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The current study investigated the influence of Machiavellianism, a personality trait characterized by a manipulative interpersonal style and willingness to exploit others (Christie & Geis, 1970), on three areas of sexual behavior. Men (N = 90) and women (N = 192) aged 18 – 81 years (M = 25.82, SD = 9.85) completed the Mach IV (Christie & Geis, 1970), YSEX Questionnaire (Meston & Buss, 2007), Sexual Deception Scale (Marelich, Lundquist, Painter & Mechanic, 2008) and Intentions Towards Infidelity Scale (Jones, Olderbak & Figueredo, 2011). Those with high levels of Machiavellianism were more likely to engage in sexual behavior for physical reasons, goal attainment and insecurity. In particular, Machiavellian men and women endorsed stress reduction, experience seeking, resources, social status, revenge, utilitarian reasons, boosting self-esteem, duty / pressure, and mate guarding as motivations for sexual behavior. Machiavellianism was also a significant predictor of each form of sexual deception investigated (blatant lying, self-serving and avoiding confrontation) and intentions to engage in infidelity. Sex did not moderate the influence of Machiavellianism on sexual behavior.   
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1.0 Introduction
Machiavellianism is a personality trait associated with cynicism, distrust and a willingness to exploit others (Christie & Geis, 1970; Vecchio & Sussman, 1991). Previous research demonstrates that Machiavellianism is associated with a greater number of sexual partners (McHoskey, 2001) and the use of strategies intended to avoid or reduce relationship commitment (Jonason, & Buss, 2012). Thus, it is often argued that the Machiavellian interpersonal style facilitates a short-term mating strategy and thus confers an evolutionary advantage (Buss, 2009; Jonason Webster, Schmitt, Li & Crysel, 2012). However, Machiavellianism influences a range of relationship types, suggesting that Machiavellian men and women are flexible and opportunistic (Fehr, Samson, & Paulhus, 1992; Furnham, Richards & Paulhus, 2013), and decisions to engage in short or long-term relationships are dependent on the specific rewards available. The current study extends our understanding of Machiavellianism in the context of sexual behavior, and investigates the relationships between Machiavellianism, motivations for sexual activity, sexual deception and infidelity.
Sexual Motivation
Personality influences many aspects of sexual activity (e.g. Fink, Neave, & Brewer, 2007), including motivation to engage in sexual behavior. Whilst previous research has established a relationship between Machiavellianism and sexual activity (e.g. Baughman, Jonason, Veselka, & Vernon, 2014; Goncalves & Campbell, 2014; Veselka, Giammarco & Vernon, 2014), specific motivations for sexual behavior have not been considered. According to Meston and Buss (2007), there are a range of reasons (categorized as physical reasons, goal attainment, emotional and insecurity) for engaging in sexual behavior. Physical reasons include stress reduction, pleasure, physical desirability, and experience seeking. Goal attainment includes resources, social status, revenge and utilitarian reasons. Emotional motivations include love and commitment and expression and insecurity includes boosting self-esteem, duty / pressure and mate guarding. The exploitative, opportunistic nature of Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970; Jones & Paulhus, 2009) in which other people are viewed as a ‘means to an end’, suggests that men and women with high levels of Machiavellianism may be most motivated by individual reward. Specifically, we predict that Machiavellianism will be positively related to engaging in sexual behavior in order to achieve a particular goal such as the acquisition of social status or to guard a mate, but not related to those motivations (e.g. love and commitment) reflecting emotional closeness and intimacy. 
Sexual Deception
Sexual deception is widespread and a substantial number of men and women routinely withhold or amend information relating to their sexual history. For example, Lucchetti (1999) demonstrates that over 25% of individuals lower their actual number of previous sexual partners before disclosing to current mate. Individuals are also often dishonest in relation to the identity of previous sexual partners and previous incidence of infidelity (Williams, 2001). Previous research documents the manner in which personality influences the use (Riggio, Salinas & Tucker, 1988; Seto, Khattar, Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 1997) and detection of deception (Lyons, Healy & Bruno, 2013). Furthermore, the ability to deceive is an important aspect of the Machiavellian interpersonal style (Christie & Geis, 1970). In particular, individuals with high levels of Machiavellianism create more plausible lies and demonstrate