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Abstract
The contribution analyzes manipulation, empathy and social 
irritability through verification of predictive power personal-
ity traits (sociability, emotional stability and self-confidence). 
The research sample is based on head officers and managers 
in Bratislava and Presov County, working in both private and 
public organisations. The aim of the study is to analyze pre-
dictive power of selected personality traits to manipulation, 
empathy and social irritability. The research data were col-
lected through BIP questionnaire (Bochum Personality Ques-
tionnaire) in slovak translation by Džuka (2002) and MESI 
questionnaire (Manipulation, Empathy and Social irritability) 
by Frankovský and Birknerová (2014). Base on the confirmed 
aspects we came to the conclusion that sociability and self-
confidence have significant predictive power in predicting 
manipulation. Sociability and emotional stability do not have 
significant power in predicting empathy. Sociability has sig-
nificant predictive power in predicting social irritability but on 
the other hand self-confidence does not have significant pre-
dictive power in predicting social irritability.

Keywords
manipulation, empathy, social irritability, personality traits, 
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1 Introduction
The recent studies define personality and personality traits in 

different ways. Personality is a multidimensional construct and 
according to Mayer (1998), a personality should be perceived 
as a system which is defined by the adequate theories. The 
theories differentiate between individual elements, describe 
their organization, mutual connection and development. 
McAdams (1996) suggests 3 stages of personality system: 
personal features, strategies of managing, skills, values and life 
stories. McCrae and Costa (1987) applied the stages to create 
„The Five-Factor Personality System“. The structure of our 
personality affects the individual personality parts. The analysis 
of individual characteristics clarify the actual characteristics 
and dispositions.

Personal characteristics – Five-Factor model includes the 
general principles of features theories, according to which an 
individual can be characterized on the relatively permanent 
basis of thinking, feeling and activities. Smekal (2002) lists 
those personal characteristics that best differentiate people: 
neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness and con-
scientiousness. These personal characteristics include selected 
personality traits as sociability, empathy and self-confidence.

1.1 Manipulation
In this paragraph we define manipulation and manipulative 

behaviour. Oravcová (2004) argues that manipulation is one 
of the behaviour ways between people and defines it as an 
asymmetric interaction, where one side uses the other side to 
reach their own goals. It is a way of influencing other people, 
where their actions are the means of the manipulator to gain 
what they need.

Manipulative behaviour characteristics: 
•	 motivated by personal success of manipulator
•	 the goals are hidden and behaviour is camouflaged
•	 taking advantage of other persons for own benefits of 

manipulator

Spurny (1996) says that manipulation is a way of 
communication, where we act and change our opinion under the 
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emotional arguments pressure, we adapt to manipulators goals. 
The author also defines other types of manipulative behaviour: 

•	 authoritative statements, referencing to the authority
•	 “feel-sorry” strategy
•	 picks on the mistakes of others, but reminds everyone 

his credits
•	 arrogant and vile manipulation 
•	 whether you like it or not, he knows what’s the best for 

you

Edmüller and Wilhelm (2003) say, the manipulation is con-
scious and unconscious use of unfair procedures and behaviour. 
The manipulation can occur in all types of communication, for 
example, the informational interview, consultation, manage-
ment meeting, friendly or critical conversation and so on.

1.2 Empathy
Empathy is treated as a moral virtue at both the organizational 

and individual levels. First, at the organizational level empathy 
is a basis of compassion and connectedness (e.g., Dutton et al., 
2006; Pavlovich and Krahnke, 2012). Second, at the individual 
level it is a human quality of moral goodness (Park and 
Peterson, 2008). Cawley et al. (2000), for example, examined 
empathy as a component in their virtues approach to personality. 
These scientists found that empathy was consistently related to 
extraversion and agreeableness and concluded that it was, at 
least in part, based on personality. The fundamental position of 
the ‘‘empathy as a virtue’’ approach is that empathy motivates 
human behaviour that creates positive consequences for other 
people and stakeholders.

1.3 Social irritability
Social irritability is connected to emotional regulation and 

it is possible to say, that social irritability is a disability to 
regulate own emotion. Emotion regulation, defined as efforts 
to influence which emotions we have, when we have them, 
and how these emotions are experienced or expressed (Gross, 
1998) can benefit individuals in their day-to-day work lives 
(Lawrence et al., 2011).

