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CHAPTER-I
INTRODUCTION

“Education is the development of power of adaptation to an ever

changing social environment’’
- P.C. Bannerji
Education is essential for the all round development of the child.
Education has always been linked with society. It has both personal and
social dimensions like the two sides of the same coin. According to
Gandhiji, “Real education did not consist in packing the brain with
information, facts and figures or in passing examination by reading
prescribed number of books, but by developing right character”. One of the
foremost objectives of any educational system is to tune up the individual
according to the needs of the society. He or she has to learn social norms,

code of conducts and values.

The word ““social” refers to the phenomena resulting from interaction
among individuals or groups, as well as to the influence of individuals or
groups on one another. Intelligence is the general mental adaptability to
new problems and situations of life or in other words, it is the capacity to
reorganize one’s behaviour patterns so as to act more effectively and more
appropriately in novel situations. One’s success in life depends upon one’s
cognitive abilities encompassed in one’s intelligence quotient (IQ). But
with new developments in the field of psychology and science, intelligence
and success are not viewed the same way as they were earlier. New
theories of intelligence have been introduced and are gradually replacing
the traditional theory. It is now believed that in addition to intelligence
quotient, one needs social skills, that is, social intelligence and emotional

skills to succeed in life.



In the present day life, intelligence tests play a great part particularly
in the life of the student and they have become an important tool in the
educational system. Social intelligence is one of the thrust areas in the
educational researches. It is the ability to understand the society, and its
heartbeats for fruitful and effective involvement in the circulatory process
of society like oxygen in human body. The term “Social intelligence”is
referred to the persons’ ability to understand and manage other people and
to engage in adaptive social interactions (Thorndike, 1920). It is a key
element in what makes people succeed in life. Social intelligence is the
capacity of the individual to interact effectively with his environment. The
interpersonal relations in various work environment is itself the reflection

of social intelligence.

Similarly, Moss and Hunt (1927) defined social intelligence as “the
ability to get along with others”. Vernon (1933) provided the most wide-
ranging definition of social intelligence as the person’s ability to get along
with people in general, social technique or ease in society, knowledge of
social matters, and susceptibility to stimuli from other members of a group
as well as insight into the temporary moods or underlying personality traits

of strangers.

Social intelligence is represented as 30 abilities lying in the domain of
behavioral operations. Guilford’s (1967) structure of intellect model
postulated a system of 120 separate intellectual abilities based on all
possible combinations of operations such as cognition, memory, divergent
production, convergent production and evaluation with four categories of
content like figural, symbolic, semantic and behavioral and six categories
of products such as units, classes, relations, systems, transformations and
implications. The behavioral domain corresponds to social intelligence.

By social intelligence, we mean the qualities of



» seeing through the current social myths and diversions

» understanding the necessity of social action including
discerning what the social situation requires and
creating a program to realize social reform

» developing genuine feelings of compassion and regard

for one’s fellow human beings

Social intelligence is an individual’s fund of knowledge about the
social world (Cantor and Kihlstrom, 1987). Intelligence is not a unitary
cognitive ability but there are seven quite different kinds of intelligence
namely linguistic, logical-mathematical, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic,
musical, interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligences. In that two are
explicitly personal and social in nature, that is, intrapersonal (emotional)
and interpersonal (social) intelligence. Social intelligence is the capacity to
know oneself and to know others is an inalienable part of the human
condition as is the capacity to know objects or sounds, and it deserves to be
investigated no less than these other “less charged” forms (Gardner, 1983).
When people with high cognitive abilities fail and those with moderate

cognitive abilities succeed, it is due to social and emotional abilities.

The new science of success in human relations is known as social
intelligence. It has a five-part model namely “S.P.A.C.E”, that is,
situational awareness, presence, authenticity, clarity and empathy. It is the
ability to get along well with others while winning their co-operation
(Albrecht, 2005). Social intelligence is a combination of sensitivity to the
needs and interests of others, sometimes called “social radar”, an attitude of
generosity and consideration, and a set of practical skills for interacting
successfully with people in any setting. It is also essential for leadership

(Goleman, 2008).



In the next twenty years, we are going to get the society we are
creating now, so that, students are to be trained socially. In the scene there
1s more number of activities, policy plans and special programmes both in
the schools and in our surroundings to shape them to become a ‘Social
Man’. The social man is the concept that is denoted as a man with social
attitudes, social qualities, social skills and social values by which he acts,
behaves, interacts and communicates in a socially approved manner. So, we
have to inculcate the right type of social skills for our students. The best
student should get supportive teacher and a good delegator. The teacher
one who is smart in action communicates effectively, encourages and
praises. She or he should possess a good sense of humour and knows his or
her job very well. As future teachers, the student teachers must have the
qualities of tolerance, high degree of empathy, social acceptance, social
sensitivity, cooperativeness, tactfulness, sense of humour and spirit of we’
feeling in the society. The teacher training institutions should play very
prominent role in the development and shaping of positive attitude and

social intelligence in future teachers.

NEED OF THE STUDY

Every human being possesses intelligence. Studies based on social
intelligence reveals that the main objectives of education are to produce
pupils who are socially good and acceptable individuals. The Indian
Education Commission (1964 — 66) emphasizes the pursuit of truth, full
development of the youth physically, intellectually, socially and morally
with a sense of social purpose, to promote equality and social justice and to
promote attitudes and values needed for developing the “Good Life”.

One tenth of the human beings’ potentials are utilized to the various
and multifarious activities of life and the rest of the same remain unspent
and not utilized, that is, major portion of our abilities, capacities and

capabilities are not used. (Srivatsava, 1952). From an exhaustive review of



related literature, the investigator came to know that in 1930s ‘Social
intelligence’ played main role in researches. But after 1930s only limited
studies have been conducted in the concept of social intelligence. At
present the concept of social intelligence is refreshed due to technology
playing major role in society and people are becoming self-centered and
i1solated entities. So, people are realizing the importance of social living and
training for improving their social skills is deeply felt because of the
changing social order. The social intelligence testing is important to know
the areas of lacunae and foster them. It helps to assess the individual’s
social skills, adapting the new environment in the various areas such as in

education, school, home and common places.

As teachers prepare the pillars of the nation, their social intelligene
would greatly affect their work. The student teachers get different types of
experience during their B.Ed course. So a study is needed to know their
level of social intelligence and how to develop the social intelligence
regarding its dimensions.Hence the investigator wanted to study the social
intelligence of the student teachers as its the period where the plasticity is

more.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The topic selected for the present study is “Social intelligence of

student teachers’’.

DEFINITION OF THE TERMS USED IN THE STUDY
The important terms used in the study are defined as follows:
a) Social Intelligence:
% Social intelligence is the ability to understand others and act

wisely in human relations. - (Thorndike , 1920)
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Bar-on (2005) talked of emotional-social intelligence. According
to him, it is composed of a number of intrapersonal and
interpersonal competencies, skills and facilitators that combine to

determine effective human behaviour.

b) Student - Teachers:

A college student pursuing a degree in education who teaches in a

classroom under the supervision of an experienced, certified teacher. Also

called practice teacher.

—The Free dictionary

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The following are the objectives of the present study:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

To find out the level of social intelligence of student teachers
with regard to its various dimensions.

To find out whether there is any significant difference between
gender and social intelligence.

To find out whether there is any significant difference between
the graduate and post graduate student teachers’ social
intelligence.

To find out whether there is any significant difference among the
student teachers studying in various types of institutions and
social intelligence.

To find out whether there is any significant difference between
the social intelligence scores of student teachers according to the
locality.

To prepare a pamphlet which would be used by the student

teachers to develop the social intelligence through self-study.



HYPOTHESIS OF THE STUDY

In order to realize the objectives of the study, the following
hypotheses are formulated:

1. There is no difference in the social intelligence scores of
various student teachers.

2. There is no significant difference between male and female
student teachers in the social intelligence scores in total and
dimensionwise.

3. There is no significant difference in the social intelligence
scores in total and dimensionwise of graduate and post
graduate student teachers.

4. There is no significant difference in the social intelligence
scores in total and dimensionwise of urban and rural student
teachers

5. There is no significant difference in the social intelligence
scores in total and dimensionwise of student teachers studying

in different types of institutions.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The present investigation is an attempt to study the level of social
intelligence of student teachers. It helps the teacher educators, teacher
training institutions and the administrators to modify their curriculum and
methodologies inorder to provide more instructions in social skills and
suggest positive measures to promote social intelligence among student
teachers. The findings of this study would reveal the areas to be
strengthened in empowerment programmes to help the student teachers to
improve their social intelligence, to take deliberate efforts by organizing
community services through service learning programmes like the NSS,

CSS and NCC programmes by the institutions.



A study of this type will also be of great help to teacher educators ,
teacher training institutions and the administrators to enhance the social
intelligence among the student teachers by creating situations to remember
the importance of encouraging and facilitating safe release of emotions, set
up situations, yoga, meditation, guidance and counselling which allows
safe expression of feelings. The findings of the study will motivate the
future investigators interested in doing researches on this area. On the

whole this investigation has a very wide scope in the present situation.

LIMITATION OF THE STUDY

Since an in depth study is aimed in the present investigation, to study
the social intelligence of student teachers, the number of student teachers is
limited to 565 doing B.Ed course in six Colleges/Faculty of Education in

Coimbatore and Erode districts.

ORGANISATION OF THE STUDY

The reporting of the present study has been presented in five chapters
as detailed below:

1. The first chapter deals with the introduction, need of the study,
statement of the problem, definition of the important terms used,
objectives of the study, hypotheses formulated, scope of the
study and limitation of the study.

2. The second chapter elaborates the review of literature connected
with the study.

3. The third chapter presents a detailed description of the procedure
adopted in this study including sample selection and tool used in
the study.

4. The fourth chapter deals with the analysis and interpretation of

the data.



5. The fifth chapter presents the findings of the study,
recommendations, and topics for further investigations,
conclusion.

This is followed by bibliography and appendices.



CHAPTER - 11
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

A literature review is a systematic, explicit and reproducible method
for identifying, evaluating and interpreting the existing body of recorded
work produced by researchers, scholars, practitioners (Fink, 1998). Itis a
critical summary and assessment of the range of existing materials dealing
with knowledge and understanding in a given field (Blaxter et al., 2002)

This chapter is presented under the following headings:

A. Theoretical Perspectives and

B. Review of related studies
A. THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Theoretical perspective is discussed under the following aspects:

Historical background

o ®

Breadth and nature of social intelligence

Psychometric view of social intelligence

a o

Hierarchical model of social intelligence

o

Characteristics of social intelligence

=

Dimensions of social intelligence

Personality as social intelligence

S

Social intelligence in life tasks

[,

Factors that determine social intelligence

a) Historical Background
The very early historical philosophers, most certainly the early
authors, poets and dramatists recognized the fact that human beings

communicate with each other in a way that is not verbal. That is, one can



sense other peoples’ intentions; one can sense their feelings; one can

understand what their desires are without being told in words.

It remained until about 1920 that this kind of intelligence was given
a name. Thorndike was speaking to the teachers at the time, trying to help
the teacher to understand the many different varieties of thinking skills that
they could teach to their students. He stated that, on one hand, we have
concrete intelligence — how to manipulate things, to know about things. In
another way, we have abstract intelligence knowledge of words or
numbers. But Thorndike was not satisfied that the two types of intelligence
exhausted all the ways that one could conceive of intelligence, so he added

another concept which he called “Social intelligence”.

For sometime, nothing much was done scientifically about social
intelligence. There was, of course, an early test of social intelligence called
the George Washington test of social intelligence. Psychologists and
educators demonstrated on many occasions by the George Washington

Scale which were not effective.

b) Breadth and nature of social intelligence

We should make a clear distinction about what Guilford had in mind
when he talked about social intelligence. This distinction will arise again
and again in our discussion. Guilford’s model is concerned with intellectual
skills or cognitive skills, so we must differentiate these cognitive skills or
aptitudes from other things. What other things could one confuse with
cognitive skills? One thing that could be confused is affect or personality
traits. That is “what I know, what I sense you are communicating to me,
must be quite different from the affect that I impose upon that
communication”. We are not concerned with whether “I am friendly to
you” or “hostile to you” or whether “I am shy or whether I am neurotic or

psychotic”. Instead, we are concerned with how my intellect processes the



behavioral information that you communicate to me and that I

communicate to you.

We also must avoid confusion with another element that is
commonly associated with social intelligence that is, called knowledge.
We all have certain social knowledge, the “Emily Post” type of knowledge.
One can demonstrate social skills by how one behaves. If one drinks
coffee, does one lift the saucer? Where does one put one’s fork? Does one
stand when a lady enters the room? Does he offer his hand to a lady? Such
“cultured” behaviours examplify a type of formally learned social
knowledge, but it is not social intelligence as defined by Guilford’s model,

because those skills can be transmitted purely verbally.

Another type of social knowledge is stereotypic group knowledge.
One might know certain things about groups of people, usually we know

wrong things about people when we know stereotypes.

¢) Psychometric view of social intelligence

The psychometric view of social intelligence has its origins from
Thorndike’s (1920) division of intelligence into three facets namely,
abstract intelligence, mechanical intelligence and social intelligence. In his
classic formulation, “Social intelligence is meant the ability to understand
and manage men and women, boys and girls, to act wisely in human

relations. It is the ability to get along with others (Moss and Hunt, 1927).

By contrast, Wechsler (1939, 1958) gave scant attention to the
concept. He did acknowledge that the Picture Arrangement subtest of
Wechsler Adults Intelligence Scale (WAIS) might serve as a measure of
social intelligence, because it assesses the individual’s ability to
comprehend social situations. However, it is just general intelligence

applied to social situations.



Psychometric view of social intelligence was also discussed under
the following ways:
1) Theoretical inclusion in the social intelligence model

11) Social intelligence as a cognitive module

i)Theoretical inclusion in the social intelligence model:
When Guildford formulated the structure of intellect model between
1956 and 1960, he already had three types of intelligence that is., figural,
symbolic and semantic. Guilford included in his model of intelligence a
whole new dimension which is called social intelligence or behavioural

intelligence.

PRAQY

Fig 1.
Guilford’s model of intellect

This model proposes that intelligence consists of 150 independent

abilities that result from the interaction of five types of contents, five types
of operations and six types of products.