confidence in their ability to deceive (Giammarco, Atkinson, Baughman, Veselka, & Vernon, 2013) which maintains the appearance of truthfulness (Exline, Thibaut, Hickey & Gumpert, 1970). Machiavellian men and women also control the type and depth of personal information they reveal to others (within platonic relationships) (Abell & Brewer, 2014; Brewer, Abell, & Lyons, 2014) which facilitates manipulation and may hinder the detection of blatant lies by deceived relationship partners. Those with high levels of Machiavellianism also appear willing to deceive romantic / sexual partners. For example, men and women with high levels of Machiavellianism are more likely to employ deceptive mating strategies, though for women this relationship is moderated by previous sexual history (Dussault, Hojjat, & Boone, 2013). Therefore, the present study investigates the influence of Machiavellianism on sexual deception. We predict the greater use of each sexual deception type by those with higher levels of Machiavellianism.
Infidelity
Though infidelity (Saxe, 1991) threatens the stability of a romantic relationship (Betzig, 1989), approximately 20% of men and women report that they have engaged in a sexual affair during their current relationship (Mark, Janssen, & Milhausen, 2011). Furthermore, those that are unfaithful to a current partner are also likely to have been unfaithful in prior relationships (Adamopoulou, 2013). A range of personality traits including psychoticism (Buss & Shackleford, 1997) and sensation seeking (Lalasz & Weigel, 2011) are associated with extra-dyadic behaviors. In particular, those with high levels of Machiavellianism are more likely to ‘poach’ another person’s partner or themselves be poached from a current relationship (Jonason, Li, & Buss, 2010). It is unclear however whether the relationship between Machiavellianism and infidelity reflects a lower commitment to the primary partner (i.e. willingness to remain faithful) or other factors such as increased attractiveness and subsequent greater opportunities for infidelity. Hence, the present study considers intended infidelity. We predict that Machiavellian men and women will be more willing to engage in infidelity than those with low levels of the trait.
In the present study, men and women were invited to complete a series of online questionnaires measuring Machiavellianism, motivations to engage in sexual behavior, sexual deception and willingness to engage in infidelity. We predict that Machiavellian men and women will report a greater motivation to engage in sexual behavior in order to achieve a particular goal such as the acquisition of resources or social status. Men and women with higher levels of Machiavellianism are also predicted to use greater sexual deception and report a higher intention to engage in infidelity. Based on previous research reporting sex differences in Machiavellianism (McHoskey, 2001), sexual motivation (e.g. Meston & Buss, 2007), deception (Keenan, Gallup, Goulet, & Kulkarni, 1997; Rowatt, Cunningham & Druen, 1998), infidelity (e.g. Wiederman, 1997), and the extent to which Machiavellianism influences behavior (Brewer, Abell, & Lyons, 2014), the moderating role of gender is also considered.
2.0 Method
2.1 Participants
Men (N = 90) and women (N = 192) aged 18 – 81 years (M = 25.82, SD = 9.85) were recruited through research websites (e.g. onlinepsychresearch.co.uk) and social networking sites. The majority of participants were in a serious relationship (52.50%) at the time of the study, followed by those who were single (35.80%) and in a casual relationship (11.70%). For those in a relationship, length of relationship ranged from 1 month – 40 years (M = 4.12 months, SD = 5.77 months). 
2.2 Materials and Procedure
Participants completed a series of online questionnaires including the Mach IV (Christie & Geis, 1970), YSEX Questionnaire (Meston & Buss, 2007), Sexual Deception Scale (Marelich, Lundquist, Painter & Mechanic, 2008) and Intentions Towards Infidelity Scale (Jones, Olderbak & Figueredo, 2011). The Mach IV (Christie & Geis, 1970) contains 20 items rated on a 7 point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The scale assesses interactions with others, morality and cynicism. Example items include “Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble” and “Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so”. Higher scores indicate greater levels of Machiavellianism and the measure demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .78).
