
 [159.942.019.4:378-051]:159.923-057.875-049.2

    
   

 ,  

     ,
. , 1, . , 79000,

e-mail: d  los@lnu.edu.ua

          
 .      

 .  ’      
 . , ,       

  ’         -
         .  

   –   , , , 
 – ’      ,   ,  

      .       
  ,   . 

 : ,  ,   , -
    ,  ,  .

 . -      
   .       

: «   ,  ,  »,    
   .        

 , , ,        
 . 

 ,  –     .   
( . , . , . , .  , . , . , .   

)   .     -
     ,    

      , , -
   .    , .   

.     ,     , 
 ’           

[3, . 16],    ,         
.      ,     

 ,      .  
    -    

    .

©  ,  , 2017

  .   . 2017. . 1. . 21–28
Visnyk of the Lviv University. Series Psychological science. 2017. Is. 1. P. 21–28



22  ,  
  .   . 2017.  1

        
.         ,   
    , ,   .   

        :   
    .     

  .
.          

,   ( )       
 ( ) [9, c. 5].    ,    -

       ,     
  ,      ,    ,  

     ’   ,     -
    . 

.  ,   –  «  ,   
,      ,   » [10, c. 10]. ,  

   ,     -
       .    

     ,    
,   .     ,   -

   ,       .
       ’    -

 ,         
[2, c. 43]. ,        , 

’    .
,  –  -      ,   

 ,         
           
        ,   

     .
    ,       -

 .      -
    [5, c. 23],      

   [10, c. 16]. .       « -
- ».     ,     

,   ,       [11, c. 188].     
     ,    –   , 

   ,    , ,  
,   . .      : 

,      [7, c. 17–34],   
 -  .
,          -

,     ,      –   



23     ...
  .   . 2017.  1

.        ,   
         

    ,    -
  .          
  , ,    ,   

    ,     
 .

. ,      , 
      [6, . 39].    , 

,      ,  -
 ,       ,  –  

    ,     ,  
      ,     

  ’    ,      
 ,    ,   

 .     –    
  ,       .

   , .     
,    ,  ,    

   ,    .  , 
         [8, . 280]. 

    : 1)      
(      ,   -

    ,     
  , ,      ); 2)  -

      (    
, ,  ,   ,     

   ); 3)      
(    , ,   , -

, ,       ); 4)  
(      , ,  

    ,    ,   
  ,     ); 5)  -

  (  « » ,    
      ); 6)   (  

,  ,   ).
,         

,        – ,    
  – ’ ,    ’ ,    

    ,         
  .   ,      
  -     , 



24  ,  
  .   . 2017.  1

   ,     -   
    .    –   , 

         
  .
  .      41  2–4 

      , 9   32 . 
         

    ,     -
  « »,        

.     Big5 .   . . 
        

    -  . , 
       ,  
 ,       ’    

  (r=0,36)       (r=0,32) ( . 1). 
,         

  ,    ,  ,   
   ,   . 

       (r=0,48)    
(r=0,37),  ,        ,  

,          ,   
.   ,         , 

          [4, 
. 263–268]       ,    –  

   (  ,   « »),   -
  ,    ,   -

      .   ,     
  : ,    , «  »  
   ,    ,    -
 .       ,  

 –    ,  ,        
, ,        

   . 
    –    ,    

  , ,        
« » (r=0,40)  «   » (r=0,44).  ,   -

 ,   ,       
 .      ,    

 ,       ,    
 ,        .  

    « »,    , , 
,          



25     ...
  .   . 2017.  1

  ,  ,      
(r=-0,32),       ,    

,     ,    
   (r=-0,38),    ,   ’    

,    (r=-0,33).

. 1.     

,  «  »      -
      :    

,    ,     -
, ,      (r=0,34),     

   (r=0,36).     ,   
         , , 

       .     
     ,    [1, . 328] 

  ,        ,  – 
    –  – .    

   , ,  ,  
            (r=-0,33), 
       .    

      ,      
  .         

  .         
    ,  ,    



26  ,  
  .   . 2017.  1

        ( ,    
).

  -  ,  -   
 .     ,    

        (r=-0,31);  
   ’          
  (r=-0,34).   ,    

,       ,  
    (r=0,34),  ,  -
  (r=0,50). ,      : 

     ,   –  . 
, ,         

,     ,    
 ,     .

         
  .        ,    

   ,  ,     
(r=-0,46  r=-0,53 ),  -  .  

         
   ’     . , 

     ,      –  
   –     ,  -

   ,   « ». 

. 2.        

. ,     –  ,   
  .       , 

        ’   
.       , 

      ,   
    ,   -  

.
,          

    ,    .    -
  ,          ,  



27     ...
  .   . 2017.  1

   ,      ,   
,     .      