The brief description of contents, operations and products are as
follows:-

Contents (The type of information involved)



¢ Figural (Visual)

¢ Figural (Auditory)

¢ Symbolic
+* Semantic

s¢ Behavioural

The properties of stimuli we can
experience through visual senses e.g.
colour, size, shape, texture and other
visual characters of figure

The properties of stimuli we can
experience through the auditory senses,
e.g. voice and sound

Numbers, letters, symbols, designs

The meaning of words, ideas

The actions and expressions of people

Operations — (The way of processing information)

% Cognition

% Memory

% Divergent Production

% Convergent production

+» Evaluation

Recognizing and discovering

Retaining and recalling the contents of
thought

Producing a variety of ideas or solutions to
a problem

Producing a single best solution to a
problem

Taking decision about the nature of the
intellectual  contents  or  gathered
information whether it is positive or

negative, good or bad etc.

Products — (The results obtained through operations)

+ Units

% Classes

Individual pieces of information limited in
size, e.g. a single number, letter or word

Groups of units information related to
each other on the basis of some common
characteristics involving a higher order

concept



% Relations - A connection between concepts

% Systems - An ordering or classification of relations

% Transformations - Altering or restructuring intellectual
contents

% Implications - Making inferences from separate pieces of
information

In this way, there are 150 factors operating in one’s intelligence. In
that, social intelligence is represented by the 30 abilities (5 Operations x 6

Products) lying in the domain of behavioural operations.

ii) Social intelligence as a cognitive module:

Gardner (1983) has proposed that intelligence is not a unitary
cognitive ability, but there are seven different kinds of intelligence that is,
multiple intelligence each hypothetically disassociable from the others and
each hypothetically associated with a different brain system, while the
seven intelligences namely linguistic, logical, spatial, musical, bodily-

kinesthetic, intrapersonal, interpersonal are “cognitive” abilities.

He defines intrapersonal intelligence as the person’s ability to gain
access to his or her own internal emotional life and interpersonal
intelligence as the individual’s ability to notice and make distincts among
other individuals.

Isolation by brain damage, one form of intelligence can be
selectively impaired, leaving their forms relatively unimpaired; and
exceptional cases, individuals who possess extraordinary levels of ability in
one domain, against a background of normal or even impaired abilities in
other domains, alternatively a person may show extraordinarily low levels
of ability in one domain against a background of normal or exceptionally
high levels of ability in others. The neurological case studies inferred that

damage to the prefrontal lobes of the cerebral cortex can selectively impair



personal and social intelligence, leaving other abilities intact (Gardener,
1983). Both Down syndrome and Alzheimer’s disease have severe
cognitive consequences but little impact on the person’s ability to get along

with people.

Taylor and Cadet (1989) have proposed that three different brain
systems provide the neurological substrate of social intelligence:-
¢ A balanced or integrated cortical subsystem - which relies on long-
term memory to make complex social judgments.
s A frontal-dominant subsystem - which organizes and generates social
behaviours.
¢ A limbic — dominant subsystem - This rapidly produces emotional

responses to events.

With respect to exceptional individuals, Sigmund Freud and
Marcel Proust as “Prodigies” in the domain of intrapersonal
intelligence , and Mahatma Gandhi and Lyndon Johnson as their
counterparts in the domain of interpersonal intelligence. Each of these
individuals, displayed high levels of personal and social intelligence
against a background of more “normal” abilities in other domains.

d) Hierarchical model of social intelligence

Greenspan (1979) proposed a hierarchical model of social
intelligence which consists of three components as depicted in the figure2.
shown below:

Social sensitivity — reflected in role-taking and social inference;

Social insight — including social comprehension, psychological
insight and moral judgment;

Social communication — including referential communication and

social problem solving.



Social

communicati

Social insight

Social sensitivity

Hierarchical model of social intelligence

e) Characteristics of social intelligence
The Characteristics of social intelligence are:
» Judgment in social situations.
Memory for names and faces
Observation of human behaviour
Recognition of the mental state behind words
Recognition of the mental state from facial expressions

Social information and sense of humour

YV V V V VYV V

Social awareness including empathy, attunement, empathic

accuracy, and social cognition

A\

Social facility including synchrony, self-presentation,
influence and concern

» Social performance skills



f) Dimensions of social intelligence
According to Chadha and Usha Ganeshan (2004) social

intelligence comprises eight dimensions:

Fig -3

Dimensions of Social intelligence
% Patience:
Patience is the ability to tolerate waiting, delay or frustration
without becoming agitated or upset. It is the ability to be able to control
the emotions or impulses and proceed calmly when faced with

difficulties.

s Co-operativeness:
Co-operativeness is the ability to interact with others in a
pleasant way to be to view matters from all angles. Buss (2000) reported

that Co-operation is not only a way to increase happiness but also a way



to avoid unhappiness due to regular involvement in competition. It
creates more supportive relationships with the teachers as well as with

other students.

% Confidence:
Confidence i1s the ability to decide in them to do what they think
is right, by testing their abilities or new areas, by making their own

decisions and by doing things for themselves.

¢ Sensitivity:

Sensitivity or insensitivity of a human considered with regard to
a particular kind of stimulus is the strength of the feeling it results in
comparison with the strength of the stimulus. Sensitivity means rapid
perception with senses, reacting to small changes and to be easily hurt

or upset; not to take things for granted.

+ Recognition of social environment
Recognition of social environment measures the ability to

perceive the nature and atmosphere of the existing situation.

% Tactfulness:
Tactfulness means delicate perception of the right thing to say or

do. Tact is critical to social situations, school, family and the workplace.

% Sense of humour:

Humour occupies a special place in human social interactions.
Individuals with sense of humour, having ability to appreciate things,
situations or people that are comic, possess good general mental health,

are happy, have fun, and are more satisfied with their life.

% Memory:



Memory is an organism’s mental ability to store, retain and recall
information. In recent decades, it has become one of the principal pillars
of a branch of science called cognitive neuroscience, an

interdisciplinary link between cognitive psychology and neuroscience.

g) Personality as Social Intelligence:

The social intelligence view of personality (Cantor and Kihlstrom,
1987, Cantor and Fleeson, 1994; Cantor and Harlow, 1994; Synder and
Cantor; 1998) does not conceptualize social intelligence as a trait, or group
of traits, on which individuals can be compared and ranked on a dimension
from low to high. Rather, the social - intelligence view of personality
begins with the assumption that social behaviour is intelligent that it is
mediated by cognitive process of perception, memory, reasoning and
problem-solving, rather than being mediated by innate reflexes,
conditioned responses, evolved genetic programs, and the like.
Accordingly, the social intelligence view construes individual differences
in the social behaviour - the public manifestations of personality - to be the
product of individual differences in the knowledge which individuals bring
to bear on their social interactions. Differences in social knowledge cause
differences in social behaviour but it does not make sense to construct
measures of social IQ. The important variable is not how much social
intelligence the person has, but rather what social intelligence he or she

POSSESSes.

The social intelligence view of personality has its origins in the
social-cognitive tradition of personality theory, in which construal and
reasoning processes are central to issues of social adaptation. Thus, Kelly
(1955) characterized people as naive scientists generating hypothesis about
future interpersonal events based on a set of personal constructs concerning

self, others, and the world at large.



The social intelligence view of personality is Mischel’s (1968, 1973)
cognitive social-learning reconceptualization of personality. Although
sometimes couched in behaviorist language, Mischel’s (1968) provocative
critique of the trait approach to personality was explicitly cognitive in
nature. Thus, understanding individual differences in social behaviour
requires understanding individual differences in the meaning given to
behaviour, its outcome and the situation in which it takes place. The most
important product of cognitive development and social learning is the
individual repertoire of cognitive and behavioral construction
competencies, that is, the ability to engage in a wide variety of skilled,
adaptive behaviours including both overt action, and convert mental

activities.

It should be clear that, from the point of view of the social
intelligence theory of personality, the assessment of social intelligence has
quite a different character that it does from the psychometric point of view.
From a psychometric point of view, the questions posed have answers that
are right or wrong for example: Are smart people also friendly? How do

you know when a person is happy or sad? It is proper to laugh at a funeral?

In this way, it is possible, at least in principle, to evaluate the
accuracy of the persons’ social knowledge, and the effectiveness of his or
her social behaviours. However, as noted at the outset, the social
intelligence approach to personality abjures such rankings of people.
Rather than asking how social intelligent a person is, compared to some
norm, the social intelligence view of personality asks what social
intelligence a person has which he or she can use to guide his or her
interpersonal behaviour. In fact, the social intelligence approach to
personality is less interested in assessing the individuals repertoire of social

intelligence, than in seeking to understand the general cognitive structures



and process out of which individuality is constructed, how these develop
over the life course of the individual and how they play a role in ongoing
social inter-actions. For this reason, Cantor and Kihlstrom (1987) have not
proposed any individual - difference measures by which the person’s social

intelligence can be assessed.

h) Social intelligence in Life Tasks

By Sternberg’s (1985, 1988) triarchic theory, social intelligence is
part of larger repertoire of knowledge by which the person attempts to
solve the practical problems encountered in the physical and social world.
According to Cantor and Kihlstrom (1987), social intelligence is
specifically geared to solving the problems of social life, and in particular
managing the life tasks, current concerns (Klinger,1977) or personal
projects (Little, 1989) which the person selects for him or herself, or which
other people impose on him or her from outside. Put another way, one’s
social intelligence cannot be evaluated in the abstract, but only with respect
to the domains and contexts in which it is exhibited and the life tasks it is
designed to serve. And even in this case, “adequacy” cannot be judged
from the viewpoint of the external observer, but rather from the point of

view of the subject whose life tasks are in play.

Life tasks provide an integrative unit of analysis of the interaction
between the person and the situation. They may be explicit or implicit,
abstract or circumscribed, universal or unique, enduring or stage specific,
rare or commonplace, ill-defined or well-defined problems. Whatever their
features, they give meaning to the individuals life, and serve to organize his
or her daily activities. They are defined from the subjective point of view
of the individual. They are the tasks which the person perceives him or
herself as “working on and devoting energy to solving during a specified

period in life (Cantor and Kihlstrom, 1987). First and foremost, life tasks



are articulated by the individual as self-relevant, time-consuming, and
meaningful. They provide a kind of organizing scheme for the individuals
activities and they are embedded in the individuals ongoing daily life. And
they are responsive to the demands, structure, and constraints of the social
environment in which the person lives. Life task are imposed on people and
the ways in which they are approached may be constrained by socio-
cultural factors. However, unlike the stage - structured views of Erikson
(1950) and his popularizers (e.g., Levinson, 1978, Sheehy, 1976), the
social-intelligence view of personality does not propose that everyone at a
particular age is engaged in the same sorts of life tasks. Instead, period of
transition, where the person is entering into new situations, are precisely
those times where individual differences in life tasks become more
apparent.

The intelligent nature of life-task pursuit is clearly illustrated by the
strategies deployed in its service. People often begin to comprehend the
problems at hand by simulating a set of plausible outcomes, relating them
to previous experiences stored in autobiographical memory. They also
formulate specific plans for action and monitor their progress toward the
goal taking special notes of environmental factors which stand in the way
and determining whether the actual outcome meets their original
expectations. Much of the cognitive activity in life-task problem solving
involves forming casual attributions about outcomes and in surveying
autobiographical memory for hints about how things might have gone
differently. Particularly compelling evidence of the intelligent nature of
life task pursuit comes when inevitably plans go away or some unforeseen
event frustrates progress. Then, the person will map out a new path toward
the goal or even choose a new goal compatible with a super ordinate life
task. Intelligence frees us from refer, tropism and instinct in social life as in

non social domains.



i) Factors that determine social intelligence

There are many factors that determine social intelligence in human

beings. They can be classified broadly into social factors, cognitive factors

and personal factors and it is given in the figure.4

+» Social factors

Socio metrical status in the peer group
Having siblings

Parental style

Family socio-economic status

Community and Environment

Entertainment

Fig-4

Factors that determine social intelligence

% Cognitive factors



e Memory

¢ Problem solving ability

e Recognition of social environment
+ Personal factors

¢ Bodily structure and health

¢ Emotional development

B. REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES
Review of related studies is discussed under the following headings:
1. Indian Studies and

2. Foreign Studies

1. INDIAN STUDIES
The construct of positive health provides a comprehensive
operationalization of one’s satisfaction with life, happiness and optimism.
Deepti Hooda (2009) examined the relationship between positive
psychological health and social intelligence (SI) in a sample of 300
working adults. Correlation analysis showed significant positive
association between the two components of positive psychological health,
that is, satisfaction with life and happiness and six factors of social
intelligence namely cooperativeness, confidence, sensitivity, tactfulness,
sense of humour and memory. Optimism was found to be significantly and
positively correlated with patience, cooperativeness, confidence and
tactfulness and negatively correlated with memory. Further step-wise
regression analysis revealed that out of eight, seven factors of social
intelligence significantly predict one or the other positive health
dimensions.
Karthy (2008) studied the social intelligence of teachers working in
higher secondary schools. In this study the level of present teachers’

social intelligence was moderate. A stratified random sample of 590



teachers working in higher secondary schools were selected for this study.
In this study, there existed significant difference between the teachers
working in higher secondary schools with above 15 years and those with
below 15 years of teaching experience in their social intelligence as far as
sensitivity and tactfulness were concerned. It was due to experience which
has fostered emotional and intellectual maturity. If they get more
experience, sensitivity and tactfulness in doing things will be developed to

an appreciable level.

Gnanadevan (2007), in his study aimed at finding out the “Social
intelligence of higher secondary students in relation to socio-economic
status”. Social intelligence scale was administered to a random sample of
400 higher secondary students. The level of intelligence differed among
the individuals. There were many factors external and internal affecting
intelligence level. Socio-economic status was also one of the important
factors affecting the social intelligence. The higher secondary students
belong to the age of adolescence. Adolescence is a period of social
awakening. For this purpose, the researcher attempted to analyze the social
intelligence of higher secondary students in relation to their socio-
economic status and he found that the social intelligence was high among
the students and also the social intelligence scores differed significantly
with respect to caste, mother’s education and parent’s income. They did
not differ significantly with respect to gender, father’s education, father’s

occupation and mother’s occupation.

Babu (2007) attempted to analyze the social intelligence and
aggression among senior secondary school students. Sample size was 84
senior secondary school students of Malaappuram district. In his study, he
found the social intelligence among senior secondary school students to be

of average and they had a greater amount of aggression. Relationship



between social intelligence and aggression scores of senior secondary
school students was found negative and negligible for the whole sample,
and also gender based comparison of social intelligence was proved
significant. Social intelligence based comparison of aggression was proved
significant. A need for good approach and a well arranged social
intelligence oriented package development and implementation in our

schools was felt.

2. FOREIGN STUDIES

Wallenius et al., (2007) studied about Digital game playing and
direct and indirect aggression in early adolescence. The roles of age, social
intelligence and parent - child communication were analysed. This study
examined in 478 Finnish 10 to 13 years old school children based on self-
reports. The result confirmed that, digital game violence was directly
associated with direct aggression, especially at age 10 but only among
boys. The moderating role of social intelligence was substantiated among
older boys; game violence was associated with indirect aggression among

those with high level of social intelligence.

