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Abstract.

In science social intelligence has come to be studied in different ways. However, in almost
all works the lower level of development of social intelligence, the relationship of social
intelligence with various personality problems are the focus of the researchers.

Until now in the literature there are different indicators and measurements that are the basis,
prerequisite, determinant of social intelligence. The basis for the study of the features of the
development of social intelligence of students, not formulated on the same basis and theoretical
and methodological. Therefore, we believe that the theoretical and structural content of the model
of development of social intelligence in students clearly reveals the theoretical and methodological
foundations of this study.

On the basis of the above-mentioned part of this study we have developed a theoretical-structural
model, which allows to identify the features of the development of social intelligence in students.
The definitions and theories of social intelligence discussed here, theoretical and methodological
directions of psychological and pedagogical research were taken as the basis.

Here, when we say "model of development of social intelligence in students,” we describe
the internal personal changes, features and their consequences as an impact on the professional
pedagogical activity, pedagogical relations. The development model is not created, because we do
not set goals and objectives for the development of social intelligence in students. Therefore, the
theoretical and structural model does not include pedagogical and psychological conditions to
identify the features of the development of social intelligence in students.
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B3ANMOCBA3b MEXY YPOBHAMMU PAZBUTHUA COIUAJIBHOI'O
HUHTEJVIEKTA 1 JINYHOCTHBIMU KAYECTBAMU CTYAEHTOB

Aunnomayusi.

B Hayke conuanbHbIi HHTEJUIEKT CTAJl U3ydaTbes MO-pa3HoMy. OJIHAKO MPaKTUYECKH BO
Bcex paboTax HM3IIMKA YpPOBEHb pPAa3BUTHUS COIUANBHOTO HMHTEUIEKTa, CBSI3b COLMAIBHOTO
WHTEJJIEKTa C Pa3Nu4YHbIMU MpobjeMamMu JMYHOCTH HAXONIATCS B LIEHTPE BHUMAaHUS
HCclIeIoBaTeIe.

Jlo cux mop B nuTepaType BCTPEUAOTCSA Pa3HBIE MMOKA3ATEIN U UBMEPEHUS, ABISIOLIMECS
OCHOBOM, MPEANOCHUIKOW W JETEPMHUHAHTOM COLMAIBHOTO HHTEIUIEKTa. OCHOBBI H3y4EHUS
O0COOCHHOCTEH pa3BUTHS COLMAIBHOTO HHTEIUIEKTA CTYACHTOB, HE (DOPMYIUPOBAIUCH HA OJTHOM
OCHOBE U TeOpeTUKO-MeToaudeckue. [I0aToMy MBI CUMTaeM, YTO TEOPETUKO-CTPYKTYPHOE



COJIEpKaHUE MOJICIN Pa3BUTHUS COLIMATIBHOTO MHTEIUICKTA Y IIKOJIBHUKOB HATJISIIHO PACKPHIBAET
TEOPETHUKO-METOI0JIOrMYECKUE OCHOBBI JJAHHOTO MCCIICIOBAHUS.

Ha ocHoBe BbIllIeyKa3aHHOHN YaCTH JAHHOTO UCCIIEIOBAHUS HAMU pa3paboTaHa TEOPETHKO-
CTPYKTYpHasi MOJI€Ib, TIO3BOJISIOIIAS BBIIBUTH OCOOCHHOCTH Pa3BUTHSI COLMAIBHOTO WHTEIICKTA
y ydamuxcs. 3a OCHOBY OBUTH B35IThl PACCMOTPEHHBIC 3/IECh OTIPEICIICHUS U TEOPUHU COITUATBHOTO
WHTEJUICKTa,  TEOPETHKO-METOJOJIOTMYECKUE  HAMpaBJICHUS  MPOBEICHUS  TICHUXOJIOro-
MEJarOTHISCKUX MUCCIICAOBaHUM.

371ech, KOTrAa Mbl TOBOPUM «MOJIEITb PA3BUTHUS COLMATBHOTO UHTEJUIEKTA Y CTYIEHTOBY, MBI
OTMCBHIBAEM BHYTPEHHUE JINYHOCTHBIC M3MEHEHUSI, 0COOCHHOCTH U UX TTOCJIC/ICTBHS KaK BIUSHUE
Ha IPOo(ECCHOHATILHYIO MEJarorMueCcKyIo JIeATeIbHOCTb, TIEIarOrHYeCcKie OTHOMCHU. B
HaIIOM UCCJICIOBaHMS MOJIENb PA3BUTHS HE CO3JIACTCsl, TAaK KaK Mbl HE CTaBUM IIEJIM U 33]]a41 110
Pa3BUTHIO COIMAIBHOTO MHTEIUIEKTA y CTYJAeHTOB. [109TOMYy B TE€OPETHKO-CTPYKTYPHYIO MO/IETH
MearOTUYECKUE M TICUXOJIOTUYECKUE YCIOBHS MO3BOJISIONINE BHIIBUTh OCOOCHHOCTU Pa3BUTHS
COIIMATBHOTO MHTEJJIEKTA Y CTYJCHTOB HE BKIIFOUCHBI.

