
Correlations broken down by resource control types

In this study, we examine the common thread of the two viewpoints on Machiavellianism, 
manipulation, and its relation to social and emotional intelligence from a resource control 
theoretic perspective.  Resource control theory (RCT; Hawley, 1999), an evolutionary 
theory of social dominance, considers prosocial and coercive behavior to have an 
underlying instrumental function with common ultimate goals of resource acquisition and 
maintenance.  We revisit the possibility that emotional interpersonal manipulation does 
not necessitate social and emotional intelligence deficits, but in fact requires an element 
of social and emotional intelligence to be effective.  RCT suggests that some individuals 
who display coercive behaviors are actually socially skilled and successful, particularly 
when they display coercive and prosocial behaviors in concert (Hawley, 2003b).  This 
study will examine the associations between emotional manipulation, emotional 
intelligence, social intelligence, and resource control based on the degree to which 
individuals utilize prosocial and coercive strategies of resource control.

Because RCT suggests that prosocial and antisocial behavior are positively correlated 
rather than opposites (e.g., Hawley, 2002), individuals can be categorized into five 
qualitatively different groups based on their positions in distributions of prosocial and 
coercive resource control. Previous research has revealed the interpersonal qualities of 
the types (Hawley, 2003b). For example, individuals who score highly on prosocial 
control only (prosocial controllers) are well-liked, a�liative, and concerned with others’ 
well-being.  Those who score highly on coercive control only (coercive controllers) are 
disagreeable, hostile, and unregulated. 
Individuals who score low levels of both 
prosocial and coercive control (noncontrollers)
are non-aggressive and socially peripheral.  
The remaining individuals comprise the typical 
controller group. But those who display high 
levels of both prosocial and coercive control
(bistrategic controllers) have raised important
questions regarding the relations among 
negative characteristics (e.g., aggression, 
manipulation) and positive skills (e.g., attention
to social cues) and social response 
(e.g., popularity and likability; Hawley, 
Little, & Card, 2007).  This combination of
traits explains why variable centered approaches have attained null (e.g., low 

correlations) or conflicting results regarding these positive skills and negative 
characteristics.
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INTRODUCTION
The terms Machiavellianism and Machiavellian Intelligence carry multiple meanings. 
Within the personality psychological community, Machiavellians are considered to be 
conniving, deceiving, self-interested deviant individuals without social and emotional 
intelligence (Goleman, 2006; McHoskey, 2001).  From this research line, 
Machiavellianism is associated with a lack of interpersonal affect and concern with 
conventional morality, shrewdness, low ideological obligation, a cynical worldview, and 
as such is aligned with psychopathy (Barnett & Thompson, 1985; Brown & Guy, 1983; 
McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  

Barnett and Thompson (1985), however, argue that whereas Machiavellians certainly 
display antisocial manipulative tendencies, manipulation can occur not only through 
obvious, underhanded means of coercion and exploitation, but also through “prosocial” 
means such as doing favors. In evolutionary circles, Machiavellian Intelligence refers to 
the adaptive nature of manipulation, regardless of whether the manipulation occurs in a 
cooperative or exploitative manner (Byrne & Whiten, 1988). From this line of research, 
Machiavellian intelligence is akin to social intelligence. 

The differing viewpoints both agree that Machiavellians are manipulative and coercive.  
They disagree, however, about the manipulative nature of prosociality.  Successful 
manipulators, true Machiavellians, one can imagine, are successful across contexts and 
across methods of manipulation.  This disagreement renders the two standpoints 
incompatible when reviewing the associations between manipulation and social and 
emotional intelligence. Machiavellianism, when considered to be purely exploitative, is 
negatively correlated with emotional intelligence (Austin, Farrelly, Black, & Moore, 2007).  
Conversely, Machiavellianism, when considered to be both exploitative and cooperative, 
is comparable to social intelligence (Byrne & Whiten, 1998; Hawley, 2003a; 2006).  
Social and emotional intelligence, however, are themselves overlapping constructs 
(Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999).

CONCLUSIONS
We found no evidence that emotional manipulation denotes a deficit in social and 
emotional intelligence.  Instead, social and emotional intelligence may provide a foundation 
for successful manipulation.  Bistrategics emerged as socially and emotionally skilled; the 
high correlation between emotional manipulation and resource control (i.e. success) may 
be due, in part, to their underlying social and emotional intelligence.  Coercive controllers, 
on the other hand, display the second highest level of emotional manipulation, but 
emotional manipulation is only moderately correlated with resource control, possibly 
because coercives’ low levels of social and emotional intelligence are hampering their 
success at emotional manipulation.  From this study, emotional manipulation emerged as a 
strategy for successful resource control, but emotional and social intelligence may provide 
a system of guidelines for when and how to instrumentally manipulate.  

