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Social intelligence in the cultural context:
comparison of Ukrainian and Slovak managers

Abstract. The presented theoretical and methodological study is based on the assumption that social constructs do not have
a generally valid form but are culturally conditioned. The study presents the results of a research aimed at an analysis of the
consistency of the factor structure of the MESI methodology (Measuring Social Intelligence) in the Ukrainian and Slovak managerial
environment. At the same time, the results of the analysis of differences in the assessment of the extracted social intelligence
factors (Manipulation, Empathy and Social Irritability) between the managers from Ukraine and Slovakia are presented. The data
collection was carried out between August 2014 and March 2015 on a research file which consisted of 131 managers, of whom
65 were Ukrainian and 66 were Slovak managers from the areas of administration, trade and services. The findings make it
possible to formulate answers to two questions. The first is related to the degree of universality of the extracted factor structures
of social intelligence in the individual cultures. The second relates to the assessment of individual specified social intelligence
factors within different cultures.

The presented findings confirm that the factor structure of the MESI methodology, which is based on the samples of the Ukrainian
and Slovak managers, is consistent. The existence of several differences in the assessment of social intelligence, with social
irritability as an attribute, was confirmed. Social irritability is more prominently rejected by the Slovak managers. The cultural
impact in terms of Social irritability is manifested by the fact that the Slovak managers reject the specifics of this construct
(such as «it makes me nervous when | am with other people», «| rather avoid the presence of others», «the manifestation of the
feelings of other people baffle me», and «the weaknesses and the wishes of others distract me») more strongly than the Ukrainian
managers. This finding also points to the necessity of accepting the cultural context in examining social intelligence and social
constructs in general.
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CouianbHuii iIHTENEKT Y KYJIlTYPHOMY KOHTEKCTi: MOPIBHAHHA YKPAIHCbKUX i COBaLbKUX MeHeaXXepiB

AHoTauif. B 0CHOBY TEOPETMYHOrO 1 METOLONOMYHOIro AOCAIOKEHHS, MPEeACTaBEeHOro Y il po6oTi, NOKNageHo NpunyLLEHHS
BIAHOCHO TOro, L0, He Mawyu 3arasibHOBU3HAHUX (OPM, coujanbHi KOHCTPYKTU OBYMOBIOIOTLCS KynbsTypolo. MeTtoro
OOCNIOKEHHS € aHani3 BignoBigHOCTI (hakTOPHOI CTPYKTYPU METOAUKUN BUMIPIOBAHHS COLianbHOro iHTENEKTY B yNpasniHCbKOMY
cepepoBuLi YkpaiHn Ta CnoBa4ymHn. Y cTaTTi NpeacTaBneHo pesynstati aHanidy BigMiHHOCTEN B OLiHLj BUSIBIEHNX YNHHMKIB
couianibHOro iHTENEKTY, TakKUX sIK MaHinynsujis, emMmnaris Ta coljanbHa gpaTiBnueicTb. 36ip AaHWX NPOBOAUBCS B Nepiof 3 CEPHs
2014 poky o 6epe3Hs 2015 poky. Y gocnigykeHHi B3snu y4acTb 65 MeHegxepiB 3 YkpaiHu 1l 66 meHepxepis 3i CnoBav4mHu
(3aranbHa KinbkicTb 131 ocoba), Wo npencTasBnsanTs cepy ynpaeniHHA, TOPriBni Ta nocnyr. 3a pesynstataMmy NpoBeEHOro
JocnigpxKeHHs 6yno cgopMynbLOBaHO BIiAMoBiAi Ha ABa OCHOBHMX NUTaHHA. [leplle cTocyBanocs CTyneHs YyHiBepcanbHOCTI
BUSIBNIEHNX YMHHUKIB COLiafIbHOrO iHTENEeKTYy B OKPEeMO B3ATWX KynbTypax, Apyre — OLiHKU BUSIBAEHUX YMHHUWKIB COLianbHOro
iHTENEeKTy B Pi3HMX KynbTypax. Y xofi AocnigXeHHs 6yno nigTBepO)KeHO Te, WO (hakTopHa CTPYKTYypa METOANKM BMMIPIOBaHHS
coujanbHOro iHTENeKTy, BU3HayeHa Ha NigcTasi BUGIPKM YKPAIHCbKMX i CNOBaLbKUX MEHeOXKepiB, € CTikow. Takox 6yno
NigTBEPO)KEHO HAABHICTb AeAKNX BIMIHHOCTEN B OLLHLIi TaKOi CKNagoBoi CoLianbHOro iHTENEKTY, K colianbHa ApaTiBMBICTb, Ska
6iNbLUIOIO MiPOO HEMNPUIHATHA AN MeHemxepiB 3i Cnosaubkoi Pecny6niku. Liei BUCHOBOK Bka3dye Ha HEOOXIOHICTb ypaxyBaHHs
KYNBTYPHOrO KOHTEKCTY Y BUBYEHHI COLianbHOro iHTENEKTY i coLjianbHUX KOHCTPYKTIB.