KuroueBble ci1oBa: conManbHbIM UHTEIJIEKT, 0Opa30BaHKE, TICUXOJIOTHS, CTYACHTHI.
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CTYJEHTTEPJIE SJIEYMETTIK UHTEJUIEKTIHIH JJAMY JEHTI'EAJIEPI
MEH TYJIFAJIBIK EPEKIHEJIIKTEPAIH O3APA BAUJIAHBICHI

Anoamna

Frutbimaa oneymMeTTiK MHTEIUIEKT KO JKaFbIHAH 3epTTelie 0acTaapl. bipak, 6GapibIk aepiiik
eHOCKTEep/Ie 9JICYMETTIK MHTEIUICKTIHIH TOMEHT1 ICHIeHIeT1 JaMybl, JICYMETTIK WHTEJUICKT TIeH
TYJIFaHBIH TYPJII MOCeJIeNiepi apachIHIaFbl OaiJIaHbIC 3€PTTEYIIUIePIiH 0aCcThl Ha3apbIHIa 0O0JIAIbI.

Ka3zipri yakpiTKa JeiiH omeOueTTe oJICyMETTIK MHTEIUICKTINe Heri3, aJIFbIIIapT,
AHBIKTAYBIIT OOJIATBIH KOPCETKIIITEp MEH eojmemMaep op Typai Oousbin TaObLIaapl. JKoHe
CTYJIGHTTEPACT1 OJIEYMETTIK MHTEJUICKTIHIH JaMy epeKIIeIIKTepiH 3epTTeyIiH Oipael Heri3aeri
TEOPHSUIBIK-OJIICHAMANIBIK ~ HETi3fiepl  TYKbIpbiMaanMaabl.  COHABIKTAH,  CTYACHTTEPHAETi
QJICYMETTIK MHTCIUICKTIHIH AaMy MOJEIIH TCOPHUSIIBIK-KYPBUIBIMIBIK Ma3MYHBI OCBI 3€PTTCYIiH
TEOPHSUIBIK-9IICHAMAJIBIK HET131epiH alKbIH alllaIbl Je CaHANMBI3.

byn 3eprreyneri sxorapeina OGasHIanraH OediM HETI3IHIE CTYIACHTTEpPAEri oJJIeyMeTTiK
MHTEJUIEKTIHIH JaMybIHAAFbl E€PEKIIeTIKTepli aHbIKTayFa MYMKIHIIK OepeTiH TEeOpHUsIIbIK-
KYPBUIBIMJIBIK MOJIENBI1 JKoOanmanblik. MyHIa KapacThIPBUIFAH OJIEYMETTIK WHTEIUICKTIHIH
aHbIKTAMaJIapbl MEH TEOPHUSUIAPhI, ICUXOJIOTHSUIBIK-TICIATOTUKAIIBIK ~ 3€PTTEY JKYMBICHIH
KYPri3yIdiH TEOPUSIIBIK-9dICHaAMaJIBbIK OaFbITTaPhl HETI3Te alIbIH/IBI.

Ochl TyCTa «CTYAEHTTEPIEri OJeYMETTIK MHTEIUICKTIHIH JaMy MOJeli» JaereHne 0i3
TYJIFaJIBIK 1K1 ©3repicTep/i, epeKIIeTiKTep Il )KOHEe OHBIH KociOU MearoruKanblk ic-opeKeTke,
MEeJaroTUKalbIK KapbIM-KaThIHACKA ocepl peTiHAeri cajjapAbl CHIATTaMbI3. 3eprreyae
CTYIACHTTEpJAETl oJEYMEeTTIK HMHTEJUICKTIHIH JaMbITy MakcaT-MiHAETTEpiH KoWMaraHIbIKTaH,
JaMBITy MOJIENI Jie KypacThIppliMaiapl. COHABIKTaH CTYACHTTEPIEr1 QNIeyMETTIK HHTEIUICKTIHIH
JAMYBIH/IAFbl €pEKIIETIKTepAl aHbIKTayFa MYMKIHIIK O€peTiH TeOopUsIIBbIK-KYPbUIBIM/IBIK
MOJENbIe MeJaroTUKAIbIK )KOHE TICUXOIOTHSUIBIK IIapTTaphl KipMenIi.