The YSEX Questionnaire (Meston & Buss, 2007) contains 142 questions assessing an individual’s reasons for having sex. Items are rated on a 5 point likert scale from 1 (none of my sexual experiences) to 5 (all of my sexual experiences). The questionnaire contains 13 subfactors: Stress Reduction; Pleasure; Physical Desirability; Experience Seeking; Resources; Social Status; Revenge; Utilitarian; Love and Commitment; Expression; Self-Esteem Boost; Duty / Pressure; and Mate Guarding. All subfactors demonstrated acceptable reliability: Stress Reduction (α = .89); Pleasure (α = .95); Physical Desirability (α = .93); Experience Seeking (α = .95); Resources (α = .95); Social Status (α = .93); Revenge (α = .90); Utilitarian (α = .87); Love and Commitment (α = .96); Expression (α = .87); Self-Esteem Boost (α = .94); Duty / Pressure (α = .94); and Mate Guarding (α = .95). The YSEX subfactors may be combined to form 4 factors. Physical Reasons contains the Stress Reduction, Pleasure, Physical Desirability and Experience Seeking subfactors. Goal Attainment includes Resources, Social Status, Revenge and Utilitarian subfactors. Emotional contains Love and Commitment and Expression. Insecurity contains Self-Esteem Boost, Duty / Pressure and Mate Guarding. Examples include “I was mad at my partner so I had sex with someone else” and “I wanted to manipulate him / her into doing something for me”. Factors demonstrated acceptable reliability: Physical Reasons (α = .97); Goal Attainment (α = .95); Emotional (α = .95); and Insecurity (α = .97). Higher scores indicate greater endorsement of the reason for engaging in sexual behavior.
The Sexual Deception Scale (Marelich, Lundquist, Painter & Mechanic, 2008) contains 15 items, each answered Yes or No. Responses are scored No = 0, Yes = 1, with higher scores indicating the greater use of sexual deception. The scale contains three subscales with 7, 3 and 5 items respectively: Blatant Lying (in order to engage in sexual activity with a current or prospective partner); Self-Serving (i.e. engaging in sexual behavior to obtain specific resources) and Avoiding Confrontation (with a partner). Example items include “Have you ever told someone “I love you” but really didn’t just to have sex with them” and “Have you ever faked “who you are” in order to have sex with somebody”. Cronbach’s alphas were: Blatant Lying (α = .65); Self-Serving (α = .69); and Avoiding Confrontation (α = .69). The Intentions Towards Infidelity Scale (Jones, Olderbak & Figueredo, 2011) contains 7 items answered on a 7 point scale of -3 (not at all likely) to +3 (extremely likely). The scale measures intentions to be unfaithful and example items include “How likely do you think you are to be unfaithful to future partners”. The scale demonstrated acceptable reliability in the current study (α = .83). Higher scores indicate greater intention to engage in infidelity.
3.0 Results
Participants completed standardized measures assessing motivations for engaging in sexual behavior, sexual deception and intention to engage in infidelity. Descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables are presented in Table 1. A series of multiple regressions were conducted to investigate the extent to which Machiavellianism predicted sexual behavior. The influence of sex was also investigated, both as an individual predictor of sexual behavior and as a moderator of the relationship between Machiavellianism and sexual behavior. To represent the interaction between Machiavellianism and sex, these variables were first mean centered and multiplied together (Aiken & West, 1991). Both predictors and the interaction were then entered into a simultaneous regression model. Models significantly predicted physical reasons (R2 = .11, F(3, 179) = 7.28, p = .00), goal attainment (R2 = .11, F(3,172) = 7.33, p = .00), and insecurity factor reasons for engaging in sexual behaviour. Stress reduction (R2 = .09, F(3.212) = 7.36, p = .00), physical desirability (R2 = ..08, F(3,215) = 6.38, p = .00), experience seeking (R2 = .11, F(3,209) = 8.64, p = .00), resources (R2 = .05, F(3,206) = 3.47, p = .02), social status (R2 = .12, F(3,204) = 9.47, p = .00), revenge (R2 = .11, F(3,199) = 8.16, p = .00), utilitarian (R2 = .07, F(3,207) = 5.52, p = .00), self-esteem boost (R2 = .08, F(3,203) = 5.76, p = .00), duty / pressure (R2 = .06, F(3,189) = 4.18, p = .01), and mate guarding (R2 = .09, F(3,170) = 5.30, p = .00) subfactors, were also significantly predicted by the model. Models significantly predicted blatant lying (R2 = .10, F(3,245) = 9.93, p = .00), self-serving (R2 = ..05, F(3.243) = 4.24, p = .01), and avoiding confrontation (R2 = .04, F(3,245) = 2.99, p = .03), forms of sexual deception, together with intentions to engage in infidelity (R2 = .19, F(3,243) = 18.39, p = .00).