“Social preference, perceived popularity and social intelligence” was
studied by Andreou (2006). In this study, relations among social
preference, perceived popularity, social intelligence and two types of
aggression behaviour were studied. Altogether, 403 Greek school children
from fourth - through sixth - grade classrooms participated in the study.
Both overt and relational aggression were negatively associated with social
preference for girls; overt aggression was positively associated with
perceived popularity for boys. Relational aggression was positively
associated with perceived popularity for both boys and girls, and social
information processing only for girls. In addition, as was hypothesized,

relational aggression was predicted by cognitive aspect of social



intelligence whereas overt aggression by lack of social skills. Overt
aggression was found to be a unique significant negative predictor of

perceived popularity whereas relational aggression a positive predictor.

Social intelligence is a construct that has shown promising practical
applications, but its use in research and applied setting has been limited by
definitional problems and the complexity of most existing measures of
social intelligence. The goal a present study was to adapt the Italian
Version (Gini & Iotti (2004) “La Tromso Social intelligence scale:
Traduzione e adattaments alla populazione Italiana” (TSIS) Italy:
University of Padova) of the Tromso social intelligence scale. TSIS
[Silvera, Martinussen, & Dahl (2001)]; to the adolescent population.The
sample comprised 320 Italian adolescents, 132 boys and 188 girls. The
analyses revealed the same factorial structure of the original scale and
showed a good internal reliability. The items of the TSIS-IV were
reasonably unbiased in terms of social desirability response bias (Gini,

2000).

“Discrimination of two aspects of cognitive - social intelligence from
academic intelligence” was studied by Jones et al.,, (1997). A multitrait —
multi method study collected measures of social - cognitive flexibility
crystallized social knowledge and academic problem solving from 169 high
school seniors. Results support a division of social -cognitive intelligence
into declarative and procedural social knowledge (crystallized) and flexible

knowledge application as distinct from academic problem solving.

A study done by Wong et al., (1997) based their analysis on Cattell’s
(1971) distinction between fluid and crystallized intelligence in the social
domain,crystallized intelligence reflects the individual’s accumulated fund
of knowledge about the social world including his or her vocabulary for

representing social bahaviours and situations; fluid intelligence, by



contrast, reflects the individuals ability to quickly and accurately solve
problems posed by novel social situations. In this study, they assembled
four measures of each kind of ability including verbal and pictorial
performance measures, self — ratings and teacher ratings. They also had
multiple measures of academic ability. Confirmatory factor analyses
testing various specific models of the relations between social and
academic intelligence indicated that crystallized social intelligence was
discriminable from fluid social intelligence, but not from academic

intelligence.

Schneider (1996) asked subjects to generate descriptions of socially
competent behaviour. These descriptions were then collected and reduced
to form a social competence questionnaire in which subjects were asked to
rate the extent to which each item described their typical social behaviour.
A factor analysis revealed seven dimensions of social competence like
extraversion, warmth, social influence, social insight, social openness,
social appropriateness and social maladjustment. Composite scores on
these dimensions were essentially uncorrelated with measures of
quantitative and verbal / reasoning ability. On the basis of these findings,
they concluded that it is time to lay to rest and residual notions that social
competence is a monolithic entity, or that it is just general intelligence

applied to social situations.

“Evidence for an oblique social intelligence factor established with a
Likert - Based testing procedure” was done by Legree (1995) to explore
theoretical issues inspired by the Likert response format. Two social insight
scales were developed and administrated to 391 Air force recruits and the
results demonstrate the applicability of the probabilistic response format to
measure differences in non traditional knowledge domain and the existence

of a factor that may be interpreted as social insight.



Wong et al., (1995) constructed measures of social perception
(accuracy in decoding verbal and nonverbal behaviour), social insight
(accuracy in interpreting social behaviour) and social knowledge
(awareness of the rules of etiquette). Factor analysis showed that social
perception and insight were closely related; neither of these dimensions
was closely related to social knowledge and none of the social abilities was

related to traditional academic ability.

“First-order and Higher-order factors of creative social intelligence
within Guilford’s structure-of-intellect model: A Reanalysis of a Guilford
Data Base” was done by Chen shyuefee er al, (1993). In this study,
confirmatory maximum likelihood factor analysis determined how
accurately each of several hypothesized combinations of first-order and
higher - order factors reflecting creativity in the social intelligence of 192
high school students were described. The covariation in  selected
submatrixes from the total correlation matrix were originally analysed and
also they found that the results support Guilford’s structure - of - intellect

model.

Cronin et al., (1993) discussed the concept of social intelligence (SI)
including its history and contexts in which it may be valid; assessed social
intelligence from the perspectives of information management, information
policy and information economics. Reviews tools and techniques
associated with social intelligence including networks, hypermedia and

connectionism and considers education and training for social intelligence.

“Reliability of seven measures of social intelligence in a sample of
adolescents with mental retardation” was studied by Mathias et al., (1992).
Evaluation of the reliability of seven measures assessing social cognitive
variables hypothesized to define social intelligence with a total of 125

adolescents with mental retardation. Found high to very high interrater



reliability coefficients; moderate to very high internal reliabilities, and

moderate to high test — retest reliabilities.

Gabrielsen et al, (1992) made an attempt on “the role of self-
monitoring, conformity and social intelligence in selection of a college
major”’. A self monitor is an individual who adopts a social orientation, so
that he or she can manage self presentation. Self monitors are likely to
modify their academic choices to fit social situations or others’
expectations. Subjects of the study were 38 male and 54 female volunteer
general psychology students, including 52 freshmen, 24 sophomores, 9
juniors, and 7 seniors, 31.5 of whom had changed majors at least once and
the results indicated that self monitoring played a role in selection of
college majors. However, data also indicated that the direct influence of
close friends was not what most persuaded self monitors with regard to
choice of major. The study also found that high self monitors were attracted
to majors requiring low social intelligence suggesting that self monitors
prefer enterprising but not necessary social occupations where they not

others can be the center of attention.

Stricker (1990) administered a battery of performance measures of
social intelligence and found that subjects’ accuracy in judging a person
and a situation portrayed in a videotaped interview was correlated with

verbal ability.

“Social intelligence and decoding of nonverbal cues” was discussed
by Barnes, et al., (1989). The relationship between non-verbal decoding
ability and social intelligence defined as the ability to decode social
information accurately, was studied using 40 adults. Results were discussed
in the framework of R.J. Sternberg’s triarchic theory of human
intelligence. Decoding skills appeared to be an important part of social

intelligence.



Conformatory maximum likelihood factor analysis was used to
determine how accurately each of the several hypothesized combinations of
first-order and / or higher-order factors could describe the covariation
within selected submatrices taken from the total correlation matrix
originally analyzed by O’ Sullivan et al. Focus was on evaluating the
goodness-of-fit of six models portraying different hypothesized factor
structures and reproducing selected correlation sub-matrices established
from a total correlation matrix of variables including both anchor tests or
reasonably well-established factorial content and experimental measures of
social intelligences designed to reflect selected constructs within the
structure-of-intellect model of intelligence. Results indicate that
confirmatory analysis permitted the reproduction of first and higher -order
factors within the social intelligence portion of the structure-of- intellect
model ; a single higher-order or general factor of behavioural content
constitutes a viable alternative to account for much of the covariance
among the 23 measures of behavioural cognition that were tested; and the
first order factors identified by O’sullivan et al., were not supported

(Dunmire et al., 1988).

Marlowe (1986) made an attempt on “Social intelligence: Evidence
for multidimensionality and construct independence”. A multidimensional
model of social intelligence was empirically derived. Through the use of
factor analytic techniques. Five domains of social intelligence were

identified and found to be independent of verbal and abstract intelligence.

Marlowe (1985) discussed the topic ‘“Social intelligence:
Implications for Adult Education”. In that they discussed the importance
of social intelligence, how to include it in training needs assessment and

how to include it in the frame work of other technical training, suggesting a



prototypical curriculum for social intelligence development, student

competencies and social intelligence skills for needs assessment.

“The place of social intelligence in a Taxonomy of cognitive
abilities” was studied by Frederiksen (1984). An investigation of social
behaviour measures obtained from interviews and a wide variety of
cognitive variables rarely produced significant relations and the results
suggested that rather than trying to place social intelligence within
cognitive abilities taxonomy, a separate taxonomy of social intelligence

should be developed.

Ford (1983) analyzed ‘“the nature of social intelligence and its
process and outcomes”. They provided the information that two approaches
used to study social intelligence can be categorized as implicit and explicit
theories. Implicit theories include four major ideas and explicit theories
focus on two sets of interrelated abilities. The single most important
process is social planning ability. Other processes that appear to be
important were an individual’s perception of control, competence,
empathy, goal — directedness and degree of interest in social kinds of
accomplishments. An empirically coherent domain of social abilities can be
identified if one stops trying to conceptualize social intelligence as purely a
cognitive phenomenon and views it instead in terms of effective social
behaviour that results from the interaction of a variety of psychological and

socio-cultural process.

Snyder et al., (1983) studied the relationship of performance on
standardized tests in mathematics and reading to two measures of social
intelligence and one of academic self — esteem for two samples of primary
school children. The purpose of this study was to provide evidence of the
validity of two measures of social intelligence and a self — esteem scale

relative to mathematics and reading achievement. The social intelligence



measures showed modest degrees of concurrent and predictive validity; the

academic self — esteem measures failed to demonstrate its validity.

A further search for social intelligence was done by Ford et al.,
(1983). A behavioural effectiveness criterion was employed to conceptually
and operationally define social intelligence. Using Keatings, a search for
social intelligence as a methodological model, this study examined four
measures of academic intelligence and six measures of social intelligence

using three different correlational procedures.

Ford and Tisak (1983) conducted a substantial study involving over
600 high-school students. Four measures of verbal and mathematical ability
were derived from school records of grades and standardized test scores.
Social intelligence was measured by self, peer and teacher - ratings of
social competence. Hogan’s (1969) empathy test, self - reports of social
competence-and the judgement based on an individual interview, he found
that the measures of academic and social intelligence loaded on different
factors. Moreover, the three ratings of social competence and Hogan’s
empathy scale were more highly predictive of the interview ratings of
social competence than were the academic measures. Ford and Tisak
attributed these results to the selection of social intelligence measures
according to a criterion of behavioural effectiveness in social situations,

rather than cognitive understanding of them.

D’urso, (1978) discussed about “an evaluation of Dewey’s social
intelligences”. Dewey’s notion of applying the method of social
intelligence to the solution of social problems was critically reviewed with
special emphasis on his failure to come to terms with the question of
concentrated social power in America. Theoretical ambiguities as well as

unclear ideas on the practical agencies of social change were pointed out.



In a study on “A search for social intelligence” by Keating, (1978).
Three measures of academic intelligence and three measures of social
intelligence were investigated in a group of college students. In the social
domain, intradomain correlations were no higher than interdomain, factor
analyses produced no identifiable social factor and academic measures
were better at predicting a social competence criterion than social

measurcs.

Osipow et al., (1973) investigated “Social intelligence and the
selection of counsellors”. Despite the limitations in the results of this study,
these results were tentatively interpreted to indicate that the Tests of Social
intelligence have potential worth for further investigation in the
identification of consellor trainees.

Hendricks (1969) made an attempt in “Measuring creative social
intelligence”. This study investigated social intelligence in relation to
individuals coping with other persons. In terms of structure of intellect
theory, the first of these two areas included six behavioural cognition
abilities, one for each kind of product or mental construct of information.
The second included six behavioural divergent production abilities

concerned with the generation of behavioural ideas in quantity and variety.

A research on “social intelligence, achievement and the elementary
school child” was done by Bailey (1968). This study assessed the social
intelligence component using the Friendship Rating scale. In a cohesive
fifth grade class, peer acceptance was found to covary with academic
achievement at the same magnitude that such achievement related with
measured intelligence. Self ratings were not as efficient as peer ratings in

the prediction of academic success.

O’Sullivan et al., (1965), administered a battery of creative social

intelligence tests, 22 for divergent production of behavioral products and



another 16 representing 8 categories of cognition of behaviour and
divergent production in the semantic domain to 252 high-school students.
As might be expected, scoring divergent production proved considerably
harder than scoring cognitions, as in the former case there was no one best
answer and the subject’s responses must be evaluated by independent
judges for quality as well as quantity. Principal components analysis yield
15 factors with six factors clearly interpretable as divergent production in

the behavioral domain.

O’ Sullivan et al., (1965) conducted a normative study in which 306
high school students received 23 different social intelligence tests
representing the six hypothesized factors, along with 24 measures of 12
non — social ability factors. A principal factor analysis with orthogonal
notation yielded 22 factors including the 12 non-social reference factors
and 6 factors clearly interpretable as cognition of behaviour. In general, the
six behavioral factors were not contaminated by non — social semantic and
spatial abilities. Thus, O’ Sullvian et al.,, apparently succeeded in
measuring expressly social abilities which were essentially independent of

abstract cognitive ability.

Hunt (1928) originally validated the George Washington Social
Intelligence Test [GWSIT] through its correlations with adult occupation
status, the number of extracurricular activities pursued by college students,
and supervisor ratings of employees ability to get along with people.
However some controversy ensued about whether social intelligence
should be correlated, with personality measures of sociability or
extraversion. However, the GWSIT came under immediate criticism for its

relatively high correlation with abstract intelligence.



CONCLUSION

The review elicits the fact that the concept of social intelligence has
been postulated long back. The changing social scenario calls for a set of
modification in the perception of it and the assessment requires a new
insight. Lack of latest research work in India spells out the need for the
educationist to change their focus and conduct studies afresh. A detailed
description of the variables and methodology of the research are given in

the next chapter.



CHAPTER -111
METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

Research is composed of two words‘re’” and ‘search’ which means to
search again, or to search to new facts or to modify older ones in any
branch of knowledge. It provides an analytical framework for the subject
matter of investigation. It establishes the relationship between different
variables especially the relationship of the dependent variables with the
independent variables. The researcher should be objective and logical in
applying every possible test to verify the data collected and the procedures
employed.

The methodology used in the present investigation is discussed under
the following headings:

A. Method adopted for the study

Selection of the tool
Description of the tool
Jury opinion
Establishment of validity& Reliability
Selection of area
Sample selected for the study
Administration of the tool

Variables of the study

= mEZ o mmU O

Statistical Analysis

A. METHOD ADOPTED FOR THE STUDY
The study on “Social intelligence of student teachers” is an

exploratory type of research work. Exploratory research is that kind of



study in which the investigator has to gather information from reliable

sources and analyze to arrive at facts.