Tyiiin ce3aep: aneyMeTTiK HHTEIUIEKT, OUTiM Oepy, ICUXOJIOTHUS, CTYICHTTED.

Introduction.
In foreign psychology E. S. Thorndike [1] first introduced the concept of “social
intelligence™ in 1920. A number of foreign authors (G. Eysenck [2], S. Berry, X. Gardner [3], J.



Guilford [4], J. Kilstrom, S. Kosmitsky, N. Kantor, G. Allport, R. Selman, R. Sternberg, J.
Forsythe, J. Hadland, J. A. Horward, H. V. Aleshina, M. I. Bobneva, R. K. Wagner, V. M. Villame,
G. P. Geranyushkina, E. L. Grigorenko, V. N. Druzhinin, E. A. Elkina, Y. N. Emelyanov, A. B.
Karpov, T. N. Karpovich, M. M. Kashapov, H. A. Kudryavtsova, V. N. Kunitsina. A. Labunskaya,
N. A. Luzbina, E. S. Mikhailova (Aleshina), M. V. Molokanov, S. A. Rakhmankulova, A. I.
Savenkov [5], N. A. Setkova, N. A. Sirota, N. I. Zentsova, P. V. Smirnova, S. A. Snook, E. I.
Stepanova, V. I. Suslov, V. A. Poryadin, M. L. Tarasenko, L. I. Umansky, D. V. Ushakov[6], O.
B. Chesnokova[7], A. Yuzhaninova and others), it is possible to specify several directions of
research on the problem of social intelligence:

- formulation of the concept of "social intelligence™ from different scientific positions;

- the study of patterns of development of social intelligence in connection with age differences;

- definition of social intelligence for different types of social roles;

- identification of the features of social intelligence associated with gender differences;

- description of social intelligence in the sphere of leading activity and various forms of activity;
- analysis of the conditions for the development of social intelligence, depending on the level of
mental development of the individual,

- explaining the meaning and role of social intelligence in the cognitive sphere;

- study of the state of development of social intelligence by virtue of the personality traits;

- consideration of social intelligence in the sphere of affect;

- mechanisms for the recognition and development of social intelligence related to the social and
psychological problems in the life of the individual;

- the manifestation of differences in social intelligence in individuals related to their mental and
psychological health;

- identification of psychological features of social intelligence, associated with specific types of
professional activity;

- coordination of psychological and pedagogical conditions, rules and mechanisms for the
development of social intelligence; and so on.

Social intelligence is a structure of personality. Therefore, social intelligence plays an
important role in achieving success in communication and in many situations and activities in
many professions. After all, it is their own and others' behavior, verbal and nonverbal means of
communication, which must be properly understood and properly used depending on each
situation; foresee their consequences; allows you to predict future situations in relationships. Then
social intelligence will be a determinant, a mental prerequisite and a mechanism of psychological
preparation of the person to improve relationships, activities, its success. However, it is quite
possible for a person to have a high psychological readiness to show moral qualities in relations
with others. But only thanks to the social intellect he is able to adapt this moral virtue to the real
situation, to the needs and ideals of other people, to use it correctly and accurately.

Therefore, social intelligence is considered the highest mental function. Its function is
directly related to the structures of human thinking, self-awareness and personality traits necessary
for communication. In this regard, according to our position, social intelligence in students is
realized and developed in the environment, in joint actions and interaction with people.
Consequently, social intelligence in students is a cognitive, consciously realized and realized
component of pedagogical communication.

Research materials and methods. One of the main objectives of our research work is to
experimentally verify the personality structures that determine the high and low level of social
intelligence in students and can be the basis for the development of this social intelligence. The
personality structure here is characterized by significant intellectual, emotional-volitional and
relational qualities.

Studying the basics of social intelligence we used a multifactor personality questionnaire-

test by R. Kettel [8].

Organized and conducted an experimental study of Kettel's multifactor personality
guestionnaire-test. Two groups of research levels of social intelligence were formed. The number



of subjects who participated in an experimental study of the development of social intelligence
and self-awareness using the Guilford-Sullivan method, due to the time of students, leaving for
teaching practice and other reasons, had a high level of social intelligence and wanted to participate
in the study at their own will, was 42. Because organizing and administering the R. Kettel
multifactor personality questionnaire-test and processing its results is a complicated procedure,
although the number of students in the next group was more than 300, we reduced the experimental
sample. Therefore, 42 subjects were randomly selected from students with insufficient social
intelligence.

Research results and their discussion. According to the results of the 16-factor Kettel
personality questionnaire-test, students were able to make average profiles of high and insufficient
levels of social intelligence. And, according to the results of the experiment, the "raw" scores of
the students of the two groups of subjects were "standardized" by factor. Table 1 shows the average
values of Kettel's scores on the high and low level of social intelligence in students.