Machiavellianism was a significant individual predictor of engaging in sexual behavior for physical reasons (β = .21, t = 3.02, p = .00), goal attainment (β = .32, t = 4.47, p = .00), and insecurity (β = .38, t = 4.79, p = .00) but not for emotional reasons (β = -.01, t = -.14, p = .89). With regards to motivation subfactors, Machiavellianism predicted engagement in sexual behavior for stress reduction (β = .24, t = 3.60, p = .00), experience seeking (β = .26, t = 3.89, p = .00), resources (β = .21, t = 3.10, p = .00), social status (β = .29, t = 4.40, p = .00), revenge (β = .33, t = 4.94, p = .00), ulititarian reasons (β = .27, t = 3.96, p = .00), to boost self-esteem (β = .27, t = 3.94, p = .00), duty / pressure (β = .24, t = 3.44, p = .00) and as a form of mate guarding (β = .30, t = 3.97, p = .00). Machiavellianism was also a significant individual predictor of each form of sexual deception investigated (blatant lying (β = .23, t = 3.84, p = .00), self-serving (β = 20, t = 3.23, p = .00) and avoiding confrontation (β = .18, t = 2.76, p = .01) and intentions to engage in infidelity (β = .42, t = 7.26, p = .00). Those with higher levels of Machiavellianism were more likely to endorse these reasons for participating in sexual behavior, employ sexual deception and were more willing to engage in infidelity. Sex was a significant individual predictor of the stress reduction (β = -.15, t = -2.19, p = .03), physical desirability (β = -.28, t = -4.15, p = .00), experience seeking (β = -.16, t = -2.38, p = .02), and social status (β = -.15, t = -2.31, p = .02) subfactors and the physical reasons factor for engaging in sexual behavior (β = -.20, t = -2.75, p = .01) and the use of blatant lying as a form of sexual deception (β = -.19, t = -3.08, p = .00). Women were less likely than men to endorse these reasons for engaging in sexual behavior and were less likely to report this form of sexual deception. Sex did not however moderate the influence of Machiavellianism on sexual motivation, sexual deception or intentions to engage in infidelity.   
4.0 Discussion
The current study demonstrates that men and women with high levels of Machiavellianism were more likely to engage in sexual behavior for physical reasons, goal attainment and insecurity. In particular, Machiavellian men and women endorsed stress reduction, experience seeking, resources, social status, revenge, utilitarian reasons, boosting self-esteem, duty / pressure, and mate guarding as motivations for sexual behavior. Together, these findings suggest that Machiavellianism influences willingness to engage in sexual behavior in order to receive specific rewards. For example, with regards to stress reduction, Machiavellian men and women engage in sexual activity in order to relieve anxiety etc with no reference to the specific needs of their partner. In contrast, those subfactors indicating a more spontaneous decision to engage in sexual activity such as pleasure (e.g. “It was in the heat of the moment”) or a focus on their partner’s physical desirability (e.g. “The person was too “hot” (sexy) to resist”) were not influenced by Machiavellianism.
The tendency for men and women with higher levels of Machiavellianism to report engaging in sexual activity in order to obtain experience is consistent with the previously documented relationships between Machiavellianism, sex drive, lust and sexual fantasies (Baughman, et al. 2014; Veselka, et al. 2014). In this context, the greater use of mate guarding by Machiavellian men and women appears inconsistent. However, involuntary dissolution of a relationship impairs the ability to attract another partner. Learning that a person was rejected by their previous mate reduces desirability as a romantic partner (Stanik, Kurzban, & Ellsworth, 2010). In addition, the existence of mate copying suggests that being in a relationship may increase men’s attractiveness and thus increase sexual opportunities (Waynforth, 2007). For women, the retention of a partner may increase access to valued resources. The greater use of sexual behavior as a form of revenge is consistent with the positive relationships between Machiavellianism and anger, envy and emotional vengeance and negative relationship between Machiavellianism and forgiveness (Giammarco & Vernon, 2014; Veselka, et al. 2014). 
Engagement in sexual activity in order to enhance social status or obtain resources may reflect the ease with which those of a higher social status or in possession of valued resources can manipulate and exploit those with a lower rank. Endorsement of social status as a motivation for sexual behavior may also reflect associations between Machiavellianism and Narcissism (McHoskey, 1995; Paulhus, & Williams, 2002) as those with Narcissism display greater concern for visibility and status (Greenwood, Long & Cin, 2013). The use of sexual behavior to boost self-esteem is consistent with the recently reported association between low self-esteem and Machiavellianism (McCain, Jonason, Foster & Campbell, 2015), and perhaps indicates a general greater motivation to enhance this trait. The greater endorsement of the duty / pressure reason for engaging in sexual behavior and the items which constitute the duty / pressure subfactor (e.g. “I didn’t know how to say no”) do not reflect the manipulative interpersonal style characteristic of those with high levels of Machiavellianism. It is possible that positive assortment for Machiavellianism results in Machiavellian men and women being themselves manipulated by their Machiavellian partners (Smith, et al. 2014). Further exploration of this subject area is required.