In this study, to know the social intelligence of student teachers and
in order to achieve the objectives of the study the investigator selected the

survey method.

Survey (Krishnasami, 2006) is a fact finding study. It is a method of
research involving collection of data directly from a population or a sample
there of at a particular time. It requires expert and imaginative planning,

careful analysis and rational interpretation of the findings.

B. SELECTION OF THE TOOL

The investigator used the standardized tool “Social Intelligence Scale
[SIS], prepared by Chadha and Usha Ganeshan (2004). This scale consisted
of eight dimensions namely patience, cooperativeness, confidence,
sensitivity, recognition of social environment, tactfulness, sense of humour

and memory.

C. DESCRIPTION OF THE TOOL

a) Personal Data Sheet

In order to obtain relevant personal information about the student
teachers, a personal data sheet has been developed and administered by the
investigator. It consisted of personal information such as name, age,
gender, name of the college, optional subject, graduation level, additional
qualifications, medium of instruction, locale, type of residence, marital
status, type of family and family details. The personal data sheet prepared

and used by the investigator is given in Appendix-1.

b) The standardized multi-dimensional social intelligence scale consisted
of 66 items, in the form of statements. In the case of six dimensions namely

patience, cooperativeness, confidence, sensitivity, sense of humour and



recognition of social environment, the respondent was given a choice of
three alternatives for each item and was asked to choose one. For the other
dimension tactfulness, the responses were in the form of ‘yes’ or ‘no’ type

and for ‘memory’ it was open-ended type.

The scale measures the social intelligence regarding its eight
dimensions and is made up of 8 items for patience, 11 items for
cooperativeness, 8 items for confidence, 9 items for sensitivity, 3 items for
recognition of social environment, 7 items for tactfulness, 8 items for sense
of humour and 8 items for memory. But the items in the final form were

jumbled.

The maximum scores of social intelligence scale are 138 and
dimensionwise scores are tabulated below (Table-I), and it is graphically

represented in the figure 5:



TABLE-I

MAXIMUM SCORES -DIMENSIONWISE

S.No | DIMENSIONS MAXIMUM
MARKS
1. | Patience 24
2. | Cooperativeness 33
3. | Confidence 24
4. | Sensitivity 27
5. | Recognition of social Environment 3
6. | Tactfulness 7
7. | Sense of Humour 8
8. | Memory 12
TOTAL 138
MAXIMUM SCORES-DIMENSIONWISE
7 8
3
b7
24
O Patience B Cooperativeness
O Confidence O Sensitivity
B Recoghnition of social Environment O Tactfulness
B Sense of Humour O Memory

Fig.5




D. JURY OPINION

The tool was a standardized one. It was translated into Tamil and the
correctness of translation was justified with expects in Education and
Tamil. The social intelligence scale with Tamil translation is given in

Appendix 2.

E. ESTABLISHMENT OF VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

Reliability refers to the consistency of the measures of behaviour
(Elmes, 1995). Freeman states that the term reliability refers to “the extent
to which the tool gives consistent results on testing and retesting”.
Reliability is one of the first and foremost characteristics of any measuring
tool.

Validity refers to the truthfulness of a measure a valid measure of a
concept is on. (Shughnessy, 1997).

The tool being a standardized one, the validity and reliability have
been established by the authors, Chadha and Usha Ganeshan (attached in
Appendix 3).

F. SELECTION OF AREA
The areas selected for the purpose of the study were Coimbatore and

Erode districts.

G. SAMPLE SELECTED FOR THE STUDY
According to Gay (2001), “Sampling is the process of selecting a
number of individuals for a study in such a way that the individual

represents the larger group from which they were selected”.

The present study has its focus on student teachers of B.Ed course.
Random sampling technique was used to ensure representativeness without
any bias. In selecting the sample, care was taken with due representation of

factors gender, locality and type of institutions, as variables of the study.



The following Table II indicates the number of samples selected for

the final study with regard to their type of institution and is graphically

represented in fig 6:

TABLE-II

DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED STUDENT TEACHERS

No. of
S.No Type of Institution Samples Percentage
1. | University
a) Avinashilingam University for Women, 134 24
Coimbatore
2. | Government Aided College of Education
a) Sri Ramakrishna Mission Vidhyalaya College 110 19
of Education,Coimbatore
3. | Self-finance Colleges of Education
a) Vellalar College of Education for Women,
Erode
b) Shivparvathi Mandradiar College of Education, 221 40
Erode
c) P.P.G College of Education, Coimbatore
4. | Government College of Education
Government College of Education for Women, 100 17
Coimbatore
Total 565 100




@ University
m Government Aided College of Education
@ Private Colleges of Education

m Government College of Education

Fig.6
Distribution of selected student teachers

H. ADMINISTRATION OF THE TOOL

The investigator obtained the required permission from the
principals and administrators in the Colleges of Education to conduct the
study. The investigator went to Colleges of Education and administered the
social Intelligence scale to the samples. Rapport was created with the
respondents before the administration of the tools. The purpose of this
study was explained to them and they were asked to give their responses

frankly in the response sheet.

Before filling the social Intelligence scale, all respondents were
asked to fill personal data sheet containing a few basic questions on matters
such as name, age, gender, name of the college, locale, medium of
instruction and family details. After getting this done, the investigator gave
necessary directions as to how to answer the social intelligence scale. The
respondents were asked to read the instructions which is given in each

sections and understand each statement properly and then put the (X) mark



on a cell against the chosen answer for every statement on the response

sheet .

It took nearly 40 minutes for the sample to fill the information
related to the background details and also Social Intelligence Scale. The
subjects were co-operative in data collection. The importance of enhancing
social intelligence among the student teachers is very essential. For this
purpose, the investigator had prepared a pamphlet for student teachers and
it was distributed to them which will facilitate them to enhance their social

intelligence by self study. (Pamphlet enclosed in Appendix 4)

I. VARIABLES OF THE STUDY
The variables like gender, previous degree level, Locale and type of

institutions were considered in the present study and is shown in Table III:



TABLE -1I1
DETAILS OF SELECTED VARIABLES OF THE STUDY

No. of the
S.No Variables student Percentage
teachers
1. Gender Male 127 22
Female 438 78
2. Degree level | Graduate 311 55
PostGraduate 254 45
3. University 134 24
Aided 110 19
Type of Colleges
Institution 5 v ate 221 39
colleges
Government 100 18
Colleges
4. Locale Urban 251 44
Rural 314 56

J. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
The collected data were consolidated, tabulated and analyzed

statistically by using mean and standard deviation, test of significance (‘t’-

test and ANOVA).

1) Mean and Standard Deviation
Mean and standard deviation were done using the result of the study

to make simple comparisons whenever necessary.



Formula

A. Mean
>X

X =
N

where, X =Mean
2.X = sum of all the values of the variables
N= Number of observations.
B) Standard Deviation

c =V Ix2 Where x = (X — x)
N
o = standard deviation

X= value of the variable x;
X = Mean

N= Number of observations.

CONCLUSION
Systematic procedure has been followed in the conduct of

the study and the results are discussed in the following chapter.



CHAPTER -1V
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter the data obtained in the final study on “Social
Intelligence of Student teachers” has been analyzed to findout the level of
social intelligence of student teachers. The term ‘analysis’ refers to the
computation of certain measures along with searching for patterns and

relationships that exist among the data groups (Kothari, 1990).

Social Intelligence Scale (SIS) developed by Chadha and Usha
Ganeshan (2004) was used to collect information about the student
teachers. The collected data was statistically analyzed and interpreted
using descriptive and quantitative analysis and is discussed under the

following headings :

Descriptive Analysis
» Profile of the Sample
» Overall Social Intelligence scores of the student teachers

» Social Intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise

Quantitative Analysis

» Comparison of the social intelligence scores of the student teachers.

» Comparison of the social intelligence scores and dimensionwise
scores of the student teachers according to gender.

» Comparison of the social intelligence scores and dimensionwise
scores of graduate and postgraduate student teachers.

» Comparison of the social intelligence scores and dimensionwise
scores of student teachers according to the locality.

» Comparison of the social intelligence scores and dimensionwise

scores of student teachers studying in different types of institutions.



Descriptive Analysis
The background details of the student teachers were tabulated by the
investigator, to consolidate the general information of the sample and is

given in Table-IV and in figure 7:

TABLE -1V
PROFILE OF THE STUDENT TEACHERS
S.No. Particulars Number | Percentage

1. | Marital status Married 86 15
Unmarried 479 85

2. | Type of family Nuclear 422 75
Joint 143 25

3. | Agelevel 19 -25 years 492 87
26 — 32 years 68 12

Above 32 years 5 1

4. | Family income Upto Rs. 10,000 384 68
(Monthly) Rs.10,001 — 20,000 113 20
Rs.20,001 — 30,000 35 6

Above Rs. 30,000 33 6
5. | Locale Urban 251 44
Rural 314 56

From the above table, it is inferred that 15 percent of the student

teachers were married and the rest 85 percent were unmarried.

Regarding “Type of Family” 75 percent of student teachers were

from nuclear family and 25 percent from joint family.

With reference to ‘Age Level’ 87 percent of the student teachers

were in the age level of 19-25 years, 12 percent of them in 26-32 years age



level and 1 percent of them were above 32 years. The mean age of the

sample was 23 and majority of them belong to 19-25 years of age.

With regard to ‘Family Income’, the family income of the 68 percent
of the student teachers was upto Rs.10,000 ; the family income of 20
percent of the student teachers was between Rs. 10,001-20,000 and the
family income of 6 percent student teachers was between Rs. 20,001-
30,000 and the family income of 6 percent student teachers was above
Rs.30,000. The mean income of the sample was Rs. 10,350 and a majority

of them belong to lower middle income group .

Regarding locality of the sample, 44 percent of the student teachers

studied in institutions located in urban areas and 56 percent in rural areas.
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PROFILE OF THE STUDENT TEACHERS
ACADEMIC PROFILE OF THE STUDENT TEACHERS

The academic profile of the student teachers studied is shown in the

following Table -V and it is represented in the figure 8:

TABLE -V
ACADEMIC PROFILE OF THE STUDENT TEACHERS
S.No. Particulars Numbers | Percentage

1. | Type of Institution | Government 100 17
Government -aided 110 19

University 134 24

Self-finance 221 40

2. | Subject Arts/Commerce 219 39
Specification Science 346 61

3. | Residence Type Hostlers 350 62
Day Scholars 215 38

4. | Degree Level Graduates 310 55
Post Graduates 255 45

5. | Medium of Tamil 209 37
Instruction English 356 63

The above table provided the information related to the academic

side of the student teachers. In that, the first category, ‘Type of Institution’,

17 percent of the sample were studying in the Government Colleges of

Education, 19 percent of the sample are studying in Government Aided

College of Education, 24 percent of the sample were studying in University

(Faculty of Education) and 40 percent of the sample were studying in self-

finance Colleges of Education.




It was found that 39 percent of the sample belonged to
Arts/Commerce groups namely Tamil, English, Commerce, Economics,
Geography or History and 61 percent belonged to Science groups namely
Mathematics, Physical Science, Biological Science, Special Education,
Home Science or Computer Science in the category of subject
specialization.

In the category of ‘Residence Type’, 62 percent of the student
teachers were hostlers and the remaining 38 percent were day scholars.

Regarding ‘Graduation level’ it is revealed that 55 percent of student
teachers were Graduates and 45 percent of them were Post-Graduates.

Regarding ‘Medium of Instruction’ 63 percent of the student teachers

studied in English Medium and 37 percent of them in Tamil Medium.
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Overall Social intelligence scores of the Student Teachers
The following Table-VI represents the overall social intelligence
scores of the student teachers and is shown in the figure 9:
TABLE - VI
Overall social intelligence scores

of the student teachers

S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low(<85) 10 2
2. Average(85-115) 502 89
3. High(>115) 53 9
Total 565 100

From the above table it is evident that 2 percent of the student
teachers had low level of social intelligence with their scores being less
than 85, and majority of the sample (89 percent) had an average social
intelligence between the score range of 85-115. About 9 percent of the
sample had the social intelligence scores of high level which is greater than
115. So, it is inferred that majority of the student teachers had an average

level of social intelligence.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise -‘Patience’
The scores obtained in the first dimension-‘Patience’ by the student

teachers are shown in the following Table-VII and in the figure 10:

TABLE - VII
Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension -‘Patience’
S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (£17) 69 12.2
2. Average (18, 19) 118 20.9
3. High (> 20) 378 66.9
Total 565 100

From the above table, it is clear that scores of student teachers in
the dimension ‘patience’ of social intelligence are analyzed and categorized
as low, average and high depending on the score range given in the manual
of this tool (attached in Appendix 3).It shows that 12.2 percent of student
teachers had patience in low level, with the score range which is less than
or equal to 17;20.9 percent of student teachers had an average level of
patience with the score range of 18 and 19, and 66.9 percent of the student
teachers had high level of patience with the score range greater than or
equal to 20. So, it is concluded that majority of the student teachers had

high level of social intelligence in the dimension patience.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension -‘Patience’




Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise -
‘Cooperativeness’

In the dimension ‘cooperativeness’ scores of student teachers are
analyzed and it is categorized into low, average and high as depicted in the

following Table-VIII and shown in the figure 11:

TABLE-VIII
Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension -
‘Cooperativeness’
S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (£24) 55 9.7
2. Average (25,26) 89 15.8
3. High (= 27) 421 74.5
Total 565 100

From the above table, it is evident that the scores of the sample
in the dimension of ‘cooperativeness’ of social intelligence are found to be
from 19 to 31. They are grouped as low, average, high depending on the
score range given in the manual of this tool (attached in Appendix 3). It is
seen that 9.7 percent of the student teachers had low level of
cooperativeness; 15.8 percent of them had an average level of
cooperativeness and 74.5 percent of the sample had high level of
cooperativeness. It is inferred that majority of the student teachers are

highly cooperative.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise- ‘Confidence’
The scores of student teachers in dimension confidence of social

intelligence are depicted in the following table-IX and figure 12:

TABLE - IX
Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension- ‘Confidence’
S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (£18) 89 15.8
2. Average (19) 56 9.9
3. High (>20) 420 74.3
Total 565 100

From the above table, it inferred that the ‘confidence’ scores of
student teachers in social intelligence ranges from low to high compared to
the score range given in the manual of the tool (attached in Appendix 3). It
is evident that 15.8 percent of the student teachers had low level of
confidence, with the score range which is less than or equal to 18; 9.9
percent of the student teachers had an average level of confidence with the
score 19, and 74.3 percent of the student teachers had high level of
confidence with the score range which is greater than or equal to 20. So, it
is concluded that the majority of the student teachers (74.3 percent), had

high level of confidence.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension - ‘Confidence’




Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise- ‘Sensitivity’
Scores of student teachers in the dimension sensitivity of social

intelligence categorized in the following Table-X and in the figure 13:

TABLE - X
Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension-
‘Sensitivity’
S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (>23) 394 69.7
2. Average (20 -22) 115 20.4
3. High (<19) 56 9.9
Total 565 100

From the above table, it is clear that the ‘Sensitivity’ scores of
student teachers in social intelligence are categorized into low, average or
high depending on the score range which is given in the manual of the tool
(attached in Appendix 3). It also further reveals that 69.7 percent of student
teachers had low level of sensitivity regarding the score range which is
greater than or equal to 23 ; 20.4 percent of the student teachers had an
average level of sensitivity with the score range 20-22 and 9.9 percent of
the sample had high level of sensitivity with the score range which is less
than or equal to 19. So, it is inferred that majority of the student teachers
69.7 percent had low level of sensitivity. The qualitative description
indicates that the scores of low level (less or equal to23) is highly sensitive.

So 69.7 percent of the student teachers’ sensitivity is very high.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise — ‘Recognition
of Social Environment’

The Social intelligence score of student teachers in the dimension
‘Recognition of Social Environment’ are tabulated in the Table-XI and
figure 14:

TABLE - XI
Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension — ‘Recognition of

Social Environment’

S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (0-4) 274 48.5
2. Average (5 - 6) 124 21.9
3. |High > 6) 167 29.6
Total 565 100

The above table sheds light on fact that the ‘Recognition of Social
Environment” scores of student teachers in social intelligence are
categorized into low, average and high depending on the score range which
is given in the manual of the tool (attached in Appendix 3). It is evident
that 48.5 percent of student teachers had low level of recognition of social
environment with the score range 0 — 4; 21.9 percent of student teachers
had an average level with the score range 5 — 6 and 29.6 percent of student
teachers had high level in recognition of social environment with the score
range which is greater than 6. So, it is revealed that about half of the
student teachers (48.5 percent) had low level scores in the dimension
recognition of social environment. Hence it is required to give training for

the samples in this dimension.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise — ‘Tactfulness’
The Social intelligence scores of the student teachers in the
dimension ‘Tactfulness’ are outlined in the following Table-XII and is
shown in the figure 15:
TABLE - XII

Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension — ‘Tactfulness’

S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (0—4) 255 45.1
2. Average (5, 6) 283 50.1
3. High (> 6) 27 4.8
Total 565 100

From the above table, it is noticed that the social intelligence scores
of student teachers in the dimension ‘Tactfulness’ are analyzed and it is
categorized into low, average and high depending on the score range
which is given in the manual of the tool (attached in Appendix 3). It
reveals that 45.1 percent of student teachers had low level of tactfulness,
with the score range 0-4; 50.1 percent of student teachers had an average
level of tactfulness with the score range of 5 and 6 and 4.8 percent of
student teachers had high level of tactfulness with the score range which is
greater than 6. So, it is evident that half of the student teachers (50.1
percent) had average level of tactfulness, and the high and low level put
together constituted another half. Equally low ‘tactfulness’ scores in social

intelligence demands the need for training in this dimension.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension - ‘Tactfulness’



Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise — ‘Sense of
Humour’

The Social intelligence scores of the student teachers in the
dimension ‘Sense of humour’ are classified in the following Table-XIII and

in the figure 16:

TABLE - XIII
Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension — ‘Sense of
Humour’
S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (<9) 372 65.8
2. Average (9 — 12) 170 30.1
3. High (> 12) 23 4.1
Total 565 100

From the above table, it is understood that the scores obtained by the
student teachers in the dimension ‘sense of humour’of social intelligence
are categorized into low, average, high depending on the score range which
i1s given in the manual of the tool (attached in Appendix 3). It is also
evident that 65.8 percent of the student teachers had low level of ‘sense of
humour’ with the score which is less than 9 ; 30.1 percent of the student
teachers had an average level of ‘sense of humour’ with the score range of
9 — 12 and 4.1 percent of student teachers had high level of sense of
humour with the score range which is greater than 12. So, it is concluded
that majority of the student teachers (65.8 percent) had low level of sense

of humour.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample dimensionwise — ‘Memory’
The Social Intelligence Scores of the sample in the dimension

‘Memory’ are tabulated in the following table XIV and in the figure 17:

TABLE - XIV
Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension — ‘Memory’
S. No. Range Frequency | Percentage
1. Low (<£8) 315 55.8
2. Average (9-12) 69 12.2
3. High (>13) 181 32
Total 565 100

From the above table, it is noticed that the social intelligence scores
of the sample in the dimension ‘Memory’ are analyzed and categorized into
low, average and high depending on the score range which is given in the
manual of the tool (attached in Appendix 3). It is clear that 55.8 percent of
student teachers that is more than half the sample had low level memory
with the score range which is less than or equal to 8; 12.2 percent of
student teachers had an average level of memory with the score range of 9
— 12 and 32 percent of the student teachers had high level of memory with
the score range which is greater than or equal to 13. So, it is evident that
majority of the student teachers (55.8 percent) had low level in memory.
This finding urges the need to give training to the student teachers in the

dimension memory of social intelligence.
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Social intelligence scores of the sample in dimension — ‘Memory’




QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
The quantitative analysis is done for the comparison of two or more
groups. This statistical technique helps in the inference and prediction of
results. The primary objective of quantitative analysis is to enable the
investigator to generalize from the sample to some large population of
which the sample is a part. Generalizations are done by using difference in
means, standard deviation and standard errors. Among the various
techniques‘t’ test and ANOV A are used for the present study.
The quantitative analysis by using ‘t’-test and ANOVA are
corroborated under the following headings:
» Comparison of the social intelligence scores of the student
teachers.
» Comparison of the social intelligence scores of the student
teachers against the variable gender.
» Comparison of the social intelligence scores against the variable
— level of the student teachers.
»  Comparison of the social intelligence scores against the variable
locality.
»  Comparison of the social intelligence scores of student teachers

against the variable type of institution.



Comparison of the social intelligence scores of the student teachers
The collected data were tabulated and the minimum scores,
maximum scores, mean and standard deviation are shown in Table-XV
below:
TABLE - XV

Comparison of the social intelligence scores of the student teachers

S.No. | Number of | Minimum | Maximum Mean S.D.
Student Score Score
Teachers
1 565 81 122 106.59 7.57

From the above table, it is seen that the social intelligence scores of
student teachers varied from 81 to 122. So, it is concluded that the student

teachers differed in the social intelligence.

Hence the null hypothesis 1, ‘There is no difference in the social

intelligence scores of student teachers’ is rejected.



Comparison of the social intelligence scores of the student teachers
against the variable gender
Mean value, standard deviation and t-value of the male and female
student teachers dimensionwise and in total social intelligence scores are
tabulated in the following Table-XVI and in figure 18:
TABLE - XVI
Comparison of the Social intelligence scores of the Male and Female

student teachers

Mean Value Standard Deviation

Dimensions Male Female Male Female | ‘t’ — value
Patience 19.95 | 20.34 2.21 2.32 1.66 ™
Co-operativeness | 27.16 27.77 2.56 2.28 2.60%%*
Confidence 21.14 20.55 1.92 2.21 2.775%*
Sensitivity 2249 | 2220 2.15 2.13 1.35™
Recognition  of [ 0.97 0.88 0.79 0.76 1.13M
Social
Environment
Tactfulness 4.62 4.52 1.38 1.27 0.80™
Sense of humour | 3.80 3.88 1.24 1.58 0.50™°
Memory 7.01 6.30 1.72 1.75 4.06%*
Social 107.14 | 10643 | 7.18 |7.67 0.93™
intelligence

NS — Not Significant ** _ Significant at 1 percent level.

The above table indicates the analysis of the dimensionwise scores
and total social intelligence scores of the student teachers against the
variable gender. There is significant difference between female and male
student teachers in the dimensions cooperativeness, confidence and

memory, at 1 percent level. In the other dimensions patience, sensitivity,



recognition of social environment, tactfulness and sense of humour and in
the total social intelligence scores, there is no significant difference
between the male and female student teachers.

Hence the null hypothesis 2, ‘There is no significant difference
between male and female student teachers in the social intelligence scores
in total and dimensionwise’ is accepted for all dimensions and in total
social intelligence except for the dimensions cooperation, confidence and
memory. In the dimensions confidence and memory the male student
teachers scored more whereas in the dimension cooperativeness female

student teachers scored more.
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Comparison of the Social intelligence scores of the Male and Female

student teachers

Comparison of the social intelligence scores against the variable — level

of the student teachers

Social intelligence scores and its dimensionwise scores of graduate

and post graduate student teachers are given in the following Table-XVII

and figure 19.
TABLE - XVII

Comparison of the Social intelligence scores of Graduate and Post

graduate student teachers

Mean Value Standard Deviation
Dimensions Graduate Post Graduate Post ‘0 —
S graduate S graduate | value
S S
Patience 20.30 | 20.20 2.24 2.37 0.52 ™
Co-operativeness | 27.80 | 27.44 2.18 2.54 1.80™
Confidence 20.80 | 20.54 2.19 2.13 1.42™
Sensitivity 2237 | 22.13 1.94 2.34 1.36™
Recognition  of [ 0.90 0.91 0.72 0.81 0.03™
Social
Environment
Tactfulness 4.61 4.45 1.30 1.28 1.44°
Sense of humour | 3.87 3.85 1.48 1.54 0.21™
Memory 6.24 6.73 1.71 1.79 3.32%*
Social 106.89 | 106.23 | 7.16 8.03 1.03™
intelligence

NS — Not Significant % - Significant at 1 percent level



The above table clearly represents that there is significant difference
in the scores of graduate and post graduate student teachers at 1 percent
level in the dimension memory. In the remaining dimensions and in the
overall social intelligence there is no significant difference between the
scores of graduate and post graduate student teachers.

So the null hypothesis 3 ‘There is no significant difference in the
social intelligence scores in total and dimensionwise of graduate and post
graduate student teachers’ is accepted for all dimension and in total social
intelligence score excepting in the dimension memory. In this dimension-
memory post graduate student teachers scored more when compared with

their graduate students.
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Comparison of the Social intelligence scores of student teachers
according to their locality
Social intelligence scores and its dimensionwise scores of urban and

rural student teachers are given in the following Table XVIII and figure 20:

TABLE - XVIII
Comparison of the Social intelligence scores of Urban and Rural

student teachers

Mean Value Standard Deviation
Urban Rural Urban Rural ‘-
Dimensions student | student | student student value
teachers | teachers | teachers | teachers
Patience 20.18 20.31 2.34 2.27 0.67™
Co-operativeness | 27.60 | 27.66 2.41 2.32 0.33™
Confidence 20.49 | 20.83 2.18 2.14 1.89™
Sensitivity 22.38 22.17 2.09 2.17 1.17°°
Recognition of | 0.90 0.90 0.80 0.74 0.11™
Social
Environment
Tactfulness 4.46 4.61 1.29 1.30 1.34™
Sense of humour | 3.83 3.88 1.52 1.50 0.40™
Memory 6.66 6.29 1.74 1.77 2.45%*
Social 106.50 | 106.66 | 7.68 748 | 025
intelligence

NS — Not Significant *# - Significant at 1 percent level
The above table provides the information that the analysis of the
dimensionwise scores of social intelligence and total social intelligence

scores of the student teachers according to the locality. There is significant



difference between urban and rural student teachers in the dimension
‘Memory’ at 1 percent level. In the remaining dimensions and in the overall
social intelligence there is no significant difference in the scores of urban

and rural student teachers.

Hence the null hypothesis 4 ‘There is no significant difference in the
social intelligence scores in total and dimensionwise of urban and rural
student teachers’ is accepted for all dimension and in total social
intelligence scores excepting in the dimension memory. The scores of
urban student teachers is higher when compared in the rural student

teachers in the dimension memory.
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Comparison of the Social intelligence scores of Urban and Rural

student teachers

Comparison of the social intelligence scores of student teachers against

the variable type of institution

The following Table-XIX portrays the value of sum of squares,

degrees of freedom, mean squares and ‘f” values obtained in the Analysis

of Variance of the scores dimensionwise and the total social intelligence

scores of the sample in different institutions and is shown in figure 21:

TABLE - XIX

Comparison of social intelligence scores of Student teachers studying

in different types of institutions

Dimensions Source of Sum of df Mean ‘-
Variation squares Square value
Patience Between 4.45 2 2.23 042
Groups
Within 2985.86 | 562 5.31
Groups
Co- Between 52.93 2 26.47 4 .82%*
operativeness | Groups
Within 3083.96 | 562 5.49
Groups
Confidence Between 131.89 2 65.94 14.78%*
Groups
Within 2507.13 | 562 4.46
Groups
Sensitivity Between 60.68 2 30.34 6.80%%*
Groups




Within 2509.02 | 562 4.46
Groups
Recognition of | Between 1.035 2 0.52 0.89"™°
social Groups
environment Within 327.41 562 0.59
Groups
Tactfulness Between 9.27 2 4.64 278"
Groups
Within 937.00 | 562 1.67
Groups
Sense of | Between 14.88 2 7.44 3.30%*
humour Groups
Within 1268.35 | 562 2.26
Groups
Memory Between 126.55 2 63.27 21.85%*
Groups
Within 1627.64 | 562 2.90
Groups
Social Between 911.35 2 455.67 8.16**
intelligence Groups
Within 31367.2 | 562 55.81
Groups 1

* - Significant at 5 percent level
*# - Significant at 1 percent level

NS - Not Significant

One way ANOVA was applied to find whether there is any
significant difference in the social intelligence scores of student teachers

studying in different types of institutions. The ANOV A results shows that



the calculated ‘f” value is significant at 5 percent level in the dimension
“sense of humour” and the ‘f” ratio value is significant at 1 percent level in
the dimensions patience, cooperativeness, confidence and memory. The
overall social intelligence scores of the student teachers in different types

of institutions are significant at 1 percent level.

So the null hypothesis 5, ‘There is no significant difference in the
social intelligence scores in total and dimensionwise of student teachers
studying in different types of institutions’ is rejected for the total social
intelligence and in all dimensions except patience, recognition of social

environment and tactfulness.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter the investigator has analyzed the data collected by
descriptive and quantitative statistics. The analysis helped the investigator
to arrive at the summary of findings and offer the recommendations in the
field of education for the development of social intelligence and

suggestions for further research which are presented in the next chapter.



CHAPTER-V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter summary of the major findings of the present study,
“Social intelligence of student teachers” is presented on the basis of
statistical interpretation given in the previous chapter. Besides the major
findings, the researcher offer suggestions and recommendations for further

research based on the present study.

METHODOLOGY

The investigator selected 565 student teachers from the six different
types of institutions namely University, Government, Government-aided
and self-finance Colleges of Education. Social Intelligence Scale (SIS)
constructed by Chadha and Usha ganeshan was used to assess the social
intelligence of the student teachers selected for the study. This scale
consisted of eight dimensions namely patience, cooperativeness,
confidence, sensitivity, recognition of social environment, tactfulness,
sense of humour and memory regarding the social intelligence and survey

method was used to collect the data from the student teachers.

FINDINGS
The major findings of the study were as follows:
e Three fourth of the student teachers were from nuclear families and
25 percent from joint families.
® Majority of the student teachers (87 percent) were in the age level of
19-25 years, 12 percent of them in 26-32 years age level and 1

percent of them were above 32 years.



The mean income of the sample was Rs.10,350 and a majority of the
student teachers(68 percent) belong to lower middle income group.
Regarding the locality of the sample, 44 percent of the student
teachers studied in institutions located in urban areas and 56 percent
in rural areas.

It was found that 39 percent of the sample belonged to
Arts/Commerce groups and 61 percent belonged to Science groups in
the category of subject specialization.

The analysis of data based on their graduation showed the fact that
more than half (55 percent) of the student teachers were graduates
and the remaining 45 percent of them were post graduates in
different disciplines.

Regarding ‘Medium of Instruction” 63 percent of the student teachers
studied in English medium and 37 percent of them in Tamil medium.
Majority of (62 percent) the student teachers were hostlers and the
remaining 38 percent of them were day scholars.

Majority of the student teachers (89 percent) had an average level of
social intelligence. In the dimension patience 66.9 percent of student
teachers had high level of social intelligence.

Majority of the student teachers (74.5 percent) are highly
cooperative.

Regarding the dimension ‘Confidence’ 74.3 percent of student
teachers had high level of confidence.

Most of the student teachers (69.7 percent) had low level of
sensitivity.

In the dimension ’recognition of social environment’, half of the

student teachers (48.5 percent) had low level scores.



In the dimension ‘Tactfulness’ half of the student teachers
(50.1percent) had average level and high and low level put together
constituted another half.

Majority of the student teachers (65.8 percent) had low level scores
in the dimension ‘sense of humour’.

More than half of the student teachers (55.8 percent) had low level
scores in dimension-memory.

The social intelligence scores of student teachers varied from 81 to
122. So it is concluded that the student teachers differed in the social
intelligence.

There is no significant difference between male and female student
teachers in the social intelligence scores in total and for all
dimensions except for the dimensions cooperation, confidence and
memory.

There is no significant difference in the social intelligence scores in
total and dimensionwise of graduate and post graduate student
teachers excepting in the dimension memory. In this dimension-
memory post graduate student teachers scored more when compared
with their graduate students.

There is no significant difference in the social intelligence scores in
total and dimensionwise of urban and rural student teachers
excepting in the dimension memory. The scores of urban student
teachers 1s higher when compared in the rural student teachers in the
dimension memory.

There is no significant difference in the social intelligence scores in
total and dimensionwise of student teachers studying in different
types of institutions is rejected for the total social intelligence and in
all dimensions except patience, recognition of social environment

and tactfulness.



RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings of the study the following recommendations are

suggested by the investigator:

e Various lectures can be arranged to sensitize the student teachers
about Social intelligence and with reference to dimensions of Social

intelligence.

e The present study highlights the need of better environment in
institutions for the development of social intelligence among the
student teachers. A proper environment helps to develop the pattern
of relationship among the student teachers for further cooperative

learning.

e The student teachers with low and average level of social
intelligence can be identified and suggestions or guidance can be

given to improve their social intelligence.

e The institutions should create situations to remember the importance
of encouraging and facilitating safe release of emotions by yoga,
meditation, guidance and counselling which will allow safe

expression of feelings.

¢ Exclusive training packages and tryout studies can be undertaken for

student teachers inorder to develop social intelligence.

¢ More empowerment programmes can be arranged to help build self
esteem for student teachers. These programmes are often best taught
by teacher educators who can connect to the respective ages or

genders in classroom and society.



SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The present study included a sample size of 565 student teachers
which could be extended to other districts to obtain more generalized
information.

Numerous studies can be conducted in the field of social intelligence
highlighting its applications and use in daily life situations.

Case studies can be conducted to assess the social intelligence of
disabled children.

A comparative study can be conducted to compare the social
intelligence of school students of various levels and also in higher
education including Professional course programmes.

A comparative study can be conducted to compare the social
intelligence of Lecturers, Professors working in Professional
Colleges and Arts and Science colleges.

A comparative study can be conducted to compare the social
intelligence of Working Women, Homemakers and Social Workers.
A comparative study can be conducted to compare the social

intelligence of Lawyers, Managers, Doctors etc.



CONCLUSION

Our system of education must have the objective of social man
making. For the same not only teachers but also all the hands associated to
the field of education must take special care and work in unisun to develop
social intelligence among student teachers. Our members of community-
parents, teachers, family members, social workers, voluntary organizations,
political as well as religious leaders all of them are responsible collectively

in the making of socially approved ‘promises of tomorrow’.

The present study reports that the student teachers had an average
level of social intelligence. It may be due to the existing life style, social
code, food habit, socialization pattern, family setup, college atmosphere,
nature of college discipline and classroom code of conduct, diminishing

moral values and or such other factors.

The student teachers try to understand more about society, social
relations, social approval, dealings, responsibility and social identity. They
begin the social conduct in a novel way to develop morale and inculcate

values of social intelligence in the future generation for a Social India.
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APPENDIX-1
Avinashilingam University for Women,
Coimbatore - 108

Department of Education

Personal Datasheet

As a part of my M.Ed course I am doing a dissertation on the
topic "Social Intelligence of B.Ed students". Kindly give the
following details. The information provided by you will be kept

confidential.

1. Name
2. Age
3. Gender : Male I:I Female I:I
4. Name of the College
5. System of the college : Boys / girls / Co-Education
6. Optional
7. UG / PG
(Indicate Branch also)
8. Additional qualifications :

9. Medium of Instruction : Tamil I:I English I:I

10. Locale : Urban I:I Rural I:I
[ ] [ ]



11. Hostelite Dayscholar
12. Marital status : Married I:I Single I:I
13. Type of family : Nuclear Joint
14. Details regarding the family :
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<
2 tothe | © & é . cu —
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) Name Studen| § | < ;?.': 3 g 0
t o = 3] =
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15. Mention your physical condition : Normal I:I Disabled I:I
16. Participation in Co-curricular activities




Social Intelligence Scale
Response Sheet

Name :
College :
Part - 1

Q. No. Responses Q.No. Responses
1 a b c 19. a b c
2. a b c 20. a b c
3. a b c 21. a b c
4. a b c 22. | a b c
5. a b c 23. a b C
6. a b c 24. | a b c
7. a b c 25 | a b c
8. a b c 26. |a b c
0. a b c 27. a b ¢
10 a b c 28. | a b c
11. a b c 29. a b I
12. a b c 30. | a b c
13. a b C 31. a b C
14. a b c 32. | a b c
15. a b c 33. |a b c
16. a b c 34. | a b c
17. a b ¢ 35 |a b ¢
18. a b C 36. a b c




Part — I1

Q. No. Responses Q.No. Responses
37. a b C 55. a b
38. a b c 56.
39. a b C S57.
58.
Part - III 59.
40. Yes / No 60.
41. Yes / No 61.
42, Yes / No 62.
63.
43. Yes / No
64.
44. Yes / No
65.
45. Yes / No
66.
46. Yes / No
Part - IV
47. a b c
48. | a b c
49. a b C
S0. a b (v
S1.
52. a b c
53. a b c
o4 a b c




APPENDIX- 2
INSTRUCTIONS

In this booklet there are some statements regarding the way in which we behave, feel and act. We want
your first response. Please try to make your best possible answer honestly and sincerely. Read and understand
each statement properly and then put your mark on any cell against every statement on the answer-sheet by
making the sign of cross (X). Please do not omit any statement. Your answer will be kept strictly confidential.

We need your full co-operation.
PART -1

INSTRUCTIONS
Please read the following statements carefully and among the three responses given for each of them,
pick up the one which seems to you to be the most likely way in which you would respond. You are to choose
only one response from a, b, and ¢, and mark a cross (x) on the appropriate cell on the answer-sheet.

SPSSTTC UTSHWMSET SUTONS UGESYD. 6UE)UTH VTGHUSSDGD w6ty IS reT
uBevseT 6)GrHES0LVCGBESETYET. 2 mSEssG 678 &f erery CsaaTdnCsr gemer a, b, c-60
Csi56)5068 AsHGTTC AT S LSSV (X) GP&66)0.

STATEMENT
1. Your servant has taken a day's leave.
a. You are the first to volunteer help.
b.  You will help if nobody else does.
¢.  You find some excuse and avoid helping.
o msaT Couamnssrgs e saer B\ Waw THSHeaTearay.
a. SmseT $raTAG WPETVGS) WPHTE 2569 6)FeTjaar.
b. wrad 28600 werevgars vCssP HsrseT 28609 yPeSjser.
C. g&MIg) Sagamd 6)sa606d 2 gayvms $9FOTFaaT.
2. When you hear about a crime.
a.  You sympathise solely with the victims
b.  You remain indifferent.
¢.  You do both, sympathise with the victims and emphathise with the criminals.
smssT 06 eHrsmsouny Caled Gurg)
a. VTE4800CCUMESTS YSTVOURSFaaT.
b. @ivlLwwrs Qwsae9BeSfaaT.
C. bRGeT UMPE500CCUISSHTS ABSTOWPD HCHFOWD Sbs& GHHO
6)FGVIBMW STTETEMSUYD L5 6)smeredseT.
3. You have been given an award for academic excellence.
a. How did I manage it?
b. Ideserved it!

c.  Well, nobody else could have got it.



2 MGG SV LpOuneT WeamuPeh 6)euNPwe) 56650578 9GS AePsEs00BL'ENG).
a. 6rar WG TOUG MSWAEHEaIET?
b. saer Y606 568 2y wevsit!
C. st Cum TG VIR GES Quars).
4. You are forced to rewrite some of your notes because somebody stole them.
a. Iwill kill the person!
b. Iwonder why somebody had to do this.
c. I'will never forgive him/her.
GRGeT TWHWS Walsr FBgsb)sram gash S msmeaT UHYMSS OMUGUD DS
TWEE 6)saVBmagser.
a. orear JeueneT 6)smer e (HGes.
b. waf @oug 6)swsrfser erarg W&ePWOUEHGsv6T.
C. oasr sTOBUAGY SjsvensT | Jsuener WeTePE80rC .G 6.
5. You are requested to switch off the music system as your neighbour is having a severe headache.
a.  You immediately comply.
b. You ignore the request.
¢.  You grumble and argue.
2 MSEBMW UG55HTC(HS5075 Shewwnar Smeeuedwns 0rdssOuC(HaTersmsh
2 MSGHET QEWFSSEGIDW HW58556)5a6069 vsaPey st CalEmag.
a. LLOQWrs GmseT sO0dOTjseT
b. smser sveemcw CuamhCsramer v LwWOUBSS6TjsaT.
C. SRS YEYPTV55)S 6)ararCL efaunsd 6)gweljaer.

6. You come across an accident where a car collided with an elephant. The former was damaged and the
latter died. What strikes you first?
a. The damaged car received.

b. The dead elephant.

c. Both
GRISGET WAETUD SrGd Curdsb)sranc @ 0P0sME VUTFSEENFaaT ALY saf
Ceg0m b0 . g). waemerT @mGselCCg. @000 VN SmseT VTS 6TH)
G reTpd?

a. Geguemn_ b9 &r4.

b. @wss wasmer.

C. Qoam®ho.

7. You are asked to join a rough trek.
I am determined to give it a try.

b. I'wonder if I can stand the strain.

c. Oh!Iwon'riskit.
snseT G sgbWpreaar Ganc Ggwaawsde Csjhbg) 6)smarenwrm Csl (hé
6)srerenOUBS S FS6r.

a. 6rer G WYwHéd 6)sw wgb)euBOGueT.

b. ererarasy wowor steTy WEFLWOUEGET.

C. ! srer Q686 D Bée 2 ucwoa  GLer.



8. Someone who is dependent on you spends your hard earned money on gambling.
a.  You reprimand severely
b. You talk it over.
c.  You decide to throw him out.
D MGWET FM5HEGSGY WISTT Q@f GmseT $a3CUUCH 2MPSs5 USTEMS ST SH60
6)Fv6y 6)sWEMg.
a. omser sPmwwns saTCard 6)SLasE0Tjs6.
b. sarer Ymsiuny GusaGsvsr.
C. 66T Syuemer STSH)wBw Pgb)eBOGussT.

9. If you are asked to go for a picnic you do not really want to go for but know your friends would like you to.
a.  You will go.

b. You refuse point blank.
¢.  You will try your best to avoid going if it were possible.
D MISGEMET GETUIEET F1) 2 VVTFOUWSTTY VGO JHYSENTFEET. MSGERES PV
NGOUBVE6V. YeTash HrseT eUgGeusT(Hd 6TeT GETUFSET NBDYSD ST
a. omser 6)ssvedjser.
b. smser s BorsPOS5sem.
C. Hmser Mg FrrsPOusNG Wobsarey YwWHd 6)swesjser.
10. You hear that some anti-social elements have been given capital punishment.
a.  You are happy.
b. You are relieved.
¢.  You are against capital punishment.
Pov Fups 8IS HE36G STéGSITC T 6)srHOVMHSO UM BaaraP LB ST jser
a. smser 5685560 YW eTjsar.
b. Smser Fowsd S eSisear.
C. dmser ms e7HFOTjaar.
11. You are invited for a grand party.
T'hope I know people there.
b. Iguess Il make friends.
c. Iwish Idid not have to go.
GwGET G )uPw PGBEENSTE JWsESOUBS Y FaeaT
a. eteréG AmGBs 2aTereufamerd 6)sLuYd eTery cOOSMS _arTeTg).
b. ererarasy serujamer gHUESS 6)saaTarUD 6TaT HeerrsSEmerr.
C. et GBS 6)seusnNG oI GOUNIED.
12. You are asked to make a speech at a public function.
a. Gosh! I am nervous.
b. Iwill give them a talk to remember.
c. I'wonder if a substitute can be found.
GRSET @G 6)urgeleaadsy 6)samb)usPeurnmonmy CsC (s 6)srarerOLB S FseT
a. ot UsCCOUBGeeT.
b. @ujser dmeradsl FHewuy. 6)srmb)uneummSever.

C. TME6G USvas wagaeg) 6)eamb)unPeuamm SenCOurfsera eT6ry FenerOGUET.



13. You come out of a restaurant and find a beggar out side.
a.  You give him some money.
b. You ignore him.
c.  You feel guilty.
GRS G FHMETGESTMVUID BBrg 6)wePCuw eugdfjsear. 90CurY G
OEMS&GSTFR)NT SATTE N FSH6T
a. 60T YaNsG vad 6)sa(HOGUET.
b. srear svemer BgrsfOGues.
C. naeT GHYeTFEL 6)saarGeUe.
14. If you had to share your room with a distant cousin for a week.
You will hesitate.
b. You will refuse.
¢.  You will agree immediately.
GRSGEHT LRISEHDW WP STTSS SMITGHGT 6 VITEENG UMGH)STerEenwanm
Crmdms stefsb
a. Smser SWHRGHSJsen.
b. smser g ForefOSjser.
C. HMseT 2Larquns sO0HOSFse.
15. At a group meeting you find it impossible to put forward a very pertinent point.
a.  You get disgusted.
b. You want to scream.
¢.  You decide to make it later if possible.
UVg GGG 6)sraTERD FHSOTN DMSEBMI THY SBESMSG P6TE)FTVEISG) BUWEVTWVeY
Cuadmgy.
a. smser 6)eumousnealser.
b. emserés $55Cuem®Bd Guash CgreTmb.
c. 108Uy Wweuluwr HOGUAE 6)sasvevenrd eTar Pb)HOS]s6T
16. Your friend fails to understand the solution to a simple technical problem which you have explained
many times over.
a.  You tell your friend that he / she is stupid.
b. You continue to try.
c.  You dismiss the subject.
GRISGET LRSEFH W GITUDSS G 6)ST060 HENSS0TaT ) OF&FaeaTuieT (g6
vVg sy 6)sreedud SjeustT GYPGSI6)srarenalsieney eTesf sy
a. HRSET VT ANPUMMEVET 6T Gn)e FSH6T.
b. smser wwpemw 6)sr gefjser.
C. 680 Ogésamearaw 68E869BSFo607.
17. You are required to stay at home to look after someone in your family and hence have to cancel an outing.
a.  You wouldn't do it.
b. You cancel your outing.

c.  You look for an alternative solution.



smsar 6)euaPGuw 6)gsbevensg I I (H msermw GHOUSHL 2 aTer QHEVTT
urgsgs6)srererwam CsC(BS 6)srarenOLBE L FSerT
a. omseT MG 6)FwWwr e fsaT.
b. Smser OeePGw 6)ssevens $60955500HeSFaaT.
C. bmser AsNG VDY WY saThHIGOS] a6
18.  When you see a child being hit by its parent in public.
a.  You sympathise with the child.
b. You get upset.
c.  You remain indifferent.
6)urg Q&P @ UHBYIF ST GYHMSMHW GUUMSGSE Srawd S FaerT
a. SmseT GHETsE QrssOUBeTFSaT.
b. smser ewBss0UBTFaaT.
C. smser Y Lwwrs QabaPHeSFsaT.
19. You are faced with a stiff problem.
a. Ican't solveit.
b. I'm sure something will come up.
c. There can be no possible solution to this.
GRSGET QG SgarOrar OFésamearaw 6THF6)srerdnfjaar
a. ereraras) $5468 Quevag).
b. sarer @50 GE8 6)ewelGw eGGsue eTaiTy KOPsMS 2ararg).
C. A$0& THY $56) Qevensv.
20. Your friend arrives 45 minutes late for an appointment.
a.  You are wild at him / her.
b.  You refuse to listen to excuses.
¢.  You ask for an explanation.
D MGET BETURT 5 JHUTC QNG 45 FOCmsaT $705058 VEBEMTET
a. smser el sGoowWns cCbS6)smaraljser.
b. seuer (g srgammsmer Calums smseaT 69500 FsaT.
c. SalCw aParés0 sl Fjaer.
21. You are asked to walk a long way to the market to get something for a party at home.
a. You will refuse.
b. You agree to go.
¢.  You try persuading others to go.
o2 mseT 5 g LSS IBEHG5TE Feu QUrBLama WIms VGVSHSG GaTC STFd
o 6Ter F6M856& Cuamwry CsC(BS 6)saararOUB S FaaT
a. omsaT WS BorsLOSFSeT.
b. dmser 6)sebesNG 658)56)sr6a165FS607.
C. dmaer vpmefaame Cuagwam U OSFser.
22. 1f you see a blind man waiting to cross a road and looking for help.
a.  You wait to see if someone else will help.

b. You immediately offer assistance.



c.  You decide to ignore the situation.

FAMVMWSE SLOUSNSGNE 2860 THFEHMGE D_aTaT SETUAFE)CUWDNEITT MISGET
STEYDO)UTYWS)
a. wagrevg) 2869 6)srfeera 6TeTy THFUTFOS] 6.

b. Smser dEs6 Carguwns 2.609yfedfaeaT.
C. HmsT 566 DCSMS YyméaamPOljsaer.
23. You have failed in your examinations.
a. This is terrible.
b. Iwill always fail.
c. I'm sure I will do better next time.
smser Ggiade) Carevadwen g 69 @ jsaer
a. @9 6srpemwwarary).
b. saer e10BUrgIL Cgrsvadwen Gever.
C. naeT 2PwWns ABHSSSCY BETYAS 6T(WPSCeve.
24. Caged birds are being sold all over the country.
a. You consider them decorative.
b. You appreciate their beauty.
c.  You think that they ought to be freed.
G (ROUMENVGET 5a(H PYVSD ePpusneT 6)FOWOVBENS)
a. GRSET VDY JVNSTFSENG 6TaT BTSN JSaT.
b. Smser Swupfear Juems sPwrs o eurgbHb)srardffaer.
C. GMST VDY G5655008 I (GQBESVTD 6TaT Fersdnjaar.
25. If you are asked to step down from some high post for a good cause.
a.  You will resign.
b. You will fight and try to retain the post.
¢.  You will refuse it immediately.
TCHSDD QB BV SITATESNSTE LMSEFM W 2WFHSG VSN D68 IBSS
Pmvss @ymewrn Csl(ps6)srarenOuBE L faer
A 6AGT G50 UsIemw grderawa 6)suWSeIe.
b. Smser samey CUIC(H WPUGD G850 USIMW S&50m6US5E6)saaTer PWHE
6)awedfaar.
C. GMST WG 2 aTQWns BFasPOS a6
26. You are asked to baby sit a child for the evening.
a.  You try to quickly put the child to sleep.
b. You try to form a rapport with the child.
c.  You refuse to baby sit.
RO OIMHVUE)VTWYSHD GYEMSHW UaFSS&6)smaTenwry CasC(Bé 6)srarerOUB S Faer
a. smser £6850086 JH5E GRHMGMW PG MVES YWHE 6)FWeSjser.
b. Smser 686 GRIMSUICD Gyswrear 2meme) gHUBSSS 6)srareljaer.
C. SRS G566 GUEMSMW UTFSE)SE 6)saarer 6)Fmcbeens BrasPOSFaeaT.
27. You go for a movie with some family friends and find it very boring.

a.  You wait till the end.



b. You walk out.

c.  You tell your friends that they have bad taste.

GRS 0 FMIOVCESNSG SHOVU GETUFSERLET 6)se0ESFsaT. HOVLD 2 MSEFSSGO
Gg8869606m6v 6T6sl 6L
a. uCd YQub g &06SBOSFS6T.
b. 6eePGuw susgedBHeaSssen.
C. MG BEBTUFEEICD UFSETGS COAFOIERT JFMET 6TETHY GneE6T
28. If you had to sacrifice a holiday for a friend's need.
You would go on your holiday.
b. You would help your friend out.
c.  You will try your very best to avoid making a sacrifice.
onseT 2.msen paruelar CHmnssTs Gk PHWamn Sarédms Swasd 6)Fw
CrmoGuarg)
a. SmseT LmsEMCW PBWMNESSSTET 6)FeaIfaar.
b. Smser cmser saruaNsG 2ga0yfeSFaaT.
C. SRS 68 SWrssSMEG &GS YWHE 6)seSfser.
29. You see a man suffering in pain on the roadside.
a.  You help him.
b. You ignore him.
¢.  You can't help him but think about the incident for many days.
FrmVBWITSH VT WEPWs) GGUUMmS Srerd S FaeT
a. HSMseT AVEISG 2 H0I6)FUeTFaaT.
b. Smser Ssuemer &G a6
C. 2MEMIEL UMES 256)FWW DWEVaNsuensy. YaTT) bG FOUNGMS G
GrCHEEG FMTEHS 6)sr60mgHOTJs67.
30. You have been accused of a crime you never committed.
a.  I'will never be able to prove my point.
b. Iwill prove myself.
c. There is no way I can get out of this.
GmGET 6)sWng GHNSEN&GTs GHHO Fal.COUB S jaer
a. BT TETEIM W STTETGMSG 5 PEs WWHE 6)swor G,
b. saGer sterayemw Fwrwdms 2MPOURSSBCever.
C. APV G58 O)vaPCuw uBVSNG T66 Wb Bsvensy.

31. If you went home tired and found that you had to entertain some friends for the evening.
You display signs of reluctance.
b. You keep up a smile and ensure their comfort.
¢.  You will try your best to give them a hint.
smser &5Cqng Genjeuns’ Cuadnfjset. 968 VrmVOUE)UMPSH 2 msaT GETUJSmET
s685rs0mCw 6)FwBsusT(Hd 6TsvP6h

a. smser msar GOUCTERVW 6)$PWOLBSSeTFS6T.



b. dmser 0 yararmsmw 2FiESHNCH  JfsErmCw  6)sarsPwsSNG
2 mPweP OS G s6r.
C. SRS VFSEE6SE GOy SGBVSHNG YWHE 6)seTFaeaT.
32. Suppose you are a team captain and some discussion arose.
a.  You would refuse to accept the views of other members.
b. You consider yourself supreme.
c.  You believe in over all participation.
GRS 0 GWEI FmeveeT. HUCBUTY aNursL TWENS) eTerfsh
a. wppeFsaler sGHm BrrsPOSjaer.
b. emsmer oPsr5s546) b)ufwevenrcs BeyerOSFaean.
C. eTGBurGamw VmamOmUYd GOYETFserT.
33. You finally find a dress you have been waiting for, for ages and discover that the size is not proper.
a.  You wait for more places to arrive.
b. You buy it up any way and consider altering it.
¢.  You drop the idea completely.

omseT @mPwns @ 2w G556y 6)FWETFsHaT. JYaTT) ST ey FPWTS ReVeney
6Tar ST (K GES N JE6T

a. smser QeTd Fmmw DCESNG 6)seveljaar.

b. Smser dwsCuw ewrmd OnG 5665V VIHPS 6)anearedfaer.

C. smser @65 aaswdms AOUGBW P HaPRHeS]ser.
34. How would you react to the extreme poverty prevalent in slums?

a. Dirty slums sicken you.

b. You consider it their bad luck.

c.  You feel responsible in someway.

Cafueb sremOUBY HFSOVGUART UMMHVW GRIGET TOUG 6T(HSHE6)smeredfsar?

a. grweowny Gsf o.msmer 6)epOuvmw mGENS).

b. @wjsermcw )5 yPjoecd sTar BeyeTSS S FSen.

C. SMseT J8Mg G 96586 6)uriuns Drés Couam(Bb eTer FaarsSdaaT.
35. You are asked to play the lead role in some play.

a. Ican'actat all

b. Tam not presentable enough.

c. I'will try and do my best.

BTSSP QB WSEWOIRT 65TUMEST65H60 Bo.s6wam CsC(Ps6)smararOUBE Y FaerT

a. ereTaTas) G686 QDWEVTs).

b. ererarasy SGsTNYSSG Boss QueTs).

C. eTeTaarae) @ueiy erey Boss WWH 6)& W6
36. You are asked to attend a religious function at an old aunt's house.

a.  You are unwilling because you dislike convential people.

b. You accept just to please your aunt.

¢.  You can't hear to sit through long ceremonies.

GRIGET DMGET QUWSTET SMSGUWIET 6FC.1q60 VGEFTFUMRT PPAaNEL SVGS 6)STarEROML)
Cs(psb)srererOUBS G 6T



a. omseT  SHG  SWagrs  @ebepev.  gbarefll 2 MEersEG  AGS0TSSP
0SOUYSSIPEHOTERT VWSHMTU Q&SI
b. Smser cmsesmW ASMSE508 6258)66)%r6765F G607
C. sar Crgd ePpassarsy 2 Csr@wam 6)émsieuems Grset Calsoregsa.
PART -1I

INSTRUCTIONS
From each of the following quotations, select the word that most accurately describes the mental state
of the person making the statement. Cross out (x) the correct answer on the answer-sheet.
SQssanC 6)srgealsl FOUGSOVCL gUPST weTHmW CBsEFPWs aNVPEEE G
VrGémsmw Bs5i560)5(Bés0)0, M P G5reMeh SNGPW SCCFH (X) GPS56)0.
37. The army will defend us. Will it? Won't it?
a. Despair b. Indecision c. Confidence
UL KOO UMEGTEENG). Ffwa? @ebemevwa?
a. p0OSMSUSETEO. b. 2mdsremo. C. B/OIEMmS.
38. And to think we had looked forward to this party for days.
a. Disappointment b. Regret c. Disgust
@R GBw @5H690s eTOBUMG) WEGb)weT 6)FrdunTaTrs KenersSGnad.
a. gorppo. b. w®ss. C. 6Osaumiy.
39. We hate the way you admire her. What about us?
a. Despair b. Jealousy c. Possessiveness
GmseT Jevenen 6)wELwaPss5mG GrmsaT 6)umsSHCnad. TRsmETO VMNP 6TETT FrnpIEVTIW?
a. s00smsUIsTER)L.
b. &umspremo.
C. JFsOuvguasaT UNHWS6.



PART - 111
INSTRUCTIONS

In this part, there are some statements regarding the way you behave and act. Each statement has a
forced choice response of either 'Yes' or No'. Try and decide whether 'Yes' or 'No' represents your usual
way of behaving and acting. If yes, cross out (x) the cell below 'Yes' and if no, then cross out (x) the cell
below No'.

BDOUGHWI Pov UTGHWMGET 2 MGET GLGEMS FOUGSVTS 6)GaHESOUC(HaTens).
paburm  wrsSwwd ', ‘@ieme"  eTarw  gHTeg  atan  Bs5566)5(BéGwuUG
DsrBss00  Berarar. @I parn Csi5660s8 ASHEFW SCCS5H (X) G 668)0.