Knro4voBi cnoBa: coujianbHUin KOHCTPYKT; COLUiaibHUN IHTENEKT; METOAMKA BUMIPIOBaHHSA COLLiaSIbHOIO iHTENEKTY; MEHEMKEP.
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CoumanbHbI UHTENNIEKT B KYJIbTYPHOM KOHTEKCTE: CpaBHEHNE YKPAUHCKUX U C/IOBALKUX MeHepKepoB

AHHoTauus. MNpeacTtaBneHHoe B paboTe TEOPETUHECKOE U METOLONOMMHYECKOe UccnegoBaHne OCHOBAHO Ha MPenonoXeHun
O TOM, 4TO, He MMesl OOLenPU3HaHHbIX (OPM, couMasibHble KOHCTPYKTbl OOYCNOBNMBAIOTCA KynbTypoW. Llenbto paHHoro
nccnegoBaHns SIBMSETCA aHanmn3 COOTBETCTBUS (DAKTOPHOW CTPYKTYPbl METOAMKM W3MEPEHUS COLMANbHOrO WHTENneKkra B
ynpasneH4yeckoi cpege YkpaunHbl 1 CnoBakun. B ctaTbe npegcTaBneHsl pe3ynstaTthl aHanm3a pasnuynii B OLEHKE BbISBIEHHbIX
(haKTOpPOB COUMANbHOMO MHTENNEKTa, TakKUX Kak MaHunynsaums, aMnaTns 1 counanbHas pasgpaxutenbHocTb. CO6op AaHHbIX
nposoaunca B neprop, ¢ asrycta 2014 roga no mapt 2015 roga. B nccnegosaHnm npuHanm ysactue 65 meHemkepos 13 YKpauHbl
n 66 meHepkepoB 13 Cnosakumn (06Llee kKonuvecTso 131 4yenoBek), NpepcTaBnsalOWMX cepbl ynpaBneHnsi, TOProBan U YCAyr.
PesynbTaThl NPOBEAEHHOMO NCCeoBaHNst NO3BONMAM CHOPMYNNPOBaTb OTBETbI Ha ABa OCHOBHbIX Bomnpoca. [epBbii BONpoc
Kacancs CTeneHn yHBEPCaIbHOCTU BbISIBNIEHHbIX (hakTOPOB COLMaNIbHOrO UHTENINEKTA B OTAENbHO B3SITbIX KYNbTypax, BTOPON —
OLIEHKM BbIsIBNIEHHbIX (DAaKTOPOB coLmanbHOMO MHTENNEKTa B pa3HblX KynbTypax. B xoge nccneqosaHus Hawlen noatrBep)kaeHne
hakT TOro, 4YTO (hakTOpHas CTPYKTypa METOQUKN U3MEPEHUS COLMATIbHOIO NHTENNEKTa, ONpedeneHHas Ha OCHOBaHUN BbIGOPKI
YKPaUHCKMX U CNOBALKNX MEHEOXKEPOB, ABMSETCS YCTONYMBON. Takke Obl10 NOATBEP)KAEHO HaMYME HEKOTOPbIX pasfnnyni B
OLiEHKE TaKoW COCTaBMAOLLEN COLMANBbHOMO UHTENNEKTA, KaK coumarnbHas pasgpakmTeNlbHOCTb, KoTopast B 60sbLUel CTENEHN
HenpremnemMa anst MeHepykepoB 13 Cnosaukon Pecny6amkin. [aHHbI BbIBOA, yKkadbiBaeT Ha HEOOXOAMMOCTb y4eTa KyNibTypPHOIo
KOHTEKCTa B N3Yy4EHNM COLMANTbHOrO MHTENEKTa U coumasbHbIX KOHCTPYKTOB.