Machiavellianism predicted the use of each form of sexual deception investigated: blatant lying (in order to engage in sexual activity with a current or prospective partner); self-serving (i.e. engaging in sexual behavior to obtain specific resources) and avoiding confrontation (with a partner). This is consistent with the greater use of deceptive mating strategies reported by Machiavellian men and women (Dussault, Hojjat, & Boone, 2013). Machiavellian individuals demonstrate confidence in their ability to deceive and endorse lying for self-gain (Giammarco, et al. 2013; McLeod & Genereux, 2008), which may encourage or enable these individuals to engage in blatant lies rather than the less risky deception by omission. The greater intention to engage in infidelity reported by Machiavellian men and women indicates a relatively low commitment to the primary partner, consistent with the Machiavellian preference for emotionally detached relationships (Christie & Geis, 1970). It may also suggest a lack of empathy and concern for their partner’s feelings or greater confidence in their ability to avoid detection. This would facilitate engagement in extra-pair relationships and may be an intended aspect of the Machiavellian mating strategy and not simply the result of additional mating opportunities.
In the present study women were less likely to cite the stress reduction, physical desirability, experience seeking, social status subfactors or physical reasons factor as motivation for sexual behavior. These findings may reflect sex differences in overall sexual attitudes, experience and motivation (Klusmann, 2002; Petersen & Hyde, 2010). The sex differences identified are also consistent with the relative importance men place on a partner’s physical appearance, their use of social status to attract a partner (Shackelford, Schmitt, & Buss, 2005), and greater levels of sexual sensation seeking amongst men (Kalichman & Rompa, 1995). Previous studies have suggested that Machiavellianism exerts a greater influence on male compared to female behavior (e.g. McHoskey, 2001) and research often focuses on the evolutionary advantages of Machiavellianism for men (e.g. Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt,. 2009). However, the current findings indicate that sex does not moderate the influence of Machiavellianism on motivations for sexual behavior, sexual deception or intention to engage in infidelity. Thus, Machiavellianism exerts a similar influence on male and female behavior and researchers should consider the evolutionary advantages conferred by Machiavellianism on both sexes.
The current study is of course limited by a reliance on self-report questionnaire data which may be susceptible to random or inaccurate responding (Grovle, Haugen, Keller, Natvig, Brox & Grotle, 2012; Holden, Wheeler, & Marjanovic, 2012). In addition, whilst the study was available online, recruitment was reliant on English speaking Western populations. The culture from which participants are recruited may impact on sexual behavior (Rodriguez-Arauz, Mealy, Smith & DiPlacido, 2013), personality (Allik, 2012), and their willingness to provide socially desirable responses (Riemer & Shavitt, 2011). Future research should consider a more diverse population, for example to investigate the relationships between Machiavellianism, sexual motivation, deception and infidelity in cultures in which sexual activity is largely restricted to married couples and which exerts more severe sanctions on those engaging in infidelity. Researchers may also consider the influence of Machiavellianism on relationship outcomes such as relationship satisfaction. We predict that Machiavellianism will be associated with romantic relationships characterized by lower levels of commitment, emotional intimacy and satisfaction. 
To conclude, men and women with high levels of Machiavellianism were more likely to engage in sexual behavior for physical reasons, goal attainment and insecurity. In particular, Machiavellian men and women endorsed stress reduction, experience seeking, resources, social status, revenge, utilitarian reasons, boosting self-esteem, duty / pressure, and mate guarding as motivations for sexual behavior. Machiavellianism was also a significant predictor of each form of sexual deception investigated (blatant lying, self-serving and avoiding confrontation) and intentions to engage in infidelity. Sex did not moderate the influence of Machiavellianism on sexual behavior. These findings extend previous research and highlight the importance of Machiavellianism within sexual relationships.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Machiavellianism, Motivations to Engage in Sexual Behavior, Sexual Deception and Infidelity 
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22

