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Abstract

Introduction: The relevance of the problem is caused by the importance of identification of factors that determine
the existence of different types of people’s attitudes to dangers, which makes it possible to explain and predict
their behavior from the positions of security. It was suggested that social intelligence is one of the most important
factors. The goal of the study is the identification of psychological features of the relationship between the social
intelligence and people’s attitudes to dangers. Materials and Methods: During the research, we used the theoretical
(analysis, specification, and generalization) and empirical methods of data collection. As diagnostic tools, we used
special techniques to identify the types of people’s attitudes to dangers and social intelligence. Taking part in the
study were 292 participants of different gender, education, and employment aged from 19 to 50 (their average
age: 30.3). Results of the Study: It was found that social intelligence is closely related to the type of attitude of
people to dangers. To a greater extent, this relationship manifests itself in the choice of adequate or inadequate
ways of responding to dangerous situations than in the manifestations of sensitivity to threats. We also discovered
some differences in men and women with different levels of social intelligence, which were manifested in the
ability to adequately or inadequately respond to dangers. In particular, men with low social intelligence more often
ignore dangers while and women tend to exaggerate their significance. Discussion and Conclusions: It is shown
that inadequate response manifested in the forms of exaggeration or understatement of the significance of threats
in people with a low level of social intelligence performs a protective function acting as a compensation for the
inability of an individual to understand situations and to correctly assess them from a security standpoint. The
obtained data can be used in psychological counseling of men and women as well as in the work of psychological
services in the process of formation of people’s adequate attitudes to dangers.

Key words: Attitude to danger, men, sensitivity to threats, social intelligence, ways to respond to dangerous
situations, women

INTRODUCTION tactic for their interaction with the environment and society
that can prevent threats and make them feel relatively safe.

successful solution to the numerous

problems related to the provision of ~ From the psychological point of view, the phenomenon of

human security in various types of  ignoringofdangers by peopleis of special interest. Life shows
activities inevitably leads to the question of  that there are people who do not follow security rules, run
how a person treats dangers. There are many unjustified risks, demonstrate carelessness, and negligence or
examples in which all conditions are created for
a safe life and activity of a person. Nevertheless,
due to his carelessness, non-observance of
elementary norms and rules he faces unpleasant
and dangerous situations, which are detrimental
to his life, health, and psychological well-being.
Moreover, on the contrary, there are many Received: 17-03-2018
people whose life and work are associated .o
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with constant dangers and threats, but they are .
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careful, circumspect, and capable of building a
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proneness to conflict and aggressiveness, create dangerous
situations not only for themselves but also for other people.

The relevance of the research of psychological characteristics
of people’s attitudes toward dangers is determined by two
important reasons. First, from a scientific point of view, it is
important to identify the factors, mechanisms, and conditions
for the existence of different types of people’s attitudes to
dangers, which make it possible to explain and predict their
behavior from a security perspective. Second, the applied
aspect is also important; the knowledge of the structure and
determinants of the attitude to dangers make it possible to
purposefully influence them, to make adjustments, and to
create preconditions for an adequate attitude to dangers.

The attitude toward dangers consists of two components:
Sensitivity to threats and the choice of adequate or inadequate
ways of responding to dangerous situations. Sensitivity
is manifested in a person’s ability to detect the signals of
threats, to exercise constant control over the situation, and to
predict the possible consequences of events’ development. An
adequate response will be the one that allows individuals to
cope with difficulties and dangers in an optimal way using
socially developed norms and rules of behavior. Accordingly,
an inadequate response will be the one that does not lead to a
resolution of the problem but worsens the condition of a person
leading to physical and psychological trauma. For example, in
a conflict situation, an adequate form of response would be
the choice of a strategy of cooperation or compromise, while
the inadequate form is the choice of rivalry or avoidance,
which can lead to the escalation of conflicts, destructiveness,
and serious damage to oneself and the opposite side.