       , 
   , ,   ,     

   ,     ,      
.  ,       

     .      
         ,  

     .  ,   
          , 

      .     
         

’         -
,       . 

  

1.  . .   : . . / . . . –  :  
  . . , 2008. – 366 .

2.  . .   : ,    / . . -
. –  : , 1997. – 344 .

3.  . .    : .  / . . , 
. . . –    : , 2003.– 228 . 

4.  . .     / . . . – 
 : , 2007. – 416 .

5.  .      :    / . , 
. , . . – -  : -XXI , 1995. – 448 .

6.  . .       -
  / . .  //  . – 9. – 2009. – . 38–42.

7.  .   / . . – -  : , 2014. – 
145 .

8.  . .  .    / . . -
. – 2-   . –  : , 2010. – 464 .

9.  . .     / . . . –  :  
«  », 2001. – 512 .

10.  . -  / . . –  : , 2004. – 54 .
11. Fromm E. The Art of loving : An Enquiry into the Nature of Love / E. Fromm. – New York : 

Harper Perennial, 2006. –  192 p.

    16.11.2016 
   28.02.2017 



28  ,  
  .   . 2017.  1

PERSONALITY FACTORS OF STUDENTS’ TENDENCY 
TO MANIPULATE BEHAVIOUR OF TEACHERS

ryna HORBAL, nn  KRAVCHUK

Ivan Franko National University of Lviv,
1, Universytetska St., Lviv, 79000,
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The article focuses on the meaning of phenomenon of manipulation and its peculiarities 

in the process of pedagogical interaction. The topic of the discussion is rather important and 
widely-studied due to the social undesirability and prohibition of the fact of manipulation. 
Manipulation is meant to be a phenomenon that occurs only in personal interaction, so 
pedagogical process as the form of such interaction between teachers and students may be a space 
for manipulative behaviour. However, there is insuf  cient information about the peculiarities 
of students’ manipulation of teachers’ behaviour, its aims and speci  city according to personal 
characteristics, although its appearance may seriously impact the process of knowledge transfer. 

Based on the literature analysis it is stated that manipulation is any kind of hidden 
in  uence on another person by which a manipulator gets some bene  ts. It may be caused by 
the need of getting what the person wants with the other participants having different motives, 
as well as by personality predisposition to manipulate others to maintain one’s own optimal 
condition. Thus, manipulation is considered to be not only as a negative phenomenon in 
person’s behavior, but also as a psychological defense mechanism that occurs as the response 
to the con  icts, both external and internal ones. 

It is dif  cult to identify manipulation in pedagogical process. For instance, teachers usually 
think that the most typical ways of manipulating their behaviour on the part of the students is 
giving them false explanations of being not ready for the lesson, evoking the feeling of pity for 
them, asking to excuse them from the class for made-up reasons, and cheating, whereas students 
of the same teachers put cheating on top as the most widespread form of manipulation together 
with often used asking to excuse them from the class for made-up reasons, showing false interest 
in the subject, promising to become better the next semester etc. Students use manipulation of 
teachers’ behaviour for long-term goals, such as getting good  nal mark at the end of the year, 
and short-term goals, e.g. to pass the current stage of studying period using minimum efforts. 
The sources of in  uence may also differ; these may be personal traits of teachers, teachers’ 
needs of positive emotions or af  rmation, teachers’ failure to oppose psychological pressure, 
conformism, professional attitudes, mercenary desires, etc.

The main forms of students’ manipulation of the behavior of university teachers are 
analyzed as the results of empirical study. The connections between personality characteristics 
and disposition to manipulate are revealed. In particular, it is found that authoritarianism and 
egoism as personality traits are closely related with the manipulation through imitating of the 
interest in the subject and creation of personal positive perception by the teacher. Altruistic students 
use  attery and compliments more often than others, while friendly students are less prone to 
choosing this kind of manipulation. On the other hand, both friendly and altruistic students feel 
guilty more often than others while manipulating teachers. Plenty of students’ personality traits, 
like openness to experience, consciousness, altruism, authoritarianism are related to the willingness 
to attend university classes even being not prepared for them and attempts to  nd the way out of 
the situation already during the class. Friendliness and consciousness are negatively correlated 
with the tendency of giving false explanations of the absence at the class while it is more typical 
of the students with higher rate of aggressiveness. Personal traits that make young people obey 
others and depend on them lead to the fact that they are less willing to prove that their knowledge 
should be evaluated with a higher mark than that put by the teacher.

Keywords: manipulation, pedagogical interaction, attitude to studying, intrusion in 
teacher’s personal space, manipulative actions, personal characteristics.