As can be seen from the table, both groups of examinees have marginal regional values
with normal indicators. However, values close to the indicators in the peripheral zone also require
attention. Therefore, according to Kettel's methodology, we group the data from the two groups
into factors with high, overestimated, underestimated, low, and normal (or average) values.

Table 1. According to Kettel's method, factor averages for high and low (insufficient) levels
of social intelligence in students

Factors Description of factors Low social | High social
intelligence intelligence

A openness in communication 3,74 8,65
B Intelligence 6,91 7,49
C emotional stability 8,13 5,56
E Dominance 4,65 7,03
F Expressiveness 5,79 5,81
G is normal behavior 4,12 8,4
H social courage 5,56 5,33
I Sensitivity 6,47 8,12
L Skepticism 8,34 6,95
M Business 7,18 7,00
N Politeness 5,65 5,48
) self-confidence 7,11 6,29
Q1 Radicalism 5,35 3,87
Q2 conformity 6,93 6,55
Qs self 4,05 7,36
Q4 -control tension ego 3,26 4,72
F1 anxiety 6,6 6,68
F2 extraversion 5,73 7,19
F3 emotional 5,33 5,65
F4 independence 6,25 6,43

Let's group and show the factors revealed in subjects with a high level of social intelligence:
- Factors A (openness in relationships), B (intelligence), E (dominance), G (normative behavior),
I (sensitivity), M (awkwardness), Q3 (self-control) and F2 (extraversion) had high values.
- There is upward neutrality in the values of factors L (skepticism), O (self-confidence), Q2
(conformism), F1 (anxiety), and F4 (independence).
- The score on factor Q4 (ego-stress) indicates a tendency to underestimate.
- The lower value of factor Q1 (radicalism) is known.
- The value values of factors C (emotional stability), F (expressiveness), H (social courage), N
(politeness) and F3 (emotionality) can be described as normal or average.



Due to the differences in the indicators of the factors in the subjects with insufficiently
developed social intelligence consider:
- High values of factors C (emotional stability), L (skepticism), M (businesslike) and O (self-
confidence) are known.
- Factors B (intelligence), | (sensitivity), Q2 (conformity), and F1 (anxiety) have an upward bias.
- Scores on factors E (dominance), G (normative behavior), and Q3 (self-control) show an
underestimation.
- The values of factors A (openness in relationships) and Q4 (ego-restraint) are known to be low.
- The value values of factors F (expressiveness), H (social courage), N (politeness), Q1
(radicalism), F2 (extraversion), F3 (emotionality) and F4 (autonomy) can be described as normal
or average.
Let us analyze the results of the factor by a qualitative comparison of quantitative indicators related
to subjects with high and underdeveloped social intelligence. And the statistical method is used to
preserve the principle of objectivity in the comparison. For this purpose, Student's test for
independent variables was chosen. Its formula:

L M1 M|
8° 8"
nyg n;

Here M_1 and M_2 are the average values of quantitative indicators obtained by the Kettel
method factors in subjects with high and underdeveloped social intelligence. And n_1and n_2 are
the number of students in the test groups. In this experimental section, as mentioned above, the
number of students in both groups was equal and consisted of 42 test subjects. And 6 1 and 6 2
are the squares of deviations of indicators equal to the average value obtained from the experiment
in the two test groups.

Student test takers with highly developed social intelligence had a high value of Factor A.
Its value was 8.65 points. This indicates that test students with highly developed social intelligence
are open in communication and can show emotional closeness in interpersonal interaction. This
characteristic feature of the factor A(+) determines the richness of students' emotional expressions
in communication, their ability to cooperate. Inadequate level of social intelligence corresponded
to the low value of factor A, equal to 3,74 points. This result determines the low level of social
intelligence in the students who took part in the study and is the basis for its low level. The low
value of the factor A means that subjects with insufficiently developed social intelligence have
reactive, affective behavior and personality traits in communication with others. Thus, while in
students with high social intelligence, factor A is on the positive pole, in the second research group
it is directed to the negative pole. The statistical significance of the difference between the average
values of Factor A between the two groups of subjects was high. Reason: te=7.22, and
te>tk=3.538; p<0.001.