40. If you were the host in a party and had to entertain a mixed crowd in which there were some people
you disliked intensely would you gently avoid them and give the other more attention.
Q0 9Yrals) smseT eGismOCuraTTs BB seT. TLBVTGY VG GG BS06)UPw
L S5F0 smsarT sBHmOWns Cumsed Leuf aTaTarf. JVUFSMET HHSGET 6)OETMWWTS
R9EFINC(H wppevjsamer Bseybd PrE&mSWns Seual'sEn jaear.
41. Your friend brings you a gift for some occasion and it so happens that you don't like it much, would
you express your feelings obviously.
D MG GEITUET 6(h QTS 2 MESEEEG UM Oy e SHpaer. JeaTTe) g SMSERSS
O és6fslene 6Tafsl ms OeualOuemwas 6)eePOuBSg65js6ra?
42. 1If you had to give someone a piece of bad news and after having searched for almost a day, you
finally find him / her in a disturbed mood would you give the news?
GRS QOUNG 6)sCC 6)sSmw PePss CuanBb. ¢ 67T YYIHO ey Csgw
OnG, SAVf waTREm IV UIVTVEL REOUMSS SGaeaTdfiaeT. eTafsl GG 6)FPayw
VP D FpeTFaera?
43. On arriving for dinner at a friend's place you discover that none of the dishes prepared appeals to
your appetite. Would you resist showing traces of disappointment.
2 MG garualer oFC NG Qo ePGhSDsTs 6)edfiear. AWBs msaT VLSS
S5G656TM) ey THYD @evemey 6Tl Juanmsms 6)eludC semL GuabheSjaera?
44. In your various successful enterprises do you think that your opponents have experienced strong
sense of defeat.
2 MGEM UveISwrTaT 6)eunn WwHdselsy, .msesmw QCualguaerfsaleaT OO TeT
Corevefsemer 645508 eTaramSfFaara?
45. Do you go through experiences where you find that in some controversial matter after a while your
opponents willingly acknowledge your point of view.
GREET MSERMW THFOUMTFSaTST THFOmMWTaT PVTSS5F6), S MGEMW KBS
QVfaaT QML THMSG 6)STTTC YWYUIMISGET 2_aTaTSHr?
46. If you are asked to intervene in an argument between two persons without supporting any of them,

do you expect to be successful.



Qoean® Gus ePewrgd sy 6)sramgsGd8urg) WrMIYD WSPSETVL  JVFSEBES
Dy Bw 2.msmer smeuudBory Csl(Bé 6)srarenOuBPPiser 6Tl g 6eumnwenw)d
6Ter 6TSFOTFOSF a6 a?

PART -1V
INSTRUCTIONS
Given below is a list of incomplete jokes. Against them, there are three choices with which to
complete the joke. You are to select and cross out (x) the choice you consider to be the most humorous.
Q0 WwHWOB)LWAs GEmGESM 6)GTC 6T 6)GaHESOUC(HaTerar. ASNG $CQ wpsTH
698w r6vT VTGS WmIGET BE)SEFHE)6V 6)50C g semen P& 6)F Wb UED)SUTEY
6)sahés0UC(Herenar. PV GrsGaT BSYd GMSEHMVWTS SGHO BT G VISHWIHMS a,
b, c -0 C5556)5(0$8 Pmssmare) sHNGLW SCCESH60 (X) GP55640.
47. Doctor to patient: 'Are you married by any chance?'
Patient:
a. My wife chooses her own doctor.
b. No, the reason I look this way is that T am sick.
c. That was ten years back.
0GBSHVF CorwaaPuPCd @ 2168 HEHwsTwrdaN Ga?
Caorwaef :
a. 6T WEMHETES JYVEFD W VGSIVMT VB G55 56)s5HOUMET.
b. @ebemev, o spemen sfuIseurs sagamrssal QOus saamruBFE e
C. U§8) VBLMEERGS erarrgluw GLbHNCC ).

48. Two friends were discussing the reasons for their remaining single after all these years. 'Why only a
few days', said the first, T met a girl and fell in love with her at first sight. 'Well', then said the
second, 'Why didn't you marry her'?

a. I took a second look.
b. She was my boss's wife.
c. Her boy-friend punched me.
DG GETUFSET HOTCSTVOTE UjseT Sawemrd 6)Fldg b)saarerasemst VMNP
PeVaSSEMaE6aT.

(PG GEVTUET : 6)sa65¢  BGACSMIGESTET G Ouemement 6558561, (pHeD

urfeUIBCBW G150 09(WEHES60T.

LT A GESTUST : 6T sUenen FGwenrd 6)Fg) 6)aaararaelensn?

PGV BEVTUET :
a. 66T Ve DD WY UFFSSS T
b. sever ereir (WL UG WEHETED.
C. VAT BEITUJ ST g8 GS 6T 6.

49. It was their first fight after marriage and the sordid subject was money. Before we were married',

She cried, 'You told me you were well off".



a. 'So what' he yelled!.
b. Twas', he snarled 'but I didn't know it".
c. How right I was, he retorted.
FeVaTSEENG O6T G JUFTEEHDW (PEEV FOTDL, FOTDSETET PESW &TJT60TD
veTd. "GO PEOITSEDG GNGET VESUYCET DBHSSTS GhPueralFaT" 6TETLY SjeverT
&5 G T T6T.
a. "YGM6)S6TT" 6TETLY VST H&S 6T T6IT.
b. "gurd. sCger. yerash g vpn eTarsG 6)sSwWay) eTetTRY SriferTAEH.
C. oaar eTeveene) FPwWass GnnfSemer.
50. Why does he suffer from eyestrain?
a. Lack of spectacles.
b. He lives opposite the Y.W.C.A.
c. He sleeps very little.
EJ6T DJ6UCHT S6TT SOTHMWET VBSPS 6)srerHmmeir?
a. SE0TETT TG DJ6v0P TGS 6UTT6V.
b. gveir YW.C.A 18P0 suLOugm6b.
C. 0566mNINE STMGISTA6D.
51. 'You're a liar, challenged muscles, 'Really', grumbled the small man, 'Say that again and I'll burst
your jaw'. 'Consider it said', taunted muscles.
a. Forget it.
b. Bye-bye, I have to hurry home.
c. Consider it bursted.
0 fPw vaPsalear gmssar evalCd, " 6)uTDWaaTIET' 6TaTY hmPW). SDG
"o arepowasa ety Gslcaer. Cuayd SeveT 6 @ms HEHOU 6)FrsTaTas) o 6T
STHCHW  6)UWGSHHPHCVET' 6TEOTNART. ASDG SMESET, G6T EPWNTEYSHEWENTUJD
UTGEGE6)STENT" 6TTS P
a. gemg 050
b. sasir &5 gmeE Jvsgors 6)ssbdCmer. Cual euGHCmetr.
C. 205G STMMW UGS S)E6)Sm67.
52. Don't I look good tails?
a. No
b. Weall do, don't we.
¢.  Why not? You ancestor did.
sty w CHrmmbd 0Oy wevaTré&S SaamPEEmSr?
a. @senev.
b. a0 ereBurd @G5 wadf 2 erGearad Bsvemsvwr?.
C. &ar Qevemn? 0 WarGarriser HOUGESTEaT DBGST ST



53.

54.

Elderly passenger who objects to cigarette smoking. 'If you were my husband, I'd  give  you
poison'. Replied the smoker:

a. Well if you were my wife I'd take it.

b.  You'd still go to jail.

c. With or without dessert.

Wés vwsnP yamsOPGé8 50y 6)sfaNsdmag. " & eTer SeTeUaTrs DBGSGHSTL 2 aTéG
Vagd 6)sr0H'$HBOCUET". JS5HG YmSOBGOUF:

a. pebevg), & 6T VMTNWTS DBHSMY 9025MG GlgdPBOBUET.

b. p¥wse Curdwmourd.

C. VYIS 2_re)_Ta? SePwasea?

Patient to new doctor in the Mental Asylum, 'We all like you more than the old doctor’;

'Why?', queried the surprised doctor.

The patient replied:

a. We feel you are more like one of us.

b. Well, the old doctor was slightly mad.

C. Your hair is longer.

RO VSTEVSTOUESSY Crrwae’, (g OGSHVPCD GhmmEmag. "GARIGET UHQW
OGBSYVMTIC 2 mGme JHa0 eNBOYSCprd."

OGBSIVF : "ger' ereiry CalLmag.

Carwael :

a. 2msmeT TRSaT) ITS 6TaTaSCHad.

b. uvemyw VBSHVF 6)saErFD WHUGSWO.

C. 2Lm&aT WP GMOTS QEBOUST6.



PART -V
INSTRUCTIONS

Write down the name of the eminent persons on the answer-sheet.
SQsaanC B8&L58 sUFSPST 6)uwWfsmer e ssras) 6TWS6)O.
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In this scale, retest and split half techniques were employed to find the

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

reliability coefficients. The following coefficients were obtained:

SPLIT-HALF RELIABILITY CO-EFFICIENTS

Areas Reliability coefficients
A. Patience 0.93
B. Cooperativeness 091
C. Confidence 0.89
D. Sensitivity 0.90
E. Recognition of social 0.95
environment
F. Tactfulness 0.91
G. Sense of humour 0.90
H. Memory 0.96
TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS
Areas Reliability coefficients
A. Patience 0.94
B. Cooperativeness 0.91
C. Confidence 0.90
D. Sensitivity 0.93
E. Recognition of  social 0.95
environment
F. Tactfulness 0.84
G. Sense of humour 0.92
H. Memory 0.97




VALIDITY

The techniques of Validity used to validate this scale were Empirical
Validity and Cross Validation. The present scale has a validity coefficient of

0.70 and the overall cross validation r=0.80.



Scoring key of the present scale is given as follows:

SCORING KEY

Scoring key for (A) - Patience

Response Alternatives

Items Nos a b C
4 1 3 2
8 2 3 1
15 1 2 3
16 1 3 2
20 1 2 3
27 3 1 2
36 2 3 1

Scores Awarded
Scoring key for (B) - Cooperativeness
Response Alternatives
a b C

Items Nos
1 3 2 1
5 3 1 2
9 3 1 2
14 2 1 3
17 1 3 2
21 3 1 2
25 3 2 1
26 2 3 1
28 1 3 2
31 1 3 2
32 2 1 3

Scores Awarded




Scoring key for (c) - Confidence

Items Nos

Response Alternatives

o

b

3
7
11
12
19
23
30
35

—_—— N = NN W =

DN DN — W W W W

W W W N == =N @)

Scores Awarded

Scoring key for (D) - Sensitivity

Items Nos

Response Alternatives

o

b

2
6
10
13
18
22
24
29
34

O W= DN~ =1

—_— =N W W= N W

WA W= —WWwN W O

Scores Awarded




Scoring key for (E) - Recognition of Social Environment

Response Alternatives
Items Nos a b C
37 1 0 0
38 1 0 0
39 0 1 0
Scores Awarded
Scoring key for (F) - Tactfulness
Item Nos Response Alternatives
Yes No
40 0 1
41 0 1
42 0 1
43 1 0
44 0 1
45 1 0
46 1 0
Scores Awarded
Scoring key for (G) - Sense of Humour
Response Alternatives
Items Nos a b C
47 0 1 0
48 1 0 0
49 0 1 0
50 0 1 0
51 0 0 1
52 0 0 1
53 1 0 0
54 1 0 0




Scores Awarded

Scoring key for (H) - Memory

Score of one (1) for following correct responses

55. Indira Gandhi 61. Sarojini Naidu

56. Sachin TendulKar 62. Rabindranath tagore

57. Ram Deo 63.A.P.J.Abdul Kalam

58. C.V.Raman 64. Atal Behari Vajpai

59. Lata mangeshkar 65. Ashwarya rai

60. Prem Chand 66. Dr.Rajendra prasad
NORMS

A ‘Qualitative’ of the scores obtained on different dimensions of the
scale has also been given.

Percentile norms (A)Patience

Raw Percentile
scores

11 3
12 5
13 9
14 13
15 19
16 26
17 34
18 43
19 52
20 62




21 70

22 77
23 84
24 89

Percentile norms (B)-Cooperativeness

Raw Percentile
scores

11 0
12 0
13 0
14 1
15 1
16 2
17 3
18 5
19 8
20 11
21 17
22 25
23 32
24 40
25 50
26 59
27 67
28 76




29 82
30 88
31 92
32 94
33 96

Percentile norms(C)-Confidence

Raw scores Percentile
10 0
11 0
12 1
13 2
14 6
15 9
16 16
17 25
18 38
19 50
20 63
21 75
22 84
23 90
24 95




Percentile norms(D)- Sensitivity

Raw Percentile
scores

11 2

12 4

13 6

14 8

15 12
16 17
17 24
18 31
19 39
20 48
21 57
22 66
23 74
24 81
25 86
26 90
27 93




Percentile norms(E)- Recognition of Social Environmemt

Raw scores Percentile
1 17
2 59
3 93

Percentile norms(F)- Tactfulness

Raw scores Percentile
1 10
2 17
3 25
4 35
5 46
6 58
7 69

Percentile norms(G)- Sense of humour

Raw scores Percentile
3 22

4 32

5 54

6 56

7 68




Percentile norms(H)- Memory

Raw scores Percentile
3 18
4 21
5 25
6 31
7 33
8 38
9 42
10 47
11 52
12 57
13 62

Qualitative Description of the scores on the Scale

(A)-Patience

Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-20 Upto 15 Very low
21-40 Upto 17 Low
41-60 Upto 19 Average
61-80 Upto 22 High
81-100 Upto 24 Very high




(B)-cooperativeness

Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-20 Upto 21 Very low
21-40 Upto 24 Low
41-60 Upto 26 Average
61-80 Upto 28 High
81-100 Upto 33 Very high
(C)- Confidence
Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-20 Upto 16 Very low
21-40 Upto 18 Low
41-60 Upto 19 Average
61-80 Upto 21 High
81-100 Upto 24 Very high
(D)-Sensitivity
Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-20 Upto 16 Very high
21-40 Upto 19 High
41-60 Upto 21 Average
61-80 Upto 23 Low
81-100 Upto 25 Very low




(E)- Recognition of Social Environmemt

Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-40 1 Low
41-60 2 Average
61-100 3 High
(F)- Tactfulness
Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-40 Upto 4 Low
41-60 Upto 6 Average
61-100 Upto 7 High
(G)- Sense of humour
Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-40 Upto 4 Low
41-60 Upto 6 Average
61-100 Upto 7 High
(H)- Memory
Percentile Score Qualitative Description
0-20 Upto 8 Low
41-60 Upto 12 Average
61-100 Upto 13 High