A core feature is that it includes a person’s efforts to inten-
sify, suppress or maintain both positive and negative emotions 
and this takes place along a continuum of conscious effort 
through to automatic regulation (Gross and Thompson, 2007).

For example, Niven et al. (2013) found that emotion regula-
tion moderated the effects of workplace aggression on employee 
strain. Emotion regulation has been explored in interpersonal 
relations (e.g., as a demand for emotional labour). Definitions 
mentioned above form the basis for empirical part of this paper.

2 Methodology
The main goal of the research is to analyze manipulation, 

empathy and social irritability through verification of predictive 

power in selected personality traits (sociability, emotional 
stability and self-confidence).

Hypothesis 1: We assume that sociability and self-confidence 
contribute to prediction of manipulation in significant level.
Hypothesis 2: We assumed that sociability and emotional sta-
bility contribute to prediction of empathy in significant level.
Hypothesis 3: We assumed that sociability and self-confi-
dence contribute to prediction of social irritability in signifi-
cant level.

3 Research sample
Research sample consisted of 111 participants aged from 23 

to 57 years (average age was 33.92 with standard deviation of 
7.894). The proportionality of genders was uneven- the sample 
contained 35 women and 76 men. The research sample con-
sisted of head officers and managers in Bratislava and Presov 
County, working in both private and public organisations. Table 
1 illustrates descriptive data of research variables.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of variables

MESI Mean Std. Deviation N

Manipulation 1.622 0.550 111

Empathy 2.322 0.459 111

Social irritability 1.552 0.648 111

BIP x x x

Emotional stability 2.303 0.486 111

Sociability 2.821 0.503 111

Self-confidence 2.343 0.539 111

4 Research methods
4.1 Bochum Personality Questionnaire- BIP

We used 3 dimensions of BIP Questionnaire to collect the 
data of Emotional Intelligence- Bochum Inventory of profes-
sional personality characteristics, developed by two german 
authors, Rüdiger Hossiep a Michael Paschen (2003), translated 
by Jozef Džuka (2002). The BIP Questionnaire contains 210 
statements about human‘s behaviour and habits. The state-
ments are related to the professional life. The individual entries 
are rated on the scale 1-6 (ranging from „perfectly suitable“ to 
„non suitable at all“).

The questionnaire scale reflects practice requirements of 
personal characteristics. BIP Questionnaire is divided into 4 
global parts, which form 14 dimensions of professional behav-
iour where every dimension is represented by different amount 
of elements. We used 3 factors for the research purposes with 
the Cronbach Alfa=0.784.

The first factor was sociability, from the field of Social com-
petencies, stated by 15 items. Emotional stability consists of 16 
items and Self-confidence consists of 16 items from the field of 
Mental constitution.
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4.2 MESI- Manipulation, Empathy and Social irritability
The MESI methodology is inspired by PESI methodology, 

which was developed by Kaukiainen, Björkqvist, Osterman, 
Lagerspetz, a Forsblom (1995). The original methodology was 
created for children of same age or their teachers to identify the 
level of perception of social intelligence. It contains 10 items 
within its internal consistency (Cronbach alpha) is 0.90. The 
methodology MESI contains 21 items, which are considered in 
5 – points scale (0 – never, 4 – very often). By factor analysis 
were extracted three main factors – empathy, manipulation and 
social irritability. Frankovský and Birknerová (2012) extracted 
3 factors of social intelligence:

Empathy: The individual with higher scores know how to 
identify intentions, feelings and weakness of the others. They 
can adapt to new people and fulfil their expectations. 

Manipulation: The individuals with higher scores in this 
factor are able to convince others to do what they need. They 
know how to use them and convert them to stand on their side. 
They do not hesitate to use lies as a resource for their own 
benefit.

Social irritability: Persons with higher score in this factor 
are annoyed by communication with other people, not able to 
adapt, can’t stand weakness. 