For factor B, subjects with high social intelligence showed high results. On average they
scored 7.49 points. This average value characterizes the tested future teacher as a person with high
intellectual development, mature logical thinking, broad outlook. At the same time, the value of
this factor shows that such cognitive processes as concentration, stabilization and memorization,
and reproduction are also highly developed. On the other hand, subjects with underdeveloped
social intelligence showed an inflated result on the B-factor. The average value obtained from
them was 6.91 points. This is a good score. Then, although social intelligence is insufficient, we
can consider that the intellectual development of the subjects is at a high level. That is, cognitive
phenomena, such as their mental field, attention and memory processes, are formed according to
age features. The difference between the average values of factor B between these two
experimental groups is not statistically significant: te=0.853, te<tk=2.018; p<0.05.

Among the subjects with a high level of social intelligence, the average C-factor score was
5.56. This test shows that students are able to keep their emotions and moods in communication
and actions. At the same time, the average value of the C-factor was high in students with



insufficiently developed social intelligence. Their C-factor averaged 8.13 points. This factor
characterizes the subjects' restraint in their emotions and moods. And the difference between the
students with high and underdeveloped social intelligence according to the indicator of emotional
stability (factor C) is statistically significant: te=3.78, te>tk=3.538; p<0.001.

In the studied group of students with a high level of social intelligence, factor E came out with a
high average value. In these examinees, the value of factor E averaged 7.03 points. From this we
can see that the students who participated in the study tend to show themselves as a priority before
others, to show leadership abilities. The result of the experiment showed that students with high
social intelligence are often able to solve their problems independently. However, although
students with underdeveloped social intelligence had a normal value of Factor E, its skewness
toward the downside was determined. In this group of students the value of factor E was on average
4.65 points. It is clear from this that students with insufficiently developed social intelligence do
not want to show themselves to others and show leadership abilities. They often tend to find their
comfort zone only in the presence of others who are stronger, more active, more powerful, and
leaders than they are. The difference between the mean values of factor E between the two groups
of subjects was statistically significant: te=3.50 and te<tk=2.698; p<0.01.

In both test groups a value is obtained, which is a normal indicator of factor F. In subjects
with highly developed social intelligence G=5.81 points. At the same time, the F factor showed an
average value of 5.79 points in subjects with underdeveloped social intelligence. These scores
show that seriousness and activity in the personality characteristics of the subjects are relevant
depending on the living conditions and social environment. The difference between the mean
values of the G-factor between the two groups of examinees is statistically unreliable: te=0.03, and
te<tk=2.018; p<0.05.

The G-factor, equal to 8.4 points, was obtained in subjects with highly developed social

intelligence. This indicator characterizes the behavior of students who participated in the study in
accordance with social norms. As a result, the subjects of this group are distinguished by such
characteristics as responsibility, observance of moral principles in leadership, manifestation of
spiritual qualities in the social environment. A high index of the form G determines the permanent
formation of a sense of shame in subjects with a high level of social intelligence. They are
distinguished by their ability to follow and act according to the rules accepted in the social
environment. At the same time, the G-factor value of 4.12 points is considered normal for subjects
with insufficiently developed social intelligence. However, despite the fact that the behavior of the
examinees in this group is within the social norm, there is a decrease in the value obtained for
factor G. As a result, the value of factor G shows the danger of manifestation of such negative
traits as laziness, irresponsibility, moral instability, in subjects with insufficient social intelligence.
The difference between the mean values for factor B between the two experimental groups has
high statistical significance: te=6.29, and te>tk=3.538; p<0.001.
In both test groups a normal value of the H factor was obtained. In subjects with highly developed
social intelligence the H factor was 5.33 points. Meanwhile, in subjects with underdeveloped social
intelligence, the H factor showed an average value of 5.56 points. These indicators show that the
subjects are able to be tolerant in solving problems arising in relationships and activities, and are
also characterized by shyness that does not openly display their courage. The difference between
the mean values of factor H between the two groups of examinees is statistically unreliable:
te=0.338 and te<tk=2.018; p<0.05.

Factor | had a high value in subjects with a high level of social intelligence. The average
value of this factor was 8.12 points. And in subjects with insufficiently developed social
intelligence, Factor | also tended to increase. The average value of this factor was 6.47 points. The
score obtained on factor | characterizes that examinees of both groups are sensitive, inclined to
kindness, easily attached to each other, not always accepting harshness and severity. However, the
difference between students with high and underdeveloped social intelligence on factor 1 is
statistically significant: te=2.427, and te>tk=2.018; p<0.05. This shows that students with a high
level of social intelligence have an advantage in the formation of more sustainable qualities of



sensitivity and sensitivity, as well as their desire to communicate with others, compared with
students with an underdeveloped level of social intelligence.