Emotional manipulation is highly 
correlated with resource control, 
moderately correlated with emotional 
intelligence and weakly correlated with 
social intelligence for bistrategic 
controllers. 

RESULTS

Emotional manipulation is moderately 
correlated with social intelligence.  
Emotional manipulation and emotional 
intelligence are less correlated among 
coercive controllers than among 
bistrategic controllers.

A similar pattern emerged for 
noncontrollers.  Emotional 
manipulation and social intelligence 
are more highly correlated among 
noncontrollers than among 
bistrategics. 

Emotional manipulation is 
uncorrelated with emotional 
intelligence and weakly correlated 
with social intelligence among 
prosocial controllers.

The same pattern emerged for typical 
controllers.  Emotional manipulation 
is uncorrelated with emotional 
intelligence and weakly correlated 
with social intelligence.

Bistrategics are the most manipulative, 
followed by coercive, prosocial, typical, 
and noncontrollers.  Prosocials are the 
most emotionally and socially 
intelligent, followed by bistrategic, 
typical, coercive, and noncontrollers 

Variable-centered analyses yield a small 
correlation between emotional 
manipulation and emotional intelligence 
and moderate correlation between 
emotional manipulation and social 
intelligence.

If bistrategics successfully utilize all strategies at their disposal to acquire resources, then emotional manipulation should 
emerge as another instrumental strategy.  Further, if bistrategics are the most successful resource controllers and the most 
effective manipulators, then they must have a practical understanding of the social world (an indication of functional social
and emotional intelligence).  In addition, if noncontrollers are non-manipulative and unsuccessful, this may be due to 
underlying deficits in social and emotional intelligence.  In contrast, if coercive controllers use primarily exploitative 
strategies to gain resources, then they should also use high levels of emotional manipulation.  However, if they are not 
effective resource controllers, then they may be using manipulative strategies in an unfettered or socially and emotionally 
unintelligent manner.  Likewise, if prosocial controllers primarily use cooperative strategies to gain resources, then they 
may act in socially and emotionally intelligent ways regardless of whether or not they are manipulative.

Hypotheses
1.  A variable-centered approach in which the full sample is analyzed as a single group will yield null correlations between 
emotional manipulation and social and emotional intelligence.
2. In contrast,  mean differences across types will emerge among all variables.

a. Bistrategics will display the highest levels of emotional manipulation, followed by coercive, prosocial, typical, and 
noncontrollers. 
b. Bistrategic and prosocial controllers will display the highest levels of emotional and social intelligence, followed by 
typical, coercive, and noncontrollers.

3.  Correlations within types among emotional manipulation, emotional intelligence, social intelligence, and resource 
control will differ across resource control groups.

a.  Emotional manipulation will be positively correlated with resource control for all groups because emotional 
manipulation requires an element of instrumentality and resource-directedness.  
b.  Emotional manipulation will be positively correlated with emotional and social intelligence for bistrategic resource 
controllers and noncontrollers.  
c.  Emotional manipulation will be uncorrelated with emotional and social intelligence for prosocial and coercive 
controllers. 

METHOD
Participants

1604 adolescents, Grades 6-9,  788 boys, 816 girls.

Self Report Measures (via Questionnaire)
•Emotional Manipulation (3 items): “I can act sad or angry, even when I am not” 
•Emotional Intelligence (10 items, parceled into 3 indicators): “I pay a lot of attention to how I feel”
•Social Intelligence (6 items, parceled into 3 indicators): “When I see two people together, I can tell 
when one hurts the other’s feelings”
•Resource Control (6 items, parceled into 3 indicators): “I usually get what I need, even if others 
don’t”
•Prosocial Strategies (6 items): “I in�uence others by doing something for them in return”
•Coercive Strategies (6 items): “I usually force others to do what I want”

Calculating Resource Control Types
Distributions of Prosocial and Coercive Strategies were divided into thirds.  Bistrategics were those 
who scored in the top third of both prosocial and coercive strategies, prosocials were those who 
scored in the top third of prosocial strategies only, etc.  

Analytic Strategy
A multiple group structural equation model (SEM) was used to assess hypothesized relationships 
among all latent constructs.  