These factors by number and content correspond with results 
of MESI methodology on Slovak research sample (Birknerová 
and Frankovský, 2014). Extracted factors show 47.7 % vari-
ance, which is acceptable and allowed to specify factors by 
content. Internal consistency of individual factors was deter-
mined by Cronbach coefficient and the values are acceptable.

5 Research results
The objective of research is to analyze manipulation, empa-

thy and social irritability through verification of predictive 
power in selected personality traits (sociability, emotional sta-
bility and self-confidence). The results were processed in sta-
tistic program SPSS 17 and assessed by regression analysis. 
Table 2 shows predictive power of independent variables.

Table 2 Prediction of manipulation through Sociability and Self-confidence

Predictors of
Manipulation

B
Std. 
Error

Beta t p

Sociability -0.342 0.096 -0.313 -3.564 0.001

Self-confidence 0.323 0.089 0.316 3.606 0.000

(Constant) 1.829 0.329 5.566 0.000

Results analysis of research shows predictive level of socia-
bility and self-confidence to manipulation. Examined constructs 
(sociability and self-confidence) explain 17.8 % of prediction 
with R2= 0.178. Sociability has significant predictive power 
with β= -0.313 and p≤0.001. Self-confidence features with 

significant predictive power β= 0.316 and p≤0.001 to explana-
tion of manipulation. Hypotheses 1 verified, that sociability 
and self-confidence contribute in significant level to prediction 
of manipulation. Results analysis of research shows low pre-
dictive level of sociability and emotional stability to dependent 
variable, which is empathy. Table 3 shows predictive power of 
independent variables.

Table 3 Prediction of Empathy through Sociability and Emotional Stability

Predictors of
Empathy

B
Std.
Error

Beta t p

Sociability 0.062 0.088 0.068 0.711 0.478

Emotional stability 0.031 0.091 0.032 0.336 0.737

(Constant) 2.076 0.318 6.534 0.000

Examined constructs (sociability and emotional stability) 
explain only 6 % of prediction with  R2= 0.006. Sociability has 
not significant predictive power with β=0.062 and p=0.478. 
Emotional stability does not contribute to prediction of 
empathy. Regression values are not significant (β= 0.032 and 
p=0.737).

Sociability and emotional stability do not contribute in 
significant level to prediction of empathy. Hypotheses 2 was not 
verified, as we assumed that sociability and emotional stability 
contribute in significant level to prediction of empathy.

Results analysis of research shows predictive level of socia-
bility and self-confidence to dependent variable, which is 
manipulation. Table 4 shows predictive power of independent 
variables.

Table 4 Prediction of Social irritability throughSociability and Self-confidence

Predictors of
Social irritability

B
Std.
Error

Beta t p

Sociability -0.408 0.116 -0.317 -3.516 0.001

Self-confidence -0.172 0.108 -0.143 -1.582 0.117

(Constant) 3.107 0.398 7.799 0.000

Examined research constructs (sociability and self-
confidence) explain 13 % of prediction with R2= 0.013. 
Sociability has significant predictive power with β=-0.408 
and p≤ 0.001. Self-confidence features with insignificant 
predictive power β=-0.172 and  p=0.117 to explanation of 
social irritability. Self-confidence does not contribute in 
significant level to prediction of social irritability. Hypotheses 
3 was not verified, as we assumed that sociability and self-
confidence contribute in significant level to prediction of social 
irritability. Self-confidence has not significant predictive power 
to prediction of social irritability.
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6 Discussion and conclusion
In this chapter we will interpret the influence of selected 

personality traits (sociability, emotional stability and self-con-
fidence) to manipulation, empathy and social irritability.

We assumed hypothesis 1, because sociability and self-con-
fidence contribute to prediction of empathy in significant level. 
We examined, that managers, who have high level of sociability 
and self-confidence, tend to be manipulators. The influence of 
sociability and self-confidence to ability of manipulation is pos-
sible through explanation of interaction between manager and 
employees. Previous research shows that personality with high 
level of sociability and self-confidence is characterize with high 
level of interpersonal manipulation. On the other hand people 
exhibiting high levels of machiavellianism (Christie and Geis, 
1970) are characterized by interpersonal manipulation, such as 
the use of flattery and deceit, as well as by aloof, cynical, and 
traditionally amoral viewpoints adopted in order to promote 
their own goals/interests (Fehr et al., 1992; McHoskey, 1995). 
It seems natural to assume that Machiavellian individuals can 
easily read the minds of others and understand social situations 
which they can successfully manipulate in the service of their 
own intrinsic motivations (Fehr et al., 1992; Jones and Paulhus, 
2009). This is the first explanation of research results, which 
offers an idea of Machiavellian individuals. It means, that high 
level of sociability and self-confidence predict Machiavellian 
individuals with high level of manipulation. 

In addition, the apparent emotional deficit in Machiavellian 
individuals may be indicative of an inability to feel empathy. 
We know that Machiavellian individuals exhibit deficits in cer-
tain components of emotional intelligence such as emotion rec-
ognition and empathy (see Jones and Paulhus, 2009).

Research results show, that sociability and emotional stabil-
ity do not contribute in significant level to prediction of empa-
thy. Hypothesis 2 was not confirmed. Based on the research 
results, managers, who are sociable and emotionally stable are 
not empathetic. Sociability and emotional stability are person-
ality traits, which not influence manager´s empathy. From this 
point of view we assume that emotional stability is not auto-
matically linked with manager´s empathy. Ruby and Decety 
(2004) mention that empathy consists in adopting another per-
son’s point of view in order to share and understand other peo-
ple’s emotions or attribute emotions to them. This also implies 
that a distance is maintained between the two speakers in order 
to avoid confusion between one’s own personal feelings/emo-
tions and those experienced by the other person. 

These findings imply that empathy can serve as a safeguard 
for ethical decision making in organizations during trying 
times without generally undermining organizational effec-
tiveness. Cameron et al. (2003) referred to empathy in their 
treatment of positive organizational scholarship. Leadership 
researchers (e.g., Cameron, 2011; Choi, 2006; Day, 2001) 
argue increasingly for the importance of empathy for leadership 

effectiveness. Choi (2006), for example, asserted that empathy 
underlay charismatic leadership, such that empathetic leader 
behaviours stimulated followers’ need for affiliation. 

Research results show that sociability predicts social irri-
tability and self-confidence does not predict social irritability. 
Sociability as personality traits of manager affects manager´s 
social irritability. On the other hand self-confidence does not 
affect manager´s social irritability. Social irritability is charac-
terized through disability to adapt and annoyance by communi-
cation with other people. Managers with high level of sociabil-
ity have low level of social irritability. This findings indicates 
Maritz´s research about level of satisfaction with relation with 
manager by Garlick (2007). Maritz agrees that positive relation 
with manager is key predictor of employee´s stability in com-
pany. This finding confirms effective relation and interpersonal 
communication between manager and employees. The results 
of this research show importance of personality traits, which 
can predict other characteristics of social intelligence (manipu-
lation and social irritability). 

In our study we show, that selected personality traits (socia-
bility, emotional stability and self-confidence) predict manipu-
lation and social irritability. Research findings are related to 
previous findings by Nakonecny, Hewstone and Stroeberg 
(2006), Fleškova (2007) and Kubáni (2011) about relationship 
between professional satisfaction and professional personality 
of senior executive, according state: 

•	 for the employee who prefers frequent contact is the 
source of satisfaction the large consideration of his man-
ager,

•	 employees who highly rate their ability to manage work-
load accept directive behaviour of their managers less,

•	 authoritative tempered employees react more strongly to 
directive management,

•	 there can be diverse functional addictions connected to 
job satisfaction, for example better employee workload 
satisfaction can lead to management satisfaction and the 
other way round, for the employee with a strong interac-
tion need is the source of satisfaction manager’s consid-
eration,

•	 the employee with a stronger performance motivation 
is happier with the path-goal management and offers an 
employement feedback,

•	 happier mood and better athmosphere means higher sat-
isfaction of the employees.

It’s proven that the most important part of manager’s per-
formance is his personality, set of motives, values, emotions 
and interests rather than age or gender. The research identified 
many helpful attributes for the evaluation of employee’s behav-
iour and his performance. Overall, this research can contribute 
to development of the features and skills that helps managers to 
manage his position.
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