Therefore, under the attitude to danger, we will understand
the ability of an individual to detect dangerous signals in a
timely manner (sensitivity to threats) and to choose adequate
or inadequate ways of responding to threats.!! Depending
on the combination of the level of sensitivity to threats and
the choice of adequate or inadequate ways of responding to
dangerous situations, one can speak of the type of attitude of
a person to dangers. Science has accumulated a significant
empirical material, which brings us closer to an understanding
of the differentiation of people’s attitudes to dangers. At the
same time, for the sake of justice, it should be noted that one
studies mostly motivational and personal factors of attitudes
toward dangers?* as well as behavioral security modelst™
rather than their intellectual components. In our opinion, a
special role here belongs to social intelligence. It is known
that social intelligence gives a person rich opportunities to
optimize his interaction with society. It manifests itself in
the ability to foresee the consequences of one’s behavior in
a certain situation, to understand the logic of development of
interaction situations (including the dangerous ones), and to
predict what will happen in the future.

The ability to make logical generalizations, which is the
basis of social intelligence, determines the ability to identify
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significant signs in various non-verbal reactions of a person,
to sensitively react to the changes in the meaning of similar
verbal manifestations. Proceeding from the above-said said,
it can be assumed that people with a high social intelligence
will be more flexible in responding to situations related to
threats, demonstrating an increased sensitivity to dangers,
and choosing adequate methods of response in comparison to
the people with a relatively low level of social intelligence.
Based on this assumption, the goal of our research was
formulated - to reveal the psychological features of the
relationship between social intelligence and people’s attitudes
to dangers.

Based on this assumption, the goal of our research was
formulated - to reveal the psychological features of the
relationship between social intelligence and people’s attitudes
to dangers.

Literature review

The problem of people’s attitude to dangers constantly
attracted and keeps attracting the attention of psychologists.
For the first time, it was formulated in a broad philosophical
and psychological context within the framework of humanistic
psychoanalysis. Within this framework, the driving force
of man’s interaction with society is the contradiction
between the need in security and his desires and aspirations.
According to Horney, this contradiction is resolved
through an individual’s choice of one of the following
strategies: The movement toward people, the movement
from people, and the movement against people. Horney!”
draws attention to the same problem. He singled out and
described the phenomenon of “flight from freedom.” In his
opinion, a person tries to protect himself using such behavior
strategies as authoritarianism, destructiveness, and automatic
conformism. Within this framework, specific mechanisms of
detection of threats by individuals are described. They were
identified by Horney.®! According to her, such mechanisms
include human emotions, in particular, anxiety and fear,
which fulfill the signal function. In subsequent studies, it was
found that the emotional response to a threat is determined
by its significance for an individual and the assessment of the
likelihood of its occurrence.!

An invaluable contribution to the development of the theory
of security needs was made by Maslow,!'” who proposed a
model ofthe hierarchical structure of needs, where the need for
security refers to the fundamental basic needs of individuals.
His research gave rise to a discussion in psychology about the
structure, purpose, and functions of needs of an individual as
sources of his activity.

A special group of studies includes the works devoted to the
problems of people’s behavior in extreme situations. It is
shown that the state of a person in an extreme situation passes
through a number of stages: Shock, psychophysiological
demobilization, the stage of resolution, and the stage of




recovery. The most typical ways of responding to a threat in
an extreme situation are struggle, flight, and inaction.!'" It
was also established that the willingness to meet with dangers
is determined by many personal factors, where the vital role
is played by the viability of a person. The strategies for
ensuring personal security in emergency situations were
determined and described. They include avoidance strategy,
conservative strategy, absorbing strategy, communicative
resonance strategy, and development strategy.'”

In addition to extreme situations, there is a large class
of life situations that can carry a real or potential threat:
A substandard product bought in a store - got poisoned;
dressed not for the weather - fell ill, postponed an important
affair - did not cope with the assignment, quarreled with
someone - spoiled the relationship, etc. Therefore, the ability
to adequately reflect a particular situation from the standpoint
of assessing its danger or safety is an inalienable attribute
of a person’s life. For the first time, the differentiation of
the attitude of people to dangers was carried out in clinical
psychology on the example of the attitude of people toward
diseases. The starting point was the work of Luria,['3] where
he advanced and developed the idea of the “internal picture
of the disease.” The monograph of Nikolaeval'yl gives an
overview of the works devoted to various approaches to the
classification of the attitude of people to diseases. It was
found that a person can have an adequate attitude to his
disease, can exaggerate or minimize its significance, to have
hypochondriacal or indifferent reactions. Based on these
studies, we came to the conclusion that an adequate attitude,
exaggeration, or understatement of danger can characterize
not only the person’s attitude to the disease but also to any
danger. On the basis of a combination of sensitivity to danger
and the choice of adequate or inadequate ways of responding
to threatening situations, one can distinguish different types
of people’s attitudes to dangers.

