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. THE NATURE OF SOCIAL'INTELLIGENCE: PROCESSES AND ou'rcom:s ' "

Psychologists have been interested in soc}al~intelligence for a long time,

. Iy

dating all.the way back to at least the l920s - This interest is rooted in'a powerful

~intuition that. there .are many educatlonally—relevant aspects of human abilit1es that
' 4
are not accounted for by traditional conceptions of academic 1ntelligence (Keatlng,

N
1978). For example Neisser (1976) has commented that ”academically intelligent

/ . ’ »

{
people do often behave stup1dly The existing ev1dence ddes‘not suggest that they

are markedly more successfql than the un1ntelllgent. *Nor is it clear that the quality

/ -

of the1r lives is more env1able than that of other;people" (p. 139). Research on .

:m\ ' - °

- ' 1mp11?1t theories of intelligence by Sternberg and his cqﬁ%:agues (Sternberg, donway,;

. o

/ . } . . . ‘ . .
R Ketron, & Bernstein, 1981) also revealsgéhe pervasiveness’ our belief in” the’
importance of social intelligence. Sternberg et al. (1981) found that when they

. . . g . AN ] .
asked either experts or laypersons to make ratings of the characteristics associated .

with intelligence, academic 1ntelllgence, or everyday i telllgence in every case the

.
'

raters conceptlons of 1nte111gence included a social competence factor .that referred

>

.to ‘char_acteristics such as "admit mistakesg," "displays interes't in_the w/orld at .ﬂ.arge,"
and-Vis on time for appointments:" So, apparently, if you ask most people, they'll
tell\you that social 1nte111gence must ‘be an important aspect of human ab111t1es

And yet, although alot of d1s?1ngu1shed people have t%%ed to study social -

1nte111gence and theorlze about it over the past 60 years -- for example, Thorndike,

-

Vernon Gullford Wechsler Gough Sternberg, Keatlng, and probably many others -- so

»
b

far no one has really been able to provide a clear picture of the nature of social

intelligence. We still-aren't even sure that social intelligence exists from a
,‘ Vg / i . -
psychometric standpoint. In fact, we don't have'any consensus yet about even the most

. o

basic‘issues such as how social intelligence shouldbbe defined or how it should”be'

measured. A%out all we really know at this p01nt is that the concept of social

1n§e111gence is intriguing enough to keep psycholog1sts comlng back to it gven when

.

their intuitions are notcconflrmed by the1r emp1r1cal”research.
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: Well, as you might expect t the, concept of soc1al intelligence
' . . ¥ [ T .,""
H \ .

nt’ domain of human abilities that /'

«Qsearchers nnd‘as_Practitionersf“-%‘
- However, it seems clear that we are not goin;3¥~%¢ e’anv real‘progress'in this ‘
) S Lo T L o
\ _area if we continue to commit the fundamental err _ﬁbf‘conceptualizing and studying.
social intelligence using the same theories/andwmethodS‘that haveltraditionally h X ':
been used- to study academic intelligence. /éhi_ proach'has ledﬂio an overre}ianéz
on paper—and-pencil tests and ‘an overemphasis on”social cognitive outcomes of human .
. '
'functioning‘instead of social behavioral outcomes. .In other words, my viem is that
) ’iwe can identify an empirically coherent domain of social abilities if we stop " | :F

L - -
trying to conceptualize social intelligence as a purely cognitive phenomEnon,‘and

- - v R

instead view it in terms of effective social -behavior that resultsifrom;the'interi'
, : . : : R Y

"action of a variety of psychological and sociocultural processes. For too.long we L\,
. . . . ' i ‘\ .
- e : . o o §

have studied social intelligence as if it were simply the ability_to/feasonﬁabouv_ ; i\
. . ! R )

social issues in a sophisticated way or the ability to make insightful so'cial,'F
. : . : ! : :
. ' ’ { .
. inferences. 'These abilities may be important in some situations; .but in general,

" the literature shows that these skills have very little relationship to how v
‘ 3 : v . . R
effectively a person behaves in social situations (M. Ford infpress). The reason

Y
3 Y ~

for this is not completely clear, but it appears thiat people typically do not need

e .

