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The Structure of Chinese Machiavellian Personality and
Questionnaire Development
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Abstract: Based on literature review open — ended questionnaire survey and in — depth interview after the following content analysis

the theoretical frame of Chinese Houheixue personality came into being. By referring to the Machiavellian items in the western question—

naires and refining of other related descriptions the preliminary Chinese Houheixue personality questionnaire was made. Further item a—

nalysis exploratory factor analysis reliability analysis and validity analysis showed the construct of Houheixue personality consisted of

four factors vicious humanity inference stop — at — nothing tactics impassiveness and benefit orientation and the reliability and validity

of Chineses Houheixue personality questionnaire were statistically suitable.
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