Regarding the social intelligence and its relationship to
the attitude toward danger the following should be noted.
Beginning with the work of Thorndike, who introduced the
concept of “social intelligence,”' the work of Guildford, who
proposed a model of social intelligence,'® and Sullivan, who
developed a test for the measurement of social intelligence,”!
by now there is an extensive bibliography devoted to this
problem. First of all, it should be noted that there is a large
number of definitions of social intelligence. If we try to
generalize them, then social intelligence can be defined as
a person’s ability to perceive, understand, and evaluate the
situations of interaction with other people, to predict future
developments, and to make decisions on this basis.

In modern surveys of the social intelligence research,!' six
areas of its study are distinguished. They include: (1) Research
aimed at identifying and studying various components of
social intelligence, (2) development of models of social
intelligence, (3) identification of people’s ideas about social
intelligence, 4) research of the general cognitive structures
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and processes that influence the process of interaction of
people, (5) study of the relationship between social and
emotional intelligence, (6) development of applied models of
social intelligence.

With regard to our problem - the study of the relationship
between social intelligence and people’s attitudes to
dangers - there are not so many works that describe the
specifics of this relationship. Nevertheless, the relationship
between social intelligence and psychological defenses has
been established.['! There is also a definite relation between
an individual’s choice of strategies for coping behavior and
specific features of his social intelligence. In particular,
Kryukova showed that a person’s ability to recognize the
structure of interpersonal relationships in dynamics, to analyze
complex situations of people’s interaction, to understand
their meaning, and to foresee consequences have a special
impact on the choice of coping behavior strategies. At the
same time, it is noted that such relationship is not sustainable.
In a number of studies, the role of social intelligence in
shaping a person’s readiness to work in extreme situations
is revealed.?” For example, it was revealed that people with
high social intelligence are more prepared to work in an
extreme situation than people with low social intelligence.?"

In the previous studies of one of the authors of this article,?*!
it was established that social intelligence has a greatest
influence on the choice of adequate ways of responding to
dangerous situations. At the same time, this study highlighted
a number of new problems related to the need to identify
the specifics of the relationship between social intelligence
and the type of attitude to dangers depending on gender and
related to the implementation of a satisfactory interpretation
of the facts of exaggeration or ignoring of dangers by people
with different levels of social intelligence. These problems
served as an additional incentive for the organization of a
special study, the results of which are presented in this article.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In the process of research, theoretical and empirical methods
were used. Analysis, concretization, and generalization were
used as theoretical methods. Empirical methods include
the authors’ questionnaires to identify the types of people’s
attitudes toward dangers!'! and the test of Guildford!"®! and
Sullivan in the adaptation of Mikhailova.!'”!

The questionnaire of sensitivity to threats: It is designed to
identify a person’s ability to detect possible threats and to
control the situation. It consists of 12 questions - tasks that
simulate real typical situations. Each task of the questionnaire
includes the formulation of a statement and four answers.
The test subject should choose only one of them, which is the
most consistent with his opinion. Some of these questions are
aimed at diagnosing the level of sensitivity to threats to life
and health, others - to threats to psychological well-being.
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The received scores are summed for all questions. As a
result, we get the final score, which characterizes the level
of individual sensitivity to dangers. A scale for the transfer
of “raw” scores into sten scores has been developed. A high
level includes scores from 7 to 10.

The questionnaire for identifying the types of responding in
dangerous situations: It consists of 17 questions -statements
modeling human behavior in real standard situations, which
can be dangerous. For each question four variants of answers
are suggested corresponding to four types of personality
behavior: Adequate, exaggerating the dangers, ignoring the
dangers, uncertain. For each type of response a total score
was given, after which the “raw” scores, as in the previous
case, were transferred to sten scores. A high level includes
scores from 7 to 10.

