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[[ Abstract ]]

The present study was conducted to know the sadielligence of male and female
perspective teachers of Science and Arts subjesarss studying in various Education
Colleges of Sonipat city, Haryana. For this purpdescriptive survey method was used.
40 male and 40 female perspective teachers (B.sidlents) were selected, for the
sample by adopting stratified random sampling riepire. The data was collected by
using Social Intelligence Scale (SIS) constructed standardized byDr.N.K.Chadda and
UshaGaneshan.The data was analyzed by using'fTtestindings of gender and subject
streamanalysis indicates that female and malensei@and arts perspective teachers
posses similar social intelligence.

Introduction

Social intelligence is the key element, which mpkeple succeed in life. Social
intelligence is the capacity of the individual tadract effectively, with his environment.
The interpersonal relation in various work envir@mts is itself reflection of social
intelligence. Social intelligence is an importaetvdlopmental aspect of education. It is
the person’s ability to understand and manage gikeple and to engage in adaptive
social interactions. It is a mental ability distifiom abstract and mechanical intelligence
(Thorndike, 1920). Thorndike defines “Social ingdince as the ability to understand
others and act wisely in human relations. It ishbenan capacity to understand what is
happening in the world and responding to that wstdading in a personally and socially
effective manner”. In the late 1950David Wechsler defined “social intelligence istju
general intelligence, applied to social situationbi this view abstract or general
intelligence enters into social intelligence. Soamelligence has two key constituents
which are distinctly personal and social in natunee is intrapersonal intelligence and
other is interpersonal intelligence. Intrapersantdlligence is the person’s ability to gain
access to his or her own internal, emotional lifelevinterpersonal intelligence is the
individual’s ability to notice and make distinct®ramong other individuals. Several
definitions of social intelligence have been ofterby theorists, but all share two
common components (a) the awareness of othershéir) tesponse and adaptation to
other and the social situations (Goleman, 2006;e8K&tester-palmon and Rickcrs, 2001).
One concept of social intelligence referred tositlae “ability to read non-verbal cues or
make accurate social inferences” and “one’s abibtyaccomplish relevant objectives in
specific social settings” (Brown and Anthony 199@7; Ford and Tisak 1983). Social
intelligence is defined as the ability to understéime feelings, thoughts and behaviors of
persons, including one self, interpersonal situetiand to act appropriately upon that
understanding (Marlowe,1986). Social intelligenedph an individual to develop healthy
co-existence with other people. Habib (1994) defiiteas: "an individual's ability to

WWw.oiirj.org ISSN 227-2456




International Educational E-Journal, {Quarterly$SN 2277-2456, Volume-Ill, Issue-Il, Apr-May-Jur@l2

behave in social situations, distinguish the psiadioal conditions of others from their
facial expressions, judge human behavior, rememéaeres and faces, understand jokes,
participate with others in their free time and h&mnewledge of proverbs and wisdoms.”
According to Zirkel (2000), social intelligencedksely related to one’s own, personality
and individual behavior. Those with social intedinge are fully aware of themselves and
understand their environment. This enables themcdntrol their emotions, make
decisions about their goals in life. Ford and Maii®98) pointed out the presence of five
different dimensions referring to the concept dfiabintelligence; situational awareness,
impact, originality, clarity, and compassion. Thembination of these dimensions reflect
the individual's ability to deal with others thrdugerbal and non-verbal behaviors, judge
them in different situations, sympathize with theamd express ideas to them very
clearly. Educators’ with high levels of social iigeence are able to mould individuals
from different age groups to lead a wholesome (@éncer 2007). Albrecht (2006)
considers social intelligence as a pre- requisitetéachers. He is of the view that the
educational system and teachers should respectlé® and behaviors associated with
high social intelligence.

Social Intelligence is of more importance in thegant life style due to growing
societies. It can be learned, developed and usexh adfective life skill for managing
personal life, interpersonal relationships and edhg success in all the walks of life.
Professions like teaching demands a high leveboigsintelligence because it deals with
people with whom constant interaction takes pldices recommended that teachers be
made aware of the importance of Social Intelliget®nce there is need to see whether
there is difference in social intelligence of pesjive teachers in relation to gender and
discipline. Then training for development of sudills can be incorporated in teacher
education program.

Objectives of the study
1. To compare the social intelligence of female perSpe teachers belonging to
science and arts stream.
2. To compare the social intelligence of male perspecteachers belonging to
science and arts stream.
3. To compare the social intelligence of students rgiltg to science and arts
stream.
Hypotheses of the study
1. There is no significant difference between the aoantelligence of female
perspective teachers belonging to science anciaezm.
2. There is no significant difference between the aocentelligence of male
perspective teachers belonging to science anciaezm.
3. There is no significant difference between the aoicitelligence of perspective
teachers belonging to science and arts stream.
M ethodol ogy
Descriptive survey model was used in the preseuntyst
Sample
For the selection of sample stratified random sargptechnique was adopted. The
sample consisted of 80 perspective teachers compd® male and 40 female belonging
to science and arts subject from the differentdation Colleges of Sonipat City.
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Tools

Social intelligence scale (SIS) constructed anadsedized by chadda and Ganeshan
(2009) was used to assess the social intelligehoadergraduate students. The scale has
eight dimensions namely: Patience, cooperativenessfidence level, sensitivity,
recognition of social environment, tactfulness, seerof humour and Memory. The
respondents were instructed to tick mark one ouh@three choices as per applicability
of the response to them. The total social intetigescore was determined by summing
up the scores of all the dimensions.

Data Analysis and I nter pretation

The response received was analyzed through statistipplications usingt-test for
comparing the means and finding out whether thegggnificant difference between the
social intelligence of perspective teachers belog¢p science and arts stream.

Table 1: Shows the mean, standard deviation and t- ratio for testing the significant
differences between the social intelligence of female perspective teachers belonging
to science and arts stream.

Category N M SD S.Ed. t- Level of
: value |
Female perspective Significance
teachers
0.05
Science 20 | 1009 |54 213 0.32 Not sig.
Arts 20 | 1016 |7.85

Table 1 shows that there is no significant diffees) between the means of
female perspective teachers belonging to sciendeagn stream as the obtained t-values
(0.32) is not significant at 0.05 level of signdice. The mean values of the female
perspective teachers of science and arts stred00i9 and 101.6 respectively. It may be
safely concluded that the female perspective teachelonging to science and arts
stream have similar level of social intelligencesnide the first hypothesis, “there is no
significant difference between the social intelige of female perspective teachers
belonging to science and arts stream” is accepted.

Table 2:Shows the mean, standard deviation and t- ratio for testing the significant
differences between the social intelligence of male per spective teachers belonging to
science and arts stream.

Category N M SD S.Ed. t-value | Leve of
significance

Male

per spective 0.05

teachers
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Science 20 9.2 |12 3.55 1.18 Not sig.

Arts 20 1004 | 104

Table 2 shows that there is no significant diffeesibetween the means of male
perspective teachers belonging to science andseigam as the obtained t-values (1.18)
is not significant at 0.05 level of significancehelfmean values of the male perspective
teachers of science and arts stream is96.2 and 1@¢pectively. It may be concluded
that though there are differences in the mean valfienale perspective teachers
belonging to science and arts stream still theyestige similar level of social intelligence
which is clearly depicted from the t-ratio. Hent¢® tsecond hypothesis, “there is no
significant difference between the social intelige of male perspective teachers
belonging to science and arts stream” is accepted.

Table 3:Shows the mean, standard deviation and t- ratio for testing the significant
differences between the social intelligence of perspective teachers belonging to
science and arts stream.

Category N M SD S.Ed. t-value Level of
) significance

Per spective

teachers 0.05

Science 40 98.6 |9.63 211 1.14 Not sig.

Arts 40 101 9.23

The calculated t-value 1.14 in table 3 is less ttmentable value 1.98. The mean
value of the perspective teachers belonging tosréam is higher on social intelligence
than the perspective teachers belonging to scistieam but it is not significant, so the
null hypothesis, “there is no significant differenbetween the social intelligence of
perspective teachers belonging to science andt@aemm” is accepted.

Conclusion

Based on the findings of this study, it is revedtieat there exists no significant
differences on social intelligence of male and feemaerspective teachers. The study
also depicts that the perspective teachers belgnginscience and arts stream have
similar social intelligence. This shows that théseno effect of gender and stream of
education on the development of social intelligeBueesh and BhaskarRao (2009)
conducted study on social intelligence of studewichers. The result shows that the
student teachers possessed high level of socialligghce. Gender, qualification,
methodology of teaching, background of the studeathers’ possessed high social
intelligence with no significance difference betwdbem.
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