behaVior. In fact- social psychologists have shown that most people don' t know

yvwhat to do w1th rich data when they have it (Nisbett & Rossg 1980) Therefore _
1 ~

unlike academic intelligence' where the outcomes of interest are primarily cognitive,

v
~ f s ~ . v

and,where beingiable'to deal\w1th complex information is very important, social

v ) o -

intelligence‘is"pfgmarily focused.on behavioral. outcomes -- on effective action fl‘

and is apparently much less a‘functfonhof complex inferencing or reasoning

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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To summarize, thfn, I belleve that we should,deflne and assess soc1al

v . v

intelllgence in terms of how effectively a. person behaves in soc1al situations. R

'H:'I used this . strategy in a-study I published thlS year with Marie Tisak (Ford & .
- N

. T1sak 1983), and the result was that we were able to show that social intelllgence can

g .u--ve y .

be identif1ed as a separate doma1n of human abllities 1f a behavioral effectiveness?

~ Iy 3
. .

. - R . ~ ,
cr1ter10n is used On the other hand if one were to use a strlctly cognitive
def1n1t10n of soc1al intelligence I do’ not'belleve-that a separate domain of -

: v

soclal abillties would emerge. It hasn' t so far, whiﬁh suggests *that although there

. ’ # )
‘_ may be un1qu% features that d1fferent1ate soc1al from nonsocial cognition (Shantz R

I. ‘““'*

1983)4 the commonalities _are probably-more salient than the d1fferences. Cognitlve
v ; “ o, ¢ . 3

processrng per se may be pxetty much the same regardless of whether it is applled

Ry

. - 3 " . <, R . ] ./ 7 v, JENAN . . K - - .} y . ..
‘¢ togso%fal ot nonsoc1al éontent. LT e T e O L
s g R v . s T o e e
‘ One problem wlth using a beh avioral effect1Veness definLtion of- soc1al 1ntelli-
. '; . oL - ) " w . Looteey ‘ v ,x' D n‘ b
gence is ‘that there are many_ d1fferent ways of being’soclally effective. de ple,

‘

%

a'person mlght bewsoflally compe&ent 1h terms of cooperative behavior but not in

s 4 s -
. -:.

o-1s‘1n~constant/trouble w1th‘author1ty

3 « J -

eer relatlonshlps..Gﬁherefore,_sccial-’
> l :

" terms 4F 'adersh1p skllls. Or-a child
;o . . 9 ‘ I . ’ K3
may also. be very succeSSfuI Lnihis'or het

¢ v

.

N academlc 1ntelllgence (Ford & T1sak 1983)

‘. '_s

fesgarch-is"whethet therea some ways of’being'sociguly effective that are z
’ ) o4 v ! L ) 1]‘. R . ) ) .
wmore'important than‘others-either theoretically,Or empirically. Essentially, y‘m
’ N
now - attempt1ng to identify and emp1rically validate d1ffer§ht tynes of soc1al o

1ntelligence, whereas in my 1n1t1al work I focused -moré on the " " factor in social
. o “
competence. .I'm using'two,dlffereng-approaches to address this problem (Sternberg et
L . . [ B .. . K . .
1981) -- one is ‘an ﬁimplicit"~theoretical apprbach,\where I'Ye been relying on

. people's conqeptions of sociallcompetence to help me identify the key components of-

\

i

./.

@ - .' | . . . . 5 : _ . -
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socral intelllgence, and the other is an 'explicit" theoretical approach, where

framework called "11v1ng systems theory (D. Ford, 1983) to help me“identify the -

.large part to ‘the efforts’ of my collaborator en these stud1es, Irene Miura. In

»our f1rst study we asked people ‘to describe {\e most soc1a11y comp%tent person

.

I've been relylng on the literature on social mot1vation and on'a theoretrcal

- \ -

i '

! ) . - .
types of social—behavioral-putcbmes-that are the most central to a person's !

J Ay . - ‘
functiondirg and development. i

. I'11 start with my research on people's implicit“theoriesfof”social competence

Ford & Miura, 1983). ‘This approach has]been surprisingly productive, thanks in

h ¢

.

<

I knqw.' Us1ng a methodology developed by Horowitz (Horow1tz, French & Anderson, 1981),

!
|

-he coded these descriptions into content categories, dropped the'unusual‘categories,‘

}

‘ o ‘ . L ~ .
and then had another sample group the remaining 20 descriptors in whatever way made

sense ' to them. . We did a cluster analysis of the grouplng,results and found that

" people's conceptions of soc1a1 competence seemed to 1nc1ude 4 major 1deas, or pue

A " A

- .
-

another-way, they seemed to refer to 4 different ways of being socially intelligent,'

The first/requirement for E%ing a prototypically socially-dntelligent person.