Tested students with a high level of social intelligence showed a positive result on the L-
factor. On average, they scored 6.95. If so, this means that despite the high level of social
intelligence of the test takers, they tended to be more cautious in trusting others with their doubts
and suspicions. Meanwhile, subjects with underdeveloped social intelligence clearly had an
excessive value of the L factor. In this group, the L factor was equal to a high value of 8.34 points.
This factor characterizes skepticism, mistrustfulness, and uncertainty in the personal development
of the subjects. Moreover, the difference between the mean values of factor L between the two
groups of examinees is statistically significant: te=2.044 and te>tk=2.018; p<0.05. While this
shows that the subjects are skeptical and do not immediately adapt to others and other
environments, it also shows that students with underdeveloped social intelligence have jealousy in
their personality structure and that they are not always used to feeling comfortable in social
environments.

Tested students with high levels of social intelligence scored an average of 7.00 on the M

factor and had a value at the upper end of the marginal zone. This test shows that students have a
high level of imaginative process development, but an average level and that they behave
somewhat inconsistently. At the same time, subjects with underdeveloped social intelligence
scored 7.18 on the M factor, which is slightly above the marginal zone. This test shows that
students have a rich imagination, are able to dream about the future rather than real life in the
present, and are able to think creatively. However, the difference between students with high and
underdeveloped social intelligence on factor M was not statistically significant: te=0.265 and
te<tk=2.018; p<0.05.
Both subject groups had a normal value of factor N. The subjects with highly developed social
intelligence had N=5.48 points. At the same time, factor N showed an average value of 5.65 points
in subjects with underdeveloped social intelligence. These scores show the politeness of the
subjects in the environment; shows that he/she seeks to find logic and meaning in different
situations and events, his/her own and others' behavior, emotional reactions, is able to combine
principles with manners in interpersonal interactions. The difference between the mean values of
factor N between the two groups of examinees is statistically unreliable: te=0.25 and te<tk=2.018;
p<0.05.

The average value of the O-factor corresponded to 6.29 points on the betalis for the subjects
with a high level of social intelligence. Then there is a volatility of the emotional sphere of the
subjects with high social intelligence. According to this indicator, subjects show a tendency to
worry, to blame themselves, to compare themselves with others, and to worry about shortcomings.
Therefore, it is possible that some of the subjects with a high level of social intelligence have their
own thoughts, do not actively participate in the social environment and are not always confident
in themselves. In the same way, a positive pole value of 7.11 was calculated for subjects with
underdeveloped social intelligence. From this we can see that subjects with insufficiently
developed social intelligence are restless, they are driven by negative thoughts in communication,
actions and finding solutions to various problems. At the same time it is noted that these subjects
underestimate their knowledge, experience and abilities. In both groups involved in the study, the
O-factor score was high, and although their characteristics were consistent, statistical analysis did
not show that the difference between them was reliable: te=1.206, and te<tk=2.018; p<0.05. This
proves that students with underdeveloped social intelligence have a significantly lower level of
self-confidence than students with high social intelligence.

Tested students with a high level of social intelligence showed a low average value only
for factor QL. In this group of examinees, the score of factor Q1 corresponded to 3.87 points. The
result shows that the examinees are cautious in their relationships and are willing to compromise;
always observes the rules and norms established in the social environment. In addition, low values
of this factor mean that examinees are resilient in difficult life situations. At the same time, subjects
with insufficiently developed social intelligence have Q1=5.35 points. Although this is a normal



or average value, according to Kettel's standardized methodology, subjects are characterized by
general traits in the 0-6 score range. If yes, then subjects with underdeveloped social intelligence
exhibit a skeptical attitude toward new ideas and rules; they focus only on specific actions.
Therefore, they sometimes have psychological problems, such as internal personality tension. And
this factor can lead to the fact that the subjects do not dare to solve their problems in a new way
and always use the methods they are accustomed to. However, in the two groups that participated
in the study, there were two indicators for the Q1 factor - low and normal levels. Thus, statistical
analysis showed that the difference between them is reliable: te=2.177 and te>tk=2.018; p<0.05.
This indicates that students with a high level of social intelligence are more thorough, tend to
observe traditions and never forget moral principles in communication than students with an
insufficient level of social intelligence.

Tested students with high and low levels of social intelligence scored 6.55 and 6.93, not
reaching the marginal zone, but slightly higher on the Q2 factor. These scores show that the
subjects in the research groups strive for individuality, nonconformism, independence;
characterized by the ability to make decisions independently and implement these decisions.
However, students with underdeveloped social intelligence may not need cooperation in activities
with others than students with high social intelligence. However, statistical analysis of factor Q2
in both groups participating in the study showed that the difference between them was not reliable:
te=0.559 and te<tk=2.018; p<0.05.