KnroueBble cnoBa: couyanbHblli KOHCTPYKT; CoLManbHbIi MHTENNEKT; METOAMKA M3MEPEHUS COLMANBHOIO UHTENNEKTA; MEHEKEP.

1. Introduction and Brief Literature Review The first one is related to solving the level of universality of the

Accepting the requirement to explore social phenomena
in a cultural context is an important theoretical and methodo-
logical basis of any social research. Scientists focus not on-
ly on the comparison of social, ethnic and cultural differences
reflected in human behaviour, but also on studying the impact
of culture on the development of individuals. Discussions are
aimed at verification of generally applicable characteristics,
independently of the cultural context, as well as at how a par-
ticular culture affects a person.

This approach automatically assumes that social con-
structs do not have a generally valid form but, on the contrary,
they are shaped by cultures, habits, customs - the entire cul-
tural heritage of a particular society (Heine & Ruby, 2010 [1];
Markus & Kitayama, 2003 [2]). Culture influences the forma-
tion of human characteristics, including attitudes, behaviours,
habits and values that are transmitted from one generation to
another (Matsumoto, 2000) [3].

One of the typical examples of research into the cultural
context is the area of values (Hofstede, 2001) [4], but Markus
and Kitayama [2] also discuss the impact of culture on the pro-
cesses of self-esteem, self-respect, management, selection,
dissonance, emotions, motivation, control, attention and cate-
gorisation, creativity, the impact of culture on the assessment of
well-being, morality, health, and so on. In this concept, social in-
telligence also has its place (Birknerova, Vavrova et al., 2013) [5].

From the perspective of exploring social intelligence in a cul-
tural context, it is possible to define at least two sets of issues.

extracted factor structures of social intelligence in individual cul-
tures. The other is related to the assessment of individual speci-
fied factors of social intelligence in different cultures.

The studies of social intelligence are carried out within
various social contexts and fields of social practice. This way
we can think of areas of work, education, leisure, family and
a number of other typical areas of social phenomena. In this
sense, the context of work comes to the fore as it is significant-
ly linked to the other areas of human life. From the point of view
of managers, this relationship is even more important because
it is also directly related to other people’s lives.

Every manager behaves differently in social situations.
Some feel comfortable in these situations. Behaviour does
not present a problem for them. They even seek such si-
tuations out. Others avoid them, feeling uncomfortable. They
are unable to choose the right behaviour forms. The causes
of these differences can be sought in several areas and ana-
lysed from different angles. It is clear that the specifics of be-
haviour in these situations can be caused not only by cha-
racteristics at the individual level of each manager (tempera-
ment, personality characteristics, experience), but also at the
level of the situation (culture, conflict, friendly atmosphere,
threats, unknown situation). Social intelligence in this con-
text can be considered as one of the leading personality pre-
dictors of managerial behaviour in social situations.

Social intelligence is an individual personality trait (Silvera,
Martinussen & Dahl, 2001) [6]. The efforts to conceptualise and
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operationalise it date back to Thorndike (1920) [7]. However,
the efforts to theoretically define social intelligence faced cer-
tain difficulties [6]. Discussed are the issues of distinguishing
social intelligence from other similar constructs, such as aca-
demic intelligence, emotional intelligence, practical intelligen-
ce, communication, social influence, etc. At the same time, the
understanding of social intelligence as a performance charac-
teristic or a personality trait is also discussed.

According to Sigmar, Hynes and Hill (2012) [8], social and
emotional capabilities are at least an equivalent predictor of pro-
fessional success as cognitive assumptions. In terms of identi-
fying social intelligence as a predictor of successful managerial
behaviour, two concepts can be mentioned. The first one is re-
lated to social competences as a prerequisite for the manage-
ment of work teams. The second one is based on the findings of
Boyatzis (2011) [9] and assumptions that social and emotional
intelligence explain a significant part of the variance in the pre-
diction of managers’ performance competences.

From the viewpoint of both concepts, it is necessary to
consider the impact of the cultural context on the aforemen-
tioned attributes.

2. Research Purpose

The purpose of the research is to contribute to the discus-
sions about the cultural impact on the constructs of social in-
telligence on the basis of a comparison of the extracted factor
structures, Cronbach’s alpha values, intercorrelations and the
specification of differences in the evaluation of the identified
factors on the sample of the Ukrainian and Slovak managers,
as well as to verify the possibilities to use the MESI question-
naire in various cultural contexts.

3. Research Methods

The MESI methodology (Measuring Social Intelligence) by
Frankovsky and Birknerova (2014) [10] detects social intelli-
gence as a personality trait. Its authors assume the transsitua-
tional stability of social intelligence which they define as a dis-
positional personality attribute. MESI was developed on the
basis of the previous research studies, in which the EMESI me-
thodology (Frankovsky & Birknerova, 2013) [11] was used. Both
MESI and EMESI were inspired by and proposed according
to the PESI methodology created by Kaukiainen, Bjorkqvist,
Osterman, Lagerspetz, and Forsblom (1995) [12].

MESI consists of 21 items evaluated on a 5-point Likert
scale were 0 represents «never» and 4 represents «very often».
By means of a factor analysis, three factors were extracted and
labeled by Frankovsky and Birknerova [10]. They are:

1. Manipulation. People who have higher scores in this social
intelligence attribute are able to persuade others to do al-
most anything. They can use others for
their own benefit and persuade them to
take their side. At the same time, they are
happy about it. They use lies of others for
their own advantage. Its reliability is ex-

managers. The sample of Ukrainian managers was made up
of 31 (48%) men and 34 (52%) women, aged from 24 to 69
(M = 43.3 years). The sample of Slovak managers was made
up of 29 (44%) men and 37 (56%) women, aged from 23 to 65
(M = 40.5 years). The number of working years in a manage-
rial position in the Ukrainian sample ranged from 1 to 42 years
(M =11.3 years). The number of years of managerial experience
in the Slovak sample ranged from 1 to 30 years (M = 9.7 years).
In terms of their economic area, the Slovak sample contained
21 managers from administration (32%), 22 from trade (33%),
and 23 from services (35%). The Ukrainian sample consisted
of 23 managers from the area of administration (35%), 19 from
trade (30%), and 23 from services (35%). As for their manage-
rial level, there were 10 top managers (15%), 33 middle ma-
nagers (50%), and 23 first-line managers (35%) from Slovakia,
and 16 top managers (25%), 28 middle managers (43%), and
21 first-line managers (32%) from Ukraine.
4. Results
The research problem was aimed at determining whether
the factor structure of the MESI methodology, identified on a
sample of Slovak managers, is identical to the factor struc-
ture of the methodology extracted on the sample of Ukrainian
managers.
On the basis of a factor analysis carried out on the sample
of the Slovak and Ukrainian managers, three identical factors
of social intelligence were extracted in both cases (Table 1).
The identified factors can be described as manipulation, em-
pathy and social irritability. The explanation of the MESI fac-
tors used in the research is presented below:
1_MESI: Contact with others makes me nervous.
2_MESI: | can guess how to adapt to new people.
3_MESI: | am able to guess the wishes of others.
4_MESI: Feelings of others baffle me.
5_MESI: | am able to persuade others to do almost anything.
6_MESI: Using others for my own benefit pleases me.
7_MESI: | feel uncomfortable when | have to adapt to new
people.

8_MESI: | am able to recognise the wishes of others.

9_MESI: | know how to act in accordance with the feelings of
others.

10_MESI: Weaknesses of others baffle me.

11_MESI: | can use my behaviour to persuade people to do
for me what | want.

12_MESI: If | want, | know how to use others for my own
benefit.

13_MESI: | know how to use the lives of others for my own
benefit.

Tab. 1: Factors extracted on the sample of the Slovak and Ukrainian managers
and their saturation with the individual items of MESI

pressed by a = 0.854. SLOVAKIA UKRAINE
2. Empathy. Individuals with higher scores MEST Empathy | Manipulation| . S°¢i2! MES Empathy | Manipulation | . S°¢i2!
in this factor are able to recognise the irritability irritability
. > ) 1_MESI .759 1_MESI .551
intentions, feelings and weaknesses of > MESI 500 > MESI 570
other people. They can decipher the 3 MESI 275 3 MESL | 743
ways others think, adapt to new people, 2 MESI 596 2 MESI 719
guess and fulfill their wishes. lts reliabi- S:MESI 719 S:MESI 529
lity is expressed by o = 0.783. 6_MESI .552 6_MESI .546
3. Social irritability. Persons characterised 7_MESI .731 7_MESI .218
by higher scores in this factor are ner- 8_MESI .732 8_MESI .818
vous in contact with other people. They 9_MESI 445 9_MESI | .458
avoid the presence of others if possible. 10_MESI :638 |10 _MESI -564
Feelings of others baffle them; adapting 11_MESI 707 11_MESI :593
to other people is a problem for them as 12_MESI -807 12_MESI -834
it invokes unpleasant feelings in them. 13_MESI 730 13_MESI -646
X 14_MESI .803 14_MESI .396
Weaknesses and wishes of others con- 15 MESI 718 15 MESI 226
fuse them. lts reliability is expressed by 16 MESL| 777 16 MESI| .781
a=0.716. 17 MESI | .638 17 MESI| .757
The data collection was carried out bet- 18_MESI .691 18_MESI .354
ween August 2014 and March 2015 on a 19_MESI .598 19_MESI .685
research sample consisting of 131 mana- 20_MESI .750 20_MESI .758
gers. Of these, 65 (49.9%) were Ukrainian 21_MESI | .401 21_MESI| .692

managers and 66 (50.4%) were Slovak

Source: Developed by the authors
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14_MESI: | feel uneasy when | have to adapt to new
people.

15_MESI: Wishes of others make me nervous.

16_MESI: | am able to guess the feelings of others
even when they do not want to show them.

17_MESI: | can guess the weaknesses of others.

18_MESI: People who are willing to do anything for
me make me nervous.

19_MESI: | use others for my own benefit.

20_MESI: | know how to persuade others to take my
side.

21_MESI: In contact with other people | can recognise
their intention.

On the basis of the factor analysis, it may be
claimed that the factor structure of the MESI metho-
dology, detected on the sample of Slovak managers,
corresponds to the factor structure of the mentioned
methodology detected on the sample of Ukrainian
managers. The individual extracted factors in both
cases are saturated with the same items of the me-
thodology.

The factors extracted on the Slovak sample of
managers explain 54.9% of the variance, while the
factors extracted on the Ukrainian sample of mana-
gers explain 50.7% of the variance. In both cases, the
variance is explained at an acceptable level and is es-
sentially identical. The factor structure of the metho-
dology extracted on the samples of the Ukrainian
and Slovak managers is also identical. The MESI me-
thodology is therefore applicable to both Slovak and
Ukrainian managers. This fact is also demonstrated
by the graphical expressions of the extracted factors
(Figure 1, Figure 2).

The degree of internal consistency of the indivi-
dual factors was measured by the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient (Table 2).

The Cronbach’s alpha values, detected on the
Slovak sample of managers, show a sufficient inter-
nal consistency of the individual factors of the MESI
methodology. The Cronbach’s alpha values measured
among the Ukrainian managers represent a sufficient
reliability of the items within the individual factors of
the methodology; only within the Social irritability fac-
tor, the coefficient values are at the acceptability limit.

The results of the intercorrelation analysis, car-
ried out on both samples of managers, indicate the Fi
existence of certain differences in the statistical sig-
nificance of the detected correlation coefficients. The
intercorrelation coefficient values found on the sam-
ple of Ukrainian managers (Table 3) point to a significant rela-
tionship between Empathy and Social irritability, which is ex-
pressed by a negative correlation coefficient. This fact tells us
that those Ukrainian managers who score higher in the Em-
pathy factor are less socially irritable. The contact with other
people does not disturb them; on the contrary, they can adapt
to other people. The feelings and weaknesses of others do
not baffle them, and the weaknesses and wishes of others do
not distract them. On the other hand, the more empathic the
Slovak managers are, the more elements of social irritability
they display.

In the case of the Slovak managers (Table 4), the inter-
correlation coefficients demonstrate a positive statistical-
ly significant relationship between Empathy and Manipula-
tion. The higher the managers score in the Empathy factor,
the higher their tendency towards Manipulation is, and thus
the higher the tendency to use other people in their favour,
to persuade them to do anything for them and stand on
their side is. This tendency was also reflected in the sam-
ple of Ukrainian managers, but it was not statistically sig-
nificant.

The correlation between Manipulation and Social irritabi-
lity does not appear to be statistically significant within either
of the research samples of managers.

It should be noted that the negative correlation (statistical-
ly significant) between Empathy and Social irritability on the

el
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Fig. 1: Scree plot of the factors extracted on the Slovak
sample of managers
Source: Compiled by the authors based on the analysis

. 2: Scree plot of the factors extracted on the Ukrainian sample of

managers
Source: Compiled by the authors based on the analysis

Tab. 2: Cronbach’s alpha values
for the MESI methodology factors extracted
on the sample of the Slovak and Ukrainian managers

COUNTRY / FACTOR Manipulation Empathy | Social irritability
Slovakia (a) .853 .795 .846
Ukraine (a) .800 .855 .641

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the analysis

Tab. 3: Intercorrelations of the MESI factors extracted
on the Ukrainian sample of managers

FACTOR Manipulation Empathy Social irritability
Manipulation .229 .138
Empathy .229 -317*
Social irritability .138 -.317%*

Note: * statistical significance at the 0.05 significance level

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the analysis

sample of Ukrainian managers does not correspond to a re-
latively high positive correlation (statistically insignificant) bet-
ween Empathy and Social irritability on the sample of Slovak
managers. This finding can be interpreted in the context of the
ideas of social constructivism as a certain cultural influence.
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Tab. 4: Intercorrelations of the MESI factors extracted
on the Slovak sample of managers

FACTOR Manipulation Empathy Social irritability
Manipulation .400%** .026
Empathy .400** .217
Social irritability .026 217

Note: ** statistical significance at the 0.01 significance level

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the analysis

Based on the presented analysis of the factor structures
extracted on the samples of the Ukrainian and Slovak mana-
gers, a comparison of the evaluation of the individual attributes
of social intelligence between the managers from Ukraine and
Slovakia was carried out (Table 5).

A statistically significant difference between the Ukrainian
and the Slovak managers was reflected only in the assess-
ment of the social intelligence attribute of Social irritability.
Higher scores for the assessment of this factor were achieved
by the Ukrainian managers. This means that the Slovak ma-
nagers expressed a higher degree of rejection of Social irrita-
bility than the Ukrainian managers. It should be noted that the
difference is only in the extent of the refusal. Both the Ukrai-
nian and the Slovak managers expressed a negative relation-
ship to this trait.

5. Conclusion

The presented theoretical and methodological study is
based on the assumption that social constructs do not have
a generally valid form but are conditioned by culture. The pre-
sented results contribute to the discussion of the definition
of attributes, which can be understood as transculturally un-
changed, or the attributes that are modified by a particular
culture. At the same time, these results support the findings
of Markus and Kitayama [2] on the broad-spectrum impact of
culture and beyond. In this concept, social intelligence also
has its place [5].

These findings suggest that if considering social intel-
ligence as a significant predictor of managerial behaviour
is to be productive, it should be interpreted within a cultu-
ral context. In this respect, it is possible to examine the is-
sue of whether the influence of culture changes the inter-
nal structure of social intelligence and whether it is possible
to specify different attributes of social intelligence in diffe-
rent cultures, or whether the extracted factors change under
the influence of culture or not. In this context, it is possible
to interpret the confirmation of the extracted factor struc-
ture of the construct of social intelligence on the samples
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