. according to these data is to be a osocial person, that is; to be sensitive to-the

. -
' « .

p . . . ’ ‘ - v : . .'/ . 7. K ' . .
-feelings Qf others, to respect other people's rights and v1ewp01nts3'tq be genuinrely

..interested in other people"to be depéndable and socially responsible,jand so forth.

_"knows how to get thlngs doﬁET\ '‘has good communlcatlon skilis," "li'kes to set °

social skills are both very prominent aspects of the literature on sociaI'competence

O

ERIC
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of emotlonal Lnd mot1vationa1 processes as of purely cognltive\factors.

a . ’

Th1s result snggests that perhaps unlike academlc 1nte111gence, the doma1n of soiigﬂ

AR ]
P - . £l

1nte111gence (or*at least th1s first part of the domaln) may be as much a functlon

£

S ‘ : / .
} ,The second requirement for being judged'a prototypically social intelligent .
. ,\. 5 - . . . i . .
person is to be have well devel ped 1nstrumenta1 skills. This 'type;of person
< -

goals," "has 1eadership;abilities,“ and so forth. Instrumental skills and pro-

t

.



. ‘ o T‘l ne, . . . : .:*'. " iy : . Lo . Y
(e. g Ainsworth & Bell 1974 Anderson & Messick, 1974; Baumrind, 1975; M. Ford,
; -
X <lQSl Garbarino & Bronfenbrenner, 1976) Jand yet, the literature suggests that these

- two sets of skllls qre only modestly correlated " This of course supports the

strategy of looking fox different types of soc1al intelligence, -
The third component of the. soclal competence prototype is what we call %EE

ease, wh1ch includes character1st10s such as enjoys,soclal activities and involve-
Wen

ment, is soc1ally adaptable opens up to people,’ and "ig easy'to be around "

L
And f1nally, the fourth component of the prototyp1cally socially intelllgent person

-

is self—eff1caey, wh1ch refers to. chafacter1st1cs such as "hav1ng a good self- concept "

.

2 . B

"having your own identity’ and values,' and ”haylng a good outlook on life."

Aga1n,
3 ) . . . - - » . ! ’ ‘.
you can see how different this picture of social intelligence is from trdditional
. ’ : . ' . -~

conceptlons of academlc 1ntelllgence. ‘ ) -

A | should mention that we have conducted this same, type of study using 6- to lO—«c__

4

_year—old chlldren as our target group, and the results show that the prototype of

° “ A -~

the socially competent(chlld'in th1s age range looks about the same as the proto-

~

Z.JEypepoflthe socially,competentradult according tq both child‘and adult raters; .Thisvv

ca suggests ‘that cultur&lly shared mean1ngs of soc1al 1nte111gence are probabiy learned
4 . . . . 'Y

fairly éérly:‘and~are 11kely to be app11ed w1th only minor var1ations to a wide

- range of people. - C L - : : . .

. " * The other approach I've been using to study social intelligence is 'the s
cos ¥ . LT SR ” T )
' ""' " . ! s (: ‘ . 3 . - . - ! . -
vg,'"elefhit" thebretical approach based on 11ving systems theory. "I'm currently®
. -~ . * N \ " - .
4 .

- conduct1ng two studles u81ng th1s approach the first one in collaboration with

14 . s - i
. sl

.Robin Burt and Chrlstl\Bergln (Ford Burt, & Bergin, in preparation), angﬁthe second
¢ with NeLl Carey and Scott Adams (Ford Carey, & Ada ,'in preparation). We've
e -~ '}: ! . M

- been trylng to valldate a conceptualizatlon -of sogidl intelligence that includes

[N FYd .

'
.-

4 types of what we' call self—assert1ve competenc1es and 4 corresponding types of

o | ’ L | | |.~7 ,‘ - " <« .