Based on the results of diagnostics of sensitivity to dangers
and the type of response in threating situations, it becomes
possible to define 8 types of people’s attitudes to dangers:
Adequate sensitive, adequate with reduced sensitivity, anxious
(exaggeration of threats) sensitive, anxious with reduced
sensitivity, ignoring sensitive, ignoring with reduced sensitivity,
indefinite sensitive, and indefinite with reduced sensitivity.

The test of Guilford and Sullivan in the modification for the
Russian-speaking audience of Mikhailoval'” consists of four
subtests. The first subtest “story with completion” diagnoses
the ability to anticipate the consequences of behavior, the
ability to anticipate further actions of people on the basis of
analysis of real communication situations; to orientate oneself
in the non-verbal reactions of the interaction’s participants
and the knowledge of role models, rules that regulate
people’s behavior. The second subtest of the “expression
group” is aimed at revealing the ability to correctly assess the
conditions, feelings, and intentions of other people by their
non-verbal manifestations: Facial expressions, postures, and
gestures. The third subtest “verbal expression” diagnoses the
sensitivity to the nature and shades of human relationships,
the speed, and correctness of understanding what people say
to each other (speech expression) in the context of a certain
situation, certain relationships. Finally, the fourth subtest
“story with addition” makes it possible to reveal the level of
ability to recognize the structure of interpersonal situations
in dynamics. Based on the results of these subtests, a general
composite score is derived, which characterizes the level of
development of social intelligence in general.

Participating in the study were 292 subjects of different
genders, education, and employment aged from 19 to 50
(mean age 30.3). Of them, there were 131 men (average
age 27 years), women - 161 (average age 33). The sample
was randomly formed. The survey was conducted either in
group form (where opportunities allowed) or in individual
form. Each subject was given the texts of questionnaires
and individual forms for filling. To improve the reliability
of the results, the study was conducted anonymously, the
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respondents indicated only their gender and age. Data
processing was carried out using the criterion ¢* - Fisher’s
angular transformation.

The study was conducted in three stages. On the first stage, a
theoretical analysis of the problem of the relationship between
the types of attitudes toward dangers and social intelligence
was carried out. On the second stage, an empirical study was
conducted. The third stage was devoted to the processing
of empirical data, analysis of the obtained results, their
interpretation, and conclusions.

RESULTS

Let us refer to the main results of the research. First of all,
we will characterize the sampling of respondents from the
position of representation of the type of attitude to dangers
and level of expressiveness of social intelligence regarding
the gender. The results of distribution of respondents by types
of attitude to dangers are reflected in Table 1.

As we see from the Table 1, our research has found all types of
people’s attitude to dangers. The first position is taken by the
types, connected to adequate reacting (43%), the second - by
exaggeration of dangers (26%). At the third place, there is the
indefinite type (in the amount of 21%). The types connected
to dangers ignoring are met more seldom (10%). There were
found the essential differences in types of attitude to dangers
depending on gender. For most men, adequate reacting types
dominate, which in total make 59%. A small amount of men
(10%) tend to exaggerating of danger, 15% ignore the danger,
and for 16% the indefinite type dominates. There is another
picture for women. Adequate type is met more seldom then
for men. It makes in general 29%. Such reduction happens
because of the growth of aspiration to dangers exaggeration
(40%). Dangers ignoring is characteristic only for small
amount of women, only 7%. Indefinite type, in general,
makes 24%.

In the same manner, we will give the general characteristics
of results of social intelligence level research. The results are
reflected in Table 2.

Hence, as it is shown in Table 2, in our sampling of the
respondents, there dominated the medium level of social
intelligence (49%), which totally corresponds with a
numerous studies of this phenomenon that proves that people
in their mass have the medium intelligence. 29% show the
relatively high level of social intelligence and 22% - the
relatively low level. High intelligence among men is 34%,
and among women, it is 26%. Low social intelligence was
found in 25% of men and in 18% of women. There were
not found any statistically essential differences in the levels
of social intelligence for men and women; this allows to
conclude that gender has no essential influence on levels of
social intelligence expressiveness.




Now let us refer to the solution of the core task of our
research - the determination of interrelation of social
intelligence and peculiarities of people’s attitude to dangers.
Taking into consideration, the fact that there were found
essential differences in attitude of men and women to dangers,
we will present the results in sampling for men and women
separately. Interrelation of the social intelligence and the
types of attitude to danger for men are shown in the Table 3.