For factor Q3, the average value was 7.36 points for subjects with a high level of social
intelligence. That is, the indicator of the factor Q3 had a high value. Hence, the students who took
part in the study express features of observing order, politeness in communication, regulation of
their words and behavior in accordance with morals, social norms, various tasks and requirements
in life at the expense of self-control. In addition, the high value of the factor Q3 indicates the
formation of willpower in the subjects. At the same time, students with underdeveloped social
intelligence also had an average value of 4.05 points on factor Q3. Then, students with
underdeveloped social intelligence tended to decrease the value of factor Q3. From this we can see
that the students who took part in the study do not always strive to set goals, lack of self-control
of their words and behavior, lack of willpower. Consequently, the difference between the mean
values of factor Q3 between the two groups of subjects is statistically significant: te=4.868 and
te>tk=2.698; p<0.001.

The decrease in factor Q4, equal to 4.72 points, is negative for subjects with a high level
of social intelligence. As a result, these subjects may sometimes show indifference to their failures
and successes, characterized by weakness in communication and actions. And the low score of
factor Q4 of 3.26 points indicates dissatisfaction with themselves among subjects with
underdeveloped social intelligence, their reactions to anger, resentment, anger in relationships and
in various social situations. And statistical analysis of the results of the factor Q4 in the two groups
involved in the study showed that the difference between them is significant: te=2.147 and
te>tk=2.018; p<0.05.

The test students with high and low levels of social intelligence had mean values equal to
6.68 points and 6.6 points on factor F1. These were up. Statistical analysis showed that the
difference between students with high and underdeveloped social intelligence on factor F1 is not
significant: te=0.118 and te<tk=2.018; p<0.05. Here the obtained value means that the subjects in
the research groups sometimes feel uncomfortable in the social environment and do not feel free,
it is difficult for them to adapt quickly to new situations.

The F2 factor had a high value in subjects with a high level of social intelligence. This
indicator is equal to 7.19 points. The high value of this factor indicates that the subjects are able
to communicate closely with those around them. They are characterized as extroverts by their
open, confident, sensitive, bright personality and traits in interpersonal interactions. At the same
time, F2=5.73 in subjects with insufficiently developed social intelligence. The test takers in this
group scored an index of normal value on the F2 factor. Test takers with underdeveloped social
intelligence are then prone to extroverts. In the two groups involved in the study, there were two



F2 factor scores - normal and high. And statistical analysis showed that the difference between
them is reliable: te=2.147, and te>tk=2.018; p<0.05.

Similarly, the values of factors F3 and G4 showed no statistical significance in both studied
groups. The values of factor F3 were 5.33 and 5.65 in subjects with high and underdeveloped
social intelligence (te=0.47, te<tk=2.018; p<0.05). The normal value of the factor F3 means that
the examinee is able to regulate the emotional sphere of students. It can be considered that the
average value of factor F4 is higher in subjects with high and underdeveloped social intelligence.
In the studied groups, the factor F4 was 6.43 points and 6.25 points (te=0.265, te<tk=2.018;
p=<0.05). This factor characterizes the propensity of the examinees to choose independence.

As a result of Kettel's 16-factor questionnaire-test, we compare and analyze the difference
in factors between the subjects of students with high and insufficient levels of social intelligence.
For this purpose we created a personality profile of the subjects with high and insufficient level of
social intelligence on the average factor indicators of the two experimental groups (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1. Personality profiles for high and low (insufficient) level of social intelligence in
students according to Kettel's methodology

Let us formulate a qualitative analysis of the profiles drawn in the picture.

So, according to the results of the Kettel methodology, tested future teachers with highly
developed social intelligence are generally characterized by the following traits:
- be open in communication, be able to express emotional closeness in interpersonal interaction;
qualities that are significant in interactions and interactions with others, based on the richness of
their emotional manifestations in relationships, on their ability to cooperate;
- high level of intellectual development on the index of intelligence; development of logical
thinking; breadth of mind; ability to concentrate, stabilize and memorize, reproduce;
tendency to keep our emotions and moods in the same state in communication and actions;
- desire to show oneself as a priority before others, to show leadership abilities; we are able to
solve our problems independently;
- relevance of sobriety and activity depending on living conditions and social environment;
- behavior in accordance with social norms, responsibility, observance of moral principles,
manifestation of spirituality in the social environment; formation of shame;



- tendency to be patient in solving problems arising in relationships and activities, and shyness,
not openly showing their courage;

- sensitivity, a tendency to show kindness, to be easily attached, to be influenced and resistant to
characteristics, not to accept harshness and severity every time;

- skepticism, suspiciousness, distrust in relationships and actions;

- fantasy, dreaminess, inconsistent behavior, driven by dreams;

politeness; the desire to find logic and meaning in different situations and phenomena, behavior
and emotional reactions of themselves and others, the ability to combine integrity with etiquette
in interpersonal communication;