Al

) v
' 1ntegrat1ve competen:}éi‘(M. Ford, 1981), )Self—assertion refers te one's ability




-6- . h ' .
: : a . o . .
to maintain and promote the well-being of the self in social-situations, while : -

integration refers to one's aﬂglity4to maintain and promote the wellfbeing of,
. LA . . , v .rx. .
L : i . ’ . . . <
other people or the social groups of which one is a part. Frem a living systems

»
.
N

/theoret;cél perspective; these are the two fundamental requirements of interpersonal

life*(Koestler; 1967). | o ‘ R

_ -Within these'tyo‘categorie s different'aspects of se;f—assertion and integra-

irst aspect we are. studylng refers to the issue of

:fon can be identified. The
éntity. The task here’ is- to maintain one's in ivideadity,

efininéion§”s Scciélﬂ'
TR & \

“-while at the same. time achliieving a sense of belonginghess_--'that is, to be part

of the group without losing a sense of self. These are both very important sociél

 goals according to our adolescent subjects. -The second aspect of our self-assertion—

<

integration conception’of social intélligence refers to the issue of control The

\task here is to maintain a sense of elf-control or self- determlnatlonA wh11e at
. }

L) - . .

the same t1me~accept1ng leg1t1mate and necessary forms of social control by behav1ng

1A a soc1ally respons1ble manner, - These two, kinds of accomp11shments have been .

[y
9

1dent1f1ed as key aspects of social competence in Baumrlnd s research on socializa-

- ~

i
tlon outcomes (Baumrlnd 1975) and in numerous studies of moral éevelypment
'(Garbarlno & Bronfenbrenner, 1976). The th1rd set of outcotes in our conceptual

1 : : . : s

scheme pertains to the issue of social’comparison. Here'the task is to be compared

favorably to other people, that is, to attain a-relatively high level of social

- T . . o g o ‘
status or social sup#rioritz, while at the same time respecting the need for -

Y R . . \ . »

equity and fairness in. social interactions. .Group leaders ‘exemplify the combination
. N . . . ) { R

of these two competences. 'And finally, our fourth aspect of social int'elligence\fhE
centers on the issue of the distribution of social resources. Tha task here is to
. 3 M ) ! | .

“be able to acquire social resources_such as asgistance, éévice, and sacial valida—

tion when you need it, and also to be willing and able.to provide these kinds of
" social resources tb other people when they need'iti/ This dimepsion refers quite

- - [ : :
.

N

ERIC . - . 3
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literally to -the give and take that characteriZes'successYul social interactions.

B .

In sum, this theory of social.intelligence'focuses on two sets of interrelated <:
. ’ e - -
abilities: first, the ability to maintain and promote the well-being of the self ..

by knowing who you are, by being in charge of your own life, and by reaching . @
. . . . A

.desired levels of social importance and social support;, and second, the abilfty'to

»
¥

. . . A . :
maintain-and promote the well-being of bther -individuals and social groups by 'be-

comlng a contributing member of soc1al groups, by liv{ng up to social comm1tmen£§

and responsibllitles, and by treating other people in an equ1table and . altru1st1c
- -
manner. ‘

‘vaesting the empirical validity of this explicit theory'of'social intelligence
has turhed out do be a more difficult task than I thought it would be, primarily
because people s 1mp11c1t theor1es of soc1al 1nte111gence seem to keep gettlng in

. the way. To be more specific, we've had to rely.fairly‘heayily on peer’ngminations

. . o Co - »
and teacher ratings of social competence in our research since we're-‘dealing with

complex, higher-order behayioralzoufcomes such as'self;determimationland‘social

responsibility. As a result, although some aspects of these data look quiteA

promising, it appears, that instead of gettidg judgments of social competence along

8 dimensions .from these outside observers, we're basically only getting them alon
N : : 24 g ng | _.

. o | IR -
'3 dimensions that.appear to correspond rather’closely”tb the prosocial skills,

)

instrumental skills, an self-efficacy'components of the social competence proto-

L - . a
type I described earlier. Fortundtely, we''ve also been using several self-ratlng

> RS

> N -

 measures that appear to be d01ng a better job of assess1ng each of the 1nd1v1dua1
components of our conceptual scheﬁ%, but it would be nice if we could validate

3 these measures against some external criterion. We do have a rather unique be-

. .~ .
» . .. « .

havioral measure invoiving an ’nterview.situation that\s been helpful\in this-regard

in terms of assessﬁpg several p 1ces.oﬂ\overall self-assert1ve and 1ntegrat1veﬂ
\ g