Men with a high level of development of social intelligence,
for the most part (79%), have an adequate response to the
dangers (35% - adequate sensitive type and 44% - adequate
with reduced sensitivity). In our sample, subjects with anxious

and ignoring types of response were not found. Only 21%
show an indeterminate type, moreover uncertain one with
a reduced sensitivity predominates (19%). The percentage
of adequate types of men with an average level of social
intelligence is reduced to 67% (adequate sensitive - 37% and
adequate with reduced sensitivity - 30%). A small percentage
of anxious subjects with a reduced sensitivity type (4%)
appears. The percentage of men (11%) who ignore danger
is increasing. Uncertain type is 18% (7% - undetermined
sensory and 11% - undetermined with reduced sensitivity).
A different picture is observed with men who have a low
level of social intelligence. Here, up to 21% the percentage of
subjects with adequate types of response decreases (adequate

Table 1: Types of people’s attitude to dangers (%)

Types of attitude to dangers In general Male Female Statistical meaningfulness of
differences between men and
women (¢ - * - Fisher’s angular

transformation)

Adequate-sensitive 20 43 29 59 12 29 ¢*=3.66 ¢*=5.23
P<0.001 P<0.001

Adequate with the reduced 23 30 17 @*=2.62

sensitivity P=0.004

Anxious-sensitive 10 26 2 10 18 40 ¢*=5.00 ¢*=6.16
P<0.001 P<0.001

Anxious with the reduced 16 8 22 @*=3.42

sensitivity P<0.001

Ignoring -sensitive 3 10 4 15 4 7 ¢*=0.00 ¢*=2.20

P=0.014

Ignoring with the reduced 7 11 3 *=2.79

sensitivity P=0.002

Indefinite - sensitive 6 21 3 16 8 24 ¢*=1.50 ¢*=0.71
P=0.067 P=0.044

Indefinite with the reduced 15 13 16 ¢*=0.72

sensitivity

Total n=292 n=131 n=161

100% 100% 100%

Table 2: Levels of social intelligence expressiveness (%)

Levels of social intelligence (%) In general Male Female Statistical meaningfulness of
differences between men and
women (¢*Fisher’s angular
transformation)
Composite estimation (general
estimation of social intelligence)
High 29 34 26 ¢*=0.18,
P=0.06
Medium 49 41 56 ¢*=0.3,
P=0.005
Low 22 25 18 ¢*=0.17,
P=0.08
Total n=292 n=131 n=161
100% 100% 100%
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sensory - 9% and adequate with reduced sensitivity - 12%).
At the same time, the number of anxious-type subjects
increases up to 30% (anxious sensitive - 6% and anxious
with a reduced sensitivity - 24%) and up to 38% - the number
of subjects ignoring dangers (ignoring-sensitive - 9% and
ignoring with reduced sensitivity - 29%). Differences
between marginal groups are statistically significant. 11% is
undefined with a reduced sensitivity type.

And at one more point, I would like to plump for. Table 3
clearly shows the types of attitudes toward dangers and
identifies ways to respond in threat situations. Sensitivity
to threats is not singled out. We will fill this gap. In the
group of men with high social intelligence, 37% of subjects
show increased sensitivity to dangers and men with low
social intelligence - 24%. The differences are statistically
insignificant (p* = 1.25, P = 0.10).

Thus, it is observed that men have a significant interaction
between the level of social intelligence and the types of
attitude toward dangers. Subjects with high social intelligence
are more likely to show an adequate sensitive and adequate
type of attitude toward dangers with a lower sensitivity. Men
with low social intelligence are less likely to react to threats
adequately, more often they are inclined either to ignore
dangers or to exaggerate them.

Analogously, we will analyze the results of the study in the
female sample of the subjects [Table 4].

Table 4 illustrates the fact that women experience a more
complex and diverse picture of the interrelation of the social
intelligence with the types of attitudes toward risks than men.
Among women with high social intelligence, the 44% under
test demonstrate adequate types of attitude to the dangers
(23% - adequate sensitive and 21% - adequate lower sensitive
type). At the same time, what attracts attention is that a
significant number of women with high intelligence (32%)
tend to exaggerate the dangers (16% - an alarming sensitive
type and 16% - an alarming lower sensitive type). A very
small percