Chapter 15

Personality and Social Interaction

Chapter Outline

Introduction

Three Mechanisms of Social Interaction

· Personality interacts with situations in three ways

· Selection

· Personality characteristics of others influence whether we select them as dates, friends, or marriage partners

· Own personality characteristics play role in kinds of situations we select to enter and stay in

· Evocation

· Personality characteristics of others evoke responses in us

· Own personality characteristics evoke responses in others

· Manipulation

· Personality is linked to ways in which we try to influence or manipulate others

Selection


Personality Characteristics Desired in a Marriage Partner (Buss et al., 1990)

· Over 10,000 participants, from 37 samples in 33 countries, six continents, five islands

· Mutual attraction/love is the most favored characteristic

· Almost as important are personality characteristics of dependable character, emotional stability, pleasing disposition

Assortative Mating for Personality: The Search for the Similar

· Assortative mating: People are married to people who are similar to themselves 

· Are these positive correlations caused by active selection of mates who are similar, or by-products of other causal processes (e.g., sheer proximity)

· To answer questions, Botwin et al. (1997) studied dating and married couples

· Correlated preferences for personality characteristics desired in a potential mate, and our own personality characteristics

· Correlations are consistently positive: Positive correlations between spouses are due, in part, to direct social preferences, based on personality characteristics of those doing the selecting

Do People Get the Mates They Want?

· Botwin et al. (1997): Correlations between preferences for ideal personality characteristics in a mate and the actual personality characteristics of an obtained mate

· Consistently positive correlations: People seem to get mates they want in terms of personality

· Partner’s personality had a large effect on marital satisfaction

· People are especially happy if they are married to partners high on agreeableness, emotional stability, and openness

· But difference in scores between partner’s personality and one’s ideal for that personality did not predict happiness

Personality and the Selective Breakup of Couples

· According to violation of desire theory (Buss, 1994), break-ups should be more common when one’s desires are violated than when they are fulfilled

· People actively seek mates who are dependable and emotionally stable, and those who fail to choose such mates are at risk for divorce

· Those who fail to get what they want—including a mate who is similar—tend to selectively break up more often than those who get what they want

Shyness and the Selection of Risky Situations

· Shyness: Tendency to feel tense, worried, and anxious during social interactions or even when anticipating social interactions

· During adolescence, early adulthood, shy people tend to avoid social situations, resulting in a form of isolation

· Shy women are less likely to go to a gynecologist

· Shy women also are less likely to bring up contraception with potential sexual partner

· Shyness affects whether a person is willing to select risky situations in the form of gambles

· Shyness, in short, has a substantial impact on selective entry into, or avoidance of, situations

Other Personality Traits and the Selection of Situations

· Personality affects situations to which people are exposed through selective entry into, or avoidance of, certain activities

Evocation


· Once we select others to occupy our social environment, second class of processes set into motion—evocation of reactions from others and evocation of our own reactions by others


Aggression and the Evocation of Hostility

· Aggressive people evoke hostility from others

· Hostile attributional bias: Tendency to infer hostile intent on the part of others in the face of uncertain behavior from others

· Because they expect others to be hostile, aggressive people treat others aggressively—people treated aggressively tend to aggress back

· Thus, hostility from others is evoked by an aggressive person


Evocation of Anger and Upset in Partners

· Person can perform actions that cause emotional response in a partner

· Person can elicit actions from another that upset the original elicitor

· Study by Buss (1991): Role of personality on evocation of anger and upset in married couples

· Assessed personality characteristics of husbands and wives

· Strongest predictors of upset are low agreeableness and emotional instability


Evocation Through Expectancy Confirmation

· Expectancy confirmation: People’s beliefs about personality characteristics of others cause them to evoke in others actions that are consistent with initial beliefs

· Snyder and Swann (1978): People’s beliefs led them to behave in an aggressive manner toward an unsuspecting target, then the target behaved in a more aggressive manner, confirming initial beliefs

Manipulation: Social Influence Tactics

· Manipulation or social influence includes ways in which people intentionally alter, change, or exploit others

· Manipulation can be examined from two perspectives within personality psychology

· Are some individuals consistently more manipulative than others?

· Given that all people attempt to influence others, do stable personality characteristics predict tactics that are used?


A Taxonomy of 11 Tactics of Manipulation (Buss et al., 1987)

· Developed through a two-step procedure

· Nominations of acts of influence

· Factor analysis of self-reports and observer-reports of nominated acts

· 11 tactics identified, including charm, coercion, silent treatment, reason


Sex Differences in Tactics of Manipulation

· With exception of regression (crying, whining), men and women are similar in performance of tactics of manipulation


Personality Predictors of Tactics of Manipulation

· High surgency: Coercion, responsibility invocation

· Low surgency: Self-abasement, hardball

· High agreeable: Pleasure induction, reason

· Low agreeable: Coercion, silent treatment

· High conscientiousness: Reason

· Emotionally unstable people use a variety of tactics to manipulate others, but the most common is regression

· High intellect-openness: Reason, pleasure induction, responsibility invocation

· Low intellect-openness: Social comparison

Narcissism and Social Interaction: A Closer Look at One Personality Dimension and Social Interaction

· Those high on narcissism are exhibitionistic, grandiose, self-centered, interpersonally exploitative

· Selection: Associate with people who admire them, who will reflect positive view they hold of themselves

· Evocation: Exhibitionism splits people—some view them as brilliant and entertaining, others as selfish and boorish

· Manipulation: Highly exploitative of others

Panning Back: An Overview of Personality and Social Interaction

SUMMARY AND EVALUATION

· Personality does not exist solely in the heads of individuals

· Personality affects the ways in which we interact with others in our social world

· We select people and environments, choosing social situations to which we will expose ourselves—personality plays a key role in the selection process

· We evoke emotions and actions in others, based in part on our personality characteristics

· Personality plays a key role in which we use tactics to influence or manipulate others
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Chapter Overview

This chapter provides students with an introduction to the interpersonal aspects of personality. The authors begin with an overview of three mechanisms of social interaction. Personality interacts with situations in three ways: Through selection, through evoking responses, and through manipulation. The authors turn first to selection, highlighting the influence of personality on mate selection, marital satisfaction, and divorce. In addition, the authors review work on shyness and the selective entry into, or avoidance of, certain situations. The authors next review work on evocation. The authors highlight work on aggression and the evocation of hostility, and work on evoking upset in partners. The authors then discuss evocation through expectancy confirmation, reviewing work suggesting that beliefs about the personality characteristics of others can evoke behaviors in others that confirm those initial beliefs. The authors then review manipulation or social influence, which includes all the ways in which people intentionally alter, change, or exploit others. The authors review research that identified 11 tactics of manipulation, including charm, coercion, and silent treatment. Next the authors review work documenting that personality is linked with the tactics of manipulation that people use. Then the authors review research on the Machiavellian personality, using this research to illustrate the interpersonal aspects of personality, which center on selection, evocation, and manipulation. Finally, the authors review work at the interface of personality and social interaction, with a special focus on the personality dimension of narcissism.

Learning Objectives

1. Identify, define, and distinguish the three mechanisms of social interaction.

2. Discuss the choice of marriage partner as an example of the mechanism of selection.

3. Discuss assortative mating for personality as an example of the mechanism of selection.

4. Address whether people get what they want in mates, and whether this has any impact on marital satisfaction and the likelihood of divorce.

5. Discuss how shyness affects selection into, or selective avoidance of, certain situations, as an example of the mechanisms of selection.

6. Discuss work on the relationships between personality characteristics other than shyness and the selective entry into, or avoidance of situations.

7. Discuss aggression and the evocation of hostility as an example of the mechanism of evocation.

8. Discuss the evocation of upset in partners as an example of the mechanism of evocation.

9. Identify and discuss Gottman’s six principles of successful marriages, and relate these principles to the mechanism of evocation.

10. Discuss evocation through expectancy confirmation.

11. Identify two key questions that personality psychologists might ask about the process of manipulation.

12. Discuss the identification of 11 tactics of manipulation.

13. Discuss sex differences and similarities in tactics of manipulation.

14. Discuss personality predictors of tactics of manipulation.

15. Discuss the Machiavellian personality, including a review of how research on this personality style illustrates the three mechanisms of social interaction (selection, evocation, manipulation).

16. Discuss narcissism as it relates to social interaction.

Lecture Topics and Lecture Suggestions

1. Assortative meeting and mating: Unintended consequences of organized settings for partner choices (Kalmijn & Flap, 2001). This lecture is designed to get students to think further about the process of selection. In this lecture and in this research, the focus is on mate selection. The authors present evidence that mate selection can be attributed, in part, to similarities in the environments that people inhabit. Use this lecture as a springboard for discussing the mechanisms of selection, in general, and mate selection, in particular.

· One hypothesis about why people generally interact with people who are socially or culturally similar to themselves is that the opportunities they have to meet similar others are greater than the opportunities they have to meet dissimilar others

· This research examines this supply-side perspective on social relationships by empirically linking marriage choices to the type of setting couples had in common before they married

· The focus is on five meeting settings and five types of homogamy or similarity

· Using data from 1,519 couples, the authors show that the five contexts account for a sizable portion of the places where partners have met

· They then examine whether couples who shared settings are more homogamous than couples who did not share a setting

· Results indicate that school settings promote most forms of homogamy

· Neighborhoods and common family networks promote religious homogamy, but they are not related to homogamy with respect to class origins

· While in some cases settings have unexpected effects on marriage choice, findings generally confirm the notion that mating requires meeting

· The pool of available interaction partners is shaped by various institutionally organized arrangements and these constrain the type of people with whom one forms personal relationships

Reference:

Kalmijn, M., & Flap, H. (2001). Assortative meeting and mating: Unintended consequences of organized settings for partner choices. Social Forces, 79, 1289–1312.

2. Social Competition in School: Relationships with Bullying, Machiavellianism and Personality (Sutton & Keogh, 2000). This lecture focuses on social competition in elementary school children, highlighting the relationships of social competition with bullying, Machiavellianism and other personality characteristics. This research presents a fascinating example of manipulation in a particular social context, and demonstrates that personality is linked to the tactics people (in this case, children) use to manipulate and influence others. Use this lecture as a springboard for discussing the mechanism of manipulation.

· Bullying is investigated as part of the individual’s general framework of attitudes toward interpersonal relationships, social competition, and motivation in school

· Sutton and Keogh (2000) hypothesized that bullying behaviour and pro-bullying attitudes would be associated with socially competitive attitudes in the classroom, Machiavellianism and the personality constructs of Psychoticism and Extraversion

· Participants were 198 9–12 year olds from two primary schools

· Participants completed a newly developed questionnaire assessing motivations behind social competition and effort in class, the Kiddie-Mach scale (R. Christie and F. L. Geis, 1970), the Pro-Victim scale (K. Rigby and P. T. Slee, 1991), the Olweus Bullying Questionnaire, and the Junior Eysenck Personality Questionnaire

· A “Desire for Social Success” factor was negatively correlated with support for victims of bullying

· Pro-victim attitudes were in turn negatively correlated with Machiavellianism and Psychoticism, and positively correlated with Lie score

· Finally, children categorized as bullies scored significantly higher than controls on Machiavellianism, and significantly lower in terms of pro-victim attitudes

· Results are discussed in terms of further study and implications for classroom practice and anti-bullying policy

Reference:

Sutton, J., & Keogh, E. (2000). Social competition in school: Relationships with bullying, Machiavellianism and personality. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 70, 443–456.

Classroom Activities and Demonstrations

1. One of the most widely used measures for assessing self-reported preferences in a long-term mate is the Factors in Choosing a Mate scale. This activity is designed to give students first-hand experience with this measure. Distribute Activity Handout 15-1 (“Factors in Choosing a Mate”). Give students about five minutes to complete the handout. Use this activity as a springboard for discussing the mechanism of selection, in general, and the research and theory on mate selection, in particular.

2. Larsen and Buss present one measure for assessing the evocation of anger and upset in a romantic partner. This activity is designed to give students firsthand experience with this measure. Distribute Activity Handout 15-1 (“Evocation of Anger and Upset”). Give students about five minutes to complete the handout. After students have completed the handout, note for them that the 15 acts included on the measure represent items from a larger instrument of things that one can do to upset anger someone of the opposite sex. The 15 items correspond to the following factors (in order): (1) Condescending, (2) Possessive/Jealous, (3) Neglecting/Rejecting, (4) Abusive, (5) Unfaithful, (6) Inconsiderate, (7) Physically Self-Absorbed, (8) Moody, (9) Sexually Withholding, (10) Sexualizing of Others, (11) Abusive of Alcohol, (12) Disheveled, (13) Insulting of Partner’s Appearance, (14) Sexually Aggressive, and (15) Self-Centered. Use this activity as a springboard for discussing the mechanism of evocation, in general, and the research and theory on the evocation of anger and upset in a romantic partner, in particular.

3. Larsen and Buss present one measure for assessing the tactics of manipulation people use to influence others. This activity is designed to give students firsthand experience with this measure. Distribute Activity Handout 15-1 (“Tactics of Manipulation”). Give students about five minutes to complete the handout. After students have completed the handout, note for them that the 11 acts included on the measure represent items from a larger instrument of things that one might do to attempt to influence someone. The 11 items correspond to the following factors (in order): (1) Charm, (2) Coercion, (3) Silent Treatment, (4) Reason (5) Regression, (6) Self-Abasement, (7) Responsibility Invocation, (8) Hardball, (9) Pleasure Induction, (10 Social Comparison, and (11) Monetary Reward. Use this activity as a springboard for discussing the mechanism of manipulation, in general, and the research and theory on the links between personality and tactics of manipulation, in particular.

Questions for In-Class Discussion

1. Ask students to discuss how the process of mate selection provides a dramatic example of the mechanisms of selection. Guide them to the conclusion that when you select a long-term mate, you place yourself into close and prolonged contact with one particular other. This alters the social environment to which you are exposed and in which you will reside. By selecting a mate, you are simultaneously selecting the social acts that you will experience as well as the network of friends and family in which those acts will be carried out.

2. Ask students to discuss how the “hostile attributional bias” provides a good example of the process of evocation. Guide students to the conclusion that it is well known that aggressive people evoke hostility from others. People who are aggressive expect that others will be hostile toward them. Aggressive people chronically interpret ambiguous behavior from others, such as being bumped into, as intentionally hostile. This is called a hostile attributional bias, the tendency to infer hostile intent on the part of others in the face of uncertain or unclear behavior from others. Aggressive people, who operate on this hostile attributional bias, “retaliate” aggressively, thereby evoking aggression in the target.

3. Ask students to discuss theory and especially the empirical work on Machiavellianism, or the Machiavellian personality style, in terms of each of the mechanisms of selection, evocation, and manipulation. Ask students to begin with a brief definition of Machiavellianism. Then guide students to the following conclusions: First, the high Mach tends to select situations that are loosely structured, untethered by rules that restrict the deployment of an exploitative strategy. Second, the high Mach tends to evoke specific reactions from others, such as anger and retaliation for having been exploited. Third, the high Mach tends to influence or manipulate other people in predictable ways, using tactics that are exploitative self-serving, and deceptive.

Critical Thinking Essays

1. Larsen and Buss review research documenting that people mate assortatively. Review some of the hypotheses that have been proposed for the existence of assortative mating. Now, present your own best educated guess as to why people mate assortative. Be sure to include the logic behind your proposed hypothesis.

2. Larsen and Buss note that it is sometimes said that in order to change your personality, one must move to a place where people don’t already know you. Explain what this means, with special reference to the mechanism of evocation.

3. Larsen and Buss review theory and research on Machiavellianism, a personality style associated with a manipulative strategy of social interaction in which other people are used as tools for personal gain. What do you think might be some of the causes of high Machiavellianism? Provide a clear rationale for the causes you suggest.

Research Papers

1. Larsen and Buss identify and discuss selection as one of the three mechanisms of social interaction. Briefly describe this mechanism, in your own words. One of the examples Larsen and Buss provide of the operation of selection is the process of mate selection. Conduct a review of the psychological research literature. Identify three articles published in the last five years that address mate selection in humans. Select articles that are not cited or discussed by Larsen and Buss. For each article, summarize what the researchers investigated, how they investigated it, and what they found.

2. Larsen and Buss identify and discuss evocation as one of the three mechanisms of social interaction. Briefly describe this mechanism, in your own words. One of the examples Larsen and Buss provide of the operation of selection is evocation of anger and upset by romantic partners. Conduct a review of the psychological research literature. Identify three articles published in the last five years that address any aspect of the evocation of anger and upset by romantic partners. Select articles that are not cited or discussed by Larsen and Buss. For each article, summarize what the researchers investigated, how they investigated it, and what they found.

3. Larsen and Buss identify and discuss manipulation as one of the three mechanisms of social interaction. Briefly describe this mechanism, in your own words. One of the examples Larsen and Buss provide of the operation of selection is the use of manipulative social strategies by people who score high on measures of Machiavellianism. Conduct a review of the psychological research literature. Identify three articles published in the last five years that address the manipulative social strategies used by people who score high in Machiavellianism. Select articles that are not cited or discussed by Larsen and Buss. For each article, summarize what the researchers investigated, how they investigated it, and what they found.
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Activity Handout 15-1:

Factors in Choosing a Mate

Instructions: Please evaluate the following factors in choosing a mate or marriage partner. If you consider it:


indispensable, give it……………………..
3 points


important, but not indispensable…………
2 points


desirable, but not very important…………
1 point


irrelevant or unimportant…………………
0 points

___ 1. Good cook and housekeeper

___ 10. Desire for home and children

___ 2. Pleasing disposition


___ 11. Favorable social status

___ 3. Sociability



___ 12. Good looks

___ 4. Similar educational background
___ 13. Similar religious background

___ 5. Refinement, neatness


___ 14. Ambition and industriousness

___ 6. Good financial prospect

___ 15. Similar political background

___ 7. Chastity (no prior intercourse)

___ 16. Mutual attraction—love

___ 8. Dependable character


___ 17. Good health

___ 9. Emotional stability


___ 18. Education and intelligence

Activity Handout 15-2:

Evocation of Anger and Upset

Instructions: We all do things that upset or anger other people from time to time. Think of a close romantic partner or close friend with whom you have been involved. Below is a list of things this person might have done that evoked anger or upset in you. Please read down the list, and simply place a check by the things your partner or close friend has done in the past year that have irritated, angered, annoyed, or upset you.

___ 1. He/she treated me like I was stupid or inferior.

___ 2. He/she demanded too much of my time.

___ 3. He/she ignored my feelings.

___ 4. He/she slapped me.

___ 5. He/she saw someone else intimately.

___ 6. He/she did not help to clean up.

___ 7. He/she fussed too much with his/her appearance.

___ 8. He/she acted too moody.

___ 9. He/she refused to have sex with me.

___ 10. He/she talked about members of the opposite sex as if they were sex objects.

___ 11. He/she got drunk.

___ 12. He/she did not dress well or appropriately for the social gathering.

___ 13. He/she told me that I was ugly.

___ 14. He/she tried to use me for sexual purposes.

___ 15. He/she acted selfishly.

Activity Handout 15-3:

Tactic of Manipulation

Instructions: When you want someone to do something for you, what do you do? Look at each of the items listed below and simply place a check next to those things that you have done to get someone to do something for you.

___ 1. I try to be loving when I ask him/her to do it.

___ 2. I yell at him/her until he/she does it.

___ 3. I don’t respond to him/her until he/she does it.

___ 4. I explain why I want him/her to do it.

___ 5. I whine until he/she does it.

___ 6. I act submissive so that he/she will do it.

___ 7. I get him/her to make a commitment to doing it.

___ 8. I hit him so that he/she will do it.

___ 9. I show him/her how much fun it will be to do it.

___ 10. I tell him/her that everyone else is doing it.

___ 11. I offer him/her money so that he/she will do it.
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