4 competence, but unfortunately, we haven t yet been able to flgure out how to get
s : . . ]

- ‘e

FRIC - N\ - e 9
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a good behavioral assessment of each of the. different types of self—assertion
R o 2
and integration” ) ' ‘e : \

IR o ' - . T | ' .

v . 1 e

»

)

So far, then, we think we *have pretty good eyvidence to support the major

distinction in our theory of social intelligence between self-assertive and integra-

| - tive competencies, but we're not yet ready to assert the validity of the complete
8-category, schieme. We think that this theory is a good start in trying fo‘under—

.

stand the nature of soc1al 1ntelligence, but it will probably need to be ref1ned ®
4 . b LS o .
to some extent before its va11d1ty can be established . .

Up to this polnt I' ve been talking about the k1nds of behavioral outcomes
%

ﬁhat I think we should be focusing on if we want to def1ne what social intelligence
!

is or 1f\ye,want to try to measure it. waever, if we want to try to understand
why some people are more_socially intelligént than others, or if we want to try

to teach people ‘to, behave more -effectively in\social.situations, then we need to
know more about the processes that contribute to social'intelligence. I've been .

% pursuing this question for several years now both through the literature and through /

my own research (M. Ford, “1982; M. Ford, 1983; M. Ford, in-press;‘Ford.&“Iisak; /ﬁ
in preparation; Ford, Burt, & Bergin, in preparation; Ford, ‘Carey, & Adams, in
\ . ‘ (] . . -v .

,preparation),‘and’as a result I have developed a relatively short'liSt of psycho—‘

loglcal processes that. I th1nk are probably the mOSt 1mportant “in contr1buting td

-

so 1ally 1nte111gent behav1or, at least in adolescence, which'is:the age group

* . .
. L .
that has been the focus of most of my research. . . _ !

My nomination for the single most important process contributing,to effective

social behavior is'social planninggability. Planning skills have only recently

been treated as a theoret1ca11y.;mportant top1c for study, consequently, we know

-

»relat1vely little about precisely how planning influences behavior and' even less

‘about the development of planning skills (Pea, 1982). However, my Tesearch

with adolescents on social planning skills -such as means-ends .thinking and
< - Y

N 1)




» B o E , . . N s

i3 _ . S
) . . ~ _9_ . ) - : .
, ' o : .
consequent1al think1ng, as well as much more extensive work by people like
Mischel and Patterson (e g., Mlschel & Patterson l979) and Spivack Platt . L

-\. -~

and Shure (e g. ) Spivack, Platt & Shure, 1976) indicates that ,social plann1n$

processes are probably crucial aspects of soc1al 1néblligence and may accbuit for:
l‘-.
as ‘much as 20% to 25/ of ‘the.variance in measures of effect1ve social behavior.
L - . : : .
Another set of processes that appear to be very 1mportant aspects ‘of the ' cr

R ? 2

doma1n of soc1al ab/llt1es are perceph1ons of control and percept1ons of competence. "

A w1de range of l1teratures 1nclud1ng those on perce1ved control locus of control
N

learned helplessness, self—eff1cacy, perce1ved competence and personal agency,. h"; L
all show that individuals who pefceive themselves as'compEtent"controlling.agents
are generally more;e fective on a ;ide range of criteria (M} bord"l9d3). For *
example, locus of controllstud1es show that people w1th an 1nternal locus of control

tend to make greater efforts to master and cope with the1r env1ronments are less;_ {f
N v

sus .p ible to~soc1al'1nfluences are better able .to delay gratif1cat1on and are
» .

.
~

generally more act1ve ‘and’ ibdependent (Lefcourt l9f6). Of course in‘qpme cases,
1t may be unreal1st1c for.a person to ma1nta1n Btrong percept1ons of personal 2
. . \ R v ¥

control and competence such as when they are in an env1ronment that is unrespons1ve N

or depr1ved of resources. However tHe l1terature suggests that 1t 1s very 1mportant

_ e

to help people avo1d\cons1stent patterns of negat1ve self—evaluat1on. When people._f

- . . \

get,down onhthﬁmselves, they seem to lose the1r natural mot1vat1on to act1vely

pursue their social goals, \and as a result become much less’ effect1ve in their soc1al,

. . : . ' e . ®
‘interactions agﬁxsoc1al'relat1onships. L , . ;

)