	1. MA
	
	.23*
	.26*
	.06*
	.06
	.27*
	.33*
	.22*
	.31*
	.33*
	.27*
	-.01
	-.03
	-.01
	.36*
	.27*
	.24
	.28*
	.26*
	.19*
	.16*
	.43*

	2. PR
	
	
	.84*
	.82*
	.84*
	.91*
	.44*
	.27*
	.43*
	.35*
	.55*
	.54*
	.49*
	.53*
	.51*
	.60*
	.32*
	.45*
	.39*
	.32*
	.30*
	.21*

	3. SR
	
	
	
	.63*
	.59*
	.72*
	.45*
	.27*
	.38*
	.40*
	.56*
	.41*
	.36*
	.45*
	.57*
	.56*
	.41*
	.44*
	.41*
	.35*
	.33*
	.25*

	4. PL
	
	
	
	
	.67*
	.65*
	.23*
	.11
	.18*
	.23*
	.33*
	.54*
	.52*
	.47*
	.35*
	.44*
	.15*
	.34*
	.24*
	.17*
	.28*
	.09

	5. PD
	
	
	
	
	
	.67*
	.38*
	.26*
	.35*
	.26*
	.45*
	.48*
	.43*
	.48*
	.35*
	.46*
	.23*
	.29*
	.26*
	.16*
	.22*
	.11

	6. ES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.40*
	.26*
	.39*
	.31*
	.47*
	.43*
	.40*
	.42*
	.52*
	.59*
	.37*
	40*
	.39*
	.33*
	.29*
	.24*

	7. GA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.94*
	.93*
	.87*
	.86*
	.34*
	.26*
	.44*
	.65*
	.47*
	.63*
	.55*
	.48*
	.30*
	.15*
	.35*

	8. RE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.81*
	.76*
	.65*
	.24*
	.16*
	.33*
	.55*
	.32*
	.56*
	.42*
	.37*
	.17*
	.03
	.26*

	9. SS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.70*
	.71*
	.21*
	.17*
	.29*
	.56*
	.40*
	.54*
	.46*
	.45*
	.29*
	.10
	.31*

	10. RV
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.61*
	.29*
	.21*
	.41*
	.64*
	.46*
	.58*
	.54*
	.42*
	.33*
	.23*
	.37*

	11. UT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.44*
	.37*
	.41*
	.65*
	.52*
	.54*
	.54*
	.40*
	.30*
	18*
	.22*

	12. EM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.97*
	.80*
	.56*
	.52*
	.36*
	.50*
	.13
	.21*
	.21*
	-.03

	13. LC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.62*
	.48*
	.44*
	.28*
	.41*
	.08
	.20*
	.18*
	-.10

	14. EX
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.61*
	.57*
	.42*
	.53*
	.25*
	.22*
	.27*
	.14*

	15. IN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.86*
	.87*
	.90*
	.41*
	.48*
	.52*
	.33*

	16. SE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.51*
	.66*
	.31*
	.36*
	.35*
	.26*

	17. DP
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.71*
	.37*
	.40*
	.53*
	.26*

	18. MG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.31*
	.44*
	.42*
	.24*

	19. BL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.32*
	.35*
	.20*

	20. SS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.53*
	.20*

	21. AC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.17*

	22. IF
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	M
	71.68
	116.18
	25.51
	28.26
	24.25
	35.74
	55.52
	16.74
	12.77
	12.45
	13.15
	51.48
	37.04
	14.51
	50.30
	16.96
	19.01
	14.03
	1.04
	.58
	1.88
	-9.67

	SD
	14.69
	37.26
	9.56
	9.11
	10.35
	15.13
	19.50
	6.16
	4.68
	4.75
	4.97
	18.90
	17.76
	6.07
	21.59
	8.68
	8.20
	7.57
	1.25
	.93
	1.53
	9.22



MA = Machiavellianism, PR = Physical Reasons, SR = Stress Reduction, PL = Pleasure, PD = Physical Desirability, ES = Experience Seeking, GA = Goal Attainment, RE = Resources, SS = Social Status, RV = Revenge, UT = Utilitarian, EM = Emotional, LC = Love and Commitment, EX = Expression, IN = Insecurity, SE = Self-Esteem Boost, DP = Duty / Pressure, MG = Mate Guarding, BL = Blatant Lying, SS = Self-Serving, AC = Avoiding Confrontation, IF = Infidelity
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