Competitiveness. Low Competitiveness 
(M = 36.29, SD = 5.45, n = 153) is more favourable for elicitation of self-disclosure 
from others than High Competitiveness (M = 34.11, SD = 5.89, n = 37), t (188) = 
2.15, p = 0.032, two-tailed. The mean difference between the two groups is 2.19, 
and the 95% CI for the estimated population mean difference is between 0.18 
and 4.19. 

Beyond question these t tests have drawn conclusions that are consistent with 
both the correlation analysis and the multiple linear regression analysis. 

3.4. Gender Differences 

3.4.1. Descriptive Statistics 
Reliability and normality checks for the three scales were applied to the samples 
of the two genders, and both properties were found to remain valid. The details 
of the analyses of both reliability and normality are: 1) for males Mach IV Scale 
(α = 0.603, M = 57.55, SD = 6.82, Skewness = 0.011 with SE = 0.221, Kurtosis = 
0.346 with SE = 0.438), Opener Scale (α = 0.836, M = 34.92, SD = 5.40, Skewness 
= 0.176 with SE = 0.221, Kurtosis = 0.241 with SE = 0.438) and Interpersonal 
Competition Index (α = 0.817, M = 18.32, SD = 4.93, Skewness = −0.193 with SE 
= 0.221, Kurtosis = −0.138 with SE = 0.438), and 2) for females Mach IV Scale (α 
= 0.614, M = 54.80, SD = 6.63, Skewness = −0.147 with SE = 0.287, Kurtosis = 
0.013 with SE = 0.566), Opener Scale (α = 0.870, M = 37.50, SD = 5.57, Skewness 
= −0.426 with SE = 0.287, Kurtosis = 0.241 with SE = 0.566) and Interpersonal 
Competition Index (α = 0.734, M = 16.39, SD = 4.15, Skewness = −0.007 with SE 
= 0.287, Kurtosis = −0.615 with SE = 0.566). The Cronbach’s alpha values are 
acceptable for the Mach IV Scale and strong for the other two instruments. Both 
the skewness and kurtosis data all seem to imply normal distributions. 

In addition, the normality is confirmed by the Shapiro-Wilk test results: 1) for 
males Mach IV Scale (S-W = 0.991, df = 120, p = 0.584), Opener Scale (S-W = 
0.981, df = 120, p = 0.080) and Interpersonal Competition Index (S-W = 0.986, 
df = 120, p = 0.271), and 2) for females Mach IV Scale (S-W = 0.979, df = 70, p = 
0.287), Opener Scale (S-W = 0.972, df = 70, p = 0.116) and Interpersonal Com-
petition Index (S-W = 0.982, df = 70, p = 0.418). Other results like the Q-Q 
plots, box plots and histograms with normal distribution curves were examined 
to check the validity of the parametric assumptions of the three scales as well. 
Besides, the correlation analysis shows that the sample of 120 males displays 
negative correlation between the Opener Scale and the Interpersonal Competi-
tion Index with statistical significance (r = −0.198, p = 0.030, n = 120, 2-tailed), 
whilst in the sample of 70 females the Opener Scale exhibits a statistically signif-
icant negative correlation with both the Mach IV Scale (r = −0.348, p = 0.003, n 
= 70, 2-tailed) and the Interpersonal Competition Index (r = −0.245, p = 0.041, n 
= 70, 2-tailed). 
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3.4.2. Hypotheis Testing 

To test the hypothesis that females tend more likely to be Low Machs and High 
Openers as well as to exhibit Low Competitiveness than males, the independent 
samples t test was performed to compare females’ mean scores of the three scales 
with those of males. Results of the t test are: 1) for Mach IV Scale males (M = 
57.55, SD = 6.82, n = 120), females (M = 54.80, SD = 6.63, n = 70), t(188) = 2.71, 
p = 0.07, two-tailed, mean difference = 2.75, and 95% CI = (0.75, 4.75); 2) for 
Opener Scale males (M = 34.92, SD = 5.40, n = 120), females (M = 37.50, SD = 
5.57, n = 70), t(188) = 3.14, p = 0.02, two-tailed, mean difference = −2.58, and 
95% CI = (−4.20, −0.96); and 3) for Interpersonal Competition Index males (M 
= 18.33, SD = 4.93, n = 120), females (M = 16.39, SD = 4.15, n = 70), t (188) = 
2.77, p = 0.06, two-tailed, mean difference = 1.94, and 95% CI = (0.56, 3.32). It is 
obvious that all the differences in the mean scores of the three scales are statisti-
cally significant. Accordingly, the test results are in support of the hypothesis. 

3.4.3. Regression Analysis 

Standard multiple linear regression was performed separately for male and fe-
male participants, with Machiavellianism and friendship competition being en-
tered simultaneously. Analyses reveal that the Mach IV Scale score (β = −0.309, 
p = 0.009) is a significant predictor of the Opener Scale score for the females 
(F(2, 67) = 5.965, p = 0.004), with an R2 of 0.389, but not for the males. On the 
other hand, the Interpersonal Competition Index score (β = −0.190, p = 0.037) 
significantly predicts the Opener Scale score for the males only (F(2, 117) = 
3.740, p = 0.027), with an R2 of 0.245. 

3.4.4. Independent Samples t-Test 
An independent samples t test was performed to the samples of both genders 
independently in order to compare the mean Opener Scale scores of High Machs 
and Low Machs in each sample. The same test was also conducted to compare 
the mean Opener Scale scores of High Competitiveness and Low Competitive-
ness. However, no statistically significant difference can be found at all. 

4. Discussion 

The present study demonstrated that Machiavellianism and competition influ-
ence elicitation of self-disclosure within friendship dyads. The friendship dyads 
experienced by high Mach individuals and those in competitive friendships are 
found to be characterized by a less amount of intimate self-disclosure from their 
interaction partners; that is, High Machs are Low Openers under High Competi-
tiveness. The regression analysis suggests that both Machiavellianism and inter-
personal competition in friendship are reliable predictors of the ability to elicit 
self-disclosure from others, and this is in agreement with the results of both cor-
relation analysis and independent samples t-test. Obviously, this is not a surprise 
because High Openers score higher on measures of receptiveness, responsive-
ness and agreeableness. The research findings also show that Machiavellianism 
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positively correlates with Competitiveness in friendship. This result is consistent 
with the fact that Machiavellianism is negatively correlated with agreeableness 
and conscientiousness. Moreover, by comparing women’s mean scores of the 
three scales with those of men, the hypothesis that women tend more likely to be 
Low Machs and High Openers as well as to exhibit Low Competitiveness than 
men is confirmed. Nevertheless, perhaps due to the small sample size, the re-
gression analysis of other gender differences is not so conclusive as one may ex-
pect. 

The conclusions of the current study are of course restricted by a reliance on 
self-reported data and information from one member of the friendship dyads 
only. As friendships are dyadic, the perception of the other friend in the dyad is 
also important for establishing the processes involved in developing intimacy 
and closeness. A dyad approach provides valuable opportunities for future re-
search. In addition, the findings of the present study are limited to adult friend-
ships, and almost all the participants have at least tertiary education. Thus, there 
may be possible biases with respect to age and education. A sample of larger size 
and wider scope will help reduce the biases in future studies. Likewise, due to the 
small sample size all the analyses cannot be performed within either same-sex 
friendship dyads or cross-sex friendship dyads. Since biological sex may affect 
the findings, a large sample of comparable numbers of female and male partici-
pants will definitely help resolve the problem. Besides, the correlational ques-
tionnaire design does not allow us to infer causality, so longitudinal research 
monitoring the development and maintenance of friendship dyads is recom-
mended. 

In conclusion, both Machiavellianism and interpersonal competition in 
friendship are found in the current study to be reliable predictors of the ability to 
elicit self-disclosure from interaction partners, and these results coincide with 
those of correlation analysis: the Mach IV Scale positively correlates with the In-
terpersonal Competition Index whereas both of them display a negative correla-
tion with the Opener Scale. This study represents the very first attempt to inves-
tigate the Machiavellian personality correlates associated with the tendency to 
elicit self-disclosure from others, and its findings may help shed light upon the 
direction of future research. For instance, in recent years the important issue of 
preventing injuries and deaths in the workplace via voicing safety concerns has 
attracted much attention towards the industrial organizational domain (Lu, 
2014; Hodges, 2018; Bazzoli et al., 2020; Curcuruto et al., 2020) because of the 
rising costs of health and safety. Despite that safety in the workplace is a major 
concern of the employees, some safety concerns are still not being voiced to em-
ployers. One possible reason is that an employee may be less likely to voice con-
cerns if their supervisors are Low Openers. Hence, supervisors high in Machia-
vellianism may constitute a hindrance to safety voicing of the employees. 

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 

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2021.123026


C.-F. Lo 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2021.123026 420 Psychology 
 

whole population. Second, data collection was based upon participants’ self-report, 
so their subjective perspectives could not be avoided. Third, all the participants 
are Chinese living in Hong Kong, so there may be cultural biases in the findings. 
Further studies with participants other than Chinese could help resolve the 
problem. 
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