Another. process that may be rather cruc1al “for 1ntegrat1ve types of social . ,

. \ — . - .
" intelligence is empathy By empdthy I mean the degree to which people aré emot1onally

s
'

aroused'when they perce1ve that other people are unhappy or'in trouble,.or could
. \ : . )
be unhappy or in trouble 1f they don t do someth1ng to prevent it. 'Empathic emotions'

appear to provide much of the motivation behind prosocial be?ﬁ@ior (Estrada, 1982),‘
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halthough it's'interesting to note ‘that*’a strong relationship'between empathy.andb

4 »

sohial gompetence isn't really apparent,unt1l later ch1ldhood and adolescence
. 4
(Hoffman, 1977). ‘Hoffman (1977) has .concluded that this\&s because younger. '
' ' 4 M4 ~ & 3
ch1ldren are leés l1kely to know what to do n-situations where their empathic

[y

[ P . .

),f'emotions have\beén aroused . ] ) '-j .

. o - . . 4 7 . N i B

. _..‘ 5 ~ ) 3

. ':”;j A fourth set of‘processes that probably contr1butes in s1gn1f1cant ways to .
. . - ‘

b soclafly 1ntell1gent behav1or is a cluster of goal—settrng processes I call "goal .

g . ‘ N 5 -

directedness.' Th1s "skill refers to a person k] tendency to set. goals, to be aware\

Lo -~
[ . . - - . . oo

' of goals, and to effortfully pers1st 1n a_ggmpt1ng to reach their goals (M. Ford;

l

< 5 . .

- 1982)“'=Goal d1rectedness appears ‘to have pervasive effécts on behav1or ' For

S Lmee e e LIE TR

-

Il., . - " N B 1;

examplet in one of our current studres using the self—assert1on——1ntegration
» ‘ - R i

taxonomy we,

und that goal d1rectedness was - s1gn1f1cantly related to each of the

. : ‘ . . N |

,8»types of soc1al competence 1n'that taxonomy (Ford- Burt, &‘Bergin, in Dreparation)
, _ Y. . R

Th1s 1s -consistent with, research. in 1ndustr1al psychology on goal—se t1ng procdsses

-~ s ..
e

and task performance, wh1ch shows that goal sett1ng appears to 1mprove the eff1ciency

°

. ]
S M .

* . of v1rtually everyJaspect of human psycholog1cal funct1on1ng (Locke, Shaw Saar1, &

*
‘ Kl

. ’ : B . _ \
. Latham, L - L N g |

My f1fth and final n6h1nation for th1s somewhat speculat1ve list of key processes

in soé1al 1ntell1gence 1s s1mply the degree to wh1ch orfe has an interest 1n soc1al

)

& ’ ! . v ‘ . - By \
' k1nds of accompl1shments.. Some people seem to generally prefer nonsoc1al tasks,
- - , :
and only occas1onally take an interest in do1ng th1ngs w1th other people or relating
. ' 3

to other people for. the1r own sake (M Ford, 1982 Ford Burt &'Ber%}n, in’prepara— '

v,
v

t1on) Th1s seems tx be espec1ally true for males. The consequence of thlS lack

.of interest in. soc1al goals for social competence seems to be fa1rly clear. In four
'd» . 5, \
d1fferent studies_I ave consistently found that people who give a higher prior1ty

_to\social”goals are mo soc1ally competent than those who give a h1gher prlority

>
A S . A

to nonsocial goals (M. Ford,,l98;; Ford, Burt, &’Bergin;_in preparation), fThis

o . L
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result seems to be strongest, however, for integrative types ofé-social intelligence
. ; -

such as belongingness and providing resources, which suggests that.a good ??nonym
. . o ' ) J

for this process might be caring. ‘ ' : .

* I'd like to conclude by-saying that I hope I've been able to give-you a

>

>

general feel for the nature of social intellifence in terms of both its pgoéésses

’

and outcomes, but I .especially hope that I have pérsuaded you that we might be

|
y .

able to make better progress -in this area of research if we approach it from a social

‘competence perspective instead of a traditional intelligence perspective. Although
at this point we do not have the kind of theoretical and empirical foundation that -

we need to help educat;:;QDesign effective programs for enhancing social intelligence,

.

. I think that we can create it if we keep working on it using this approach.
- ; . Iz TR . !

- - .

I
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