- Emotional instability; tendency to worry, blame yourself, compare yourself to others, worry
about shortcomings; be guided by negative thoughts in relationships, actions and finding solutions
to various problems; underestimate your knowledge, experience and abilities;

- be careful in relationships and be ready for compromise; always follow the rules and norms that
have developed in the social environment and be able to be firm in difficult situations;
thoroughness, the desire to preserve traditions, the observance of moral principles in
communication

- desire for individuality, non-conformism, independence; ability to make a decision independently
and implement this decision;

- desire to maintain order at the expense of self-control; politeness in communication; regulation
of speech and behavior in accordance with morality, social norms, various responsibilities and the
requirements of life and the formation of willpower at the necessary level;

- sometimes showing indifference to his failures and successes, succumbing to weakness in
communication and actions;

- sometimes being in a bad mood in a social environment and not being able to feel free; difficulty
in direct social and psychological adaptation in new situations;

- ability to communicate closely with others; manifestation of extroversion through open,
confident, empathetic, bright character and qualities in interpersonal interaction;

- ability to regulate the emotional sphere.

Thus, on the basis of Kettel's methodology cognitive processes in the subjects with highly
developed social intelligence; spiritual, moral and personal qualities; It is determined that the
qualities important in the relationship are formed to the necessary extent. However, it is necessary
to show the necessary level of such structures as empathy, reflection, socio-psychological
adaptation, which are important in pedagogical relations and pedagogical activity, and to avoid
some internal personal tensions. For this purpose, in our opinion, it is necessary to carry out special
psychological and pedagogical work in and out of the classroom with future teachers with highly
developed social intelligence.

In addition, as a result of applying the Kettel methodology, the tested future teachers with
underdeveloped social intelligence can be generally characterized by the following traits:

- Reactivity in communication with others, affective behavior, and character traits;

- formation of cognitive phenomena such as mental field, processes of attention and memory in
accordance with age features;

- keeping one's emotions and moods under control;

- lack of clear desire to present themselves in front of others, to show leadership qualities; desire
to find a comfort zone only in the presence of others who may be stronger, more active, powerful,
leaders than themselves;

- relevance of sobriety and activity depending on living conditions and social environment;

- sometimes manifestation of such negative qualities as laziness, irresponsibility, moral instability;
- atendency to be patient in solving problems arising in relationships and activities, and shyness,
not openly showing his courage;

- sensitivity, a tendency to be kind, easily attached, swayed, not accepting harshness and severity
every time;



- skepticism, mistrustfulness, mistrustfulness, inability to adapt immediately to another
environment, jealousy and inflexibility to keep oneself constantly in a social environment;

- sadness; imagination, dreaminess, and ability to think creatively;

- politeness; the desire to find logic and meaning in different situations and phenomena, behavior
and emotional reactions of themselves and others, the ability to combine integrity with etiquette
in interpersonal communication

- Emotional instability; tendency to worry, blame oneself, compare oneself with others, worry
about shortcomings; be guided by negative thoughts in relations, actions and finding solutions to
various problems; underestimate one's knowledge, experience and abilities;

- formation of a skeptical attitude towards new ideas and rules; taking only direct action; not daring
to solve their problems in a new way, always seeking to use familiar methods;

- striving for individuality, non-conformism, independence; the ability to make a decision
independently and implement this decision; not requiring cooperation in action with others;

- not always thoroughly achieve their goals; lack of self-control of words and behavior; incomplete
formation of volitional agreements;

- dissatisfaction with oneself; in relational situations, in various social situations there are reactions
of anger, resentment, rage;

- sometimes being in a bad mood in a social environment and not being able to feel free; difficulty
of direct social and psychological adaptation in new situations;

- tendency to be extroverted through a sensitive, bright character and qualities;

- ability to regulate the sphere of anger and emotions.

Conclusion. Thus, on the basis of Kettel's methodology cognitive processes in subjects
with underdeveloped social intelligence; spiritual, moral and personal qualities; revealed
insufficient formation of qualities important in communication, pedagogical communication and
pedagogical activity. Therefore, it will be necessary to carry out special psychological and
pedagogical classroom and extracurricular work with future teachers with underdeveloped social
intelligence.

In addition, the development of social intelligence underlies the formation of important
personal qualities of future specialists of pedagogical relations and pedagogical activity. And the
important personal qualities in pedagogical relations and pedagogical activity are defined as the
main criteria and parameters in the development of social intelligence in students.

In this part of the experimental study if distinguish levels of development of social
intelligence of students, cognitive processes of students; spiritual and moral and personal qualities;
It became known that the important qualities in communication are defined by specific features
and are the basis and influence the development of social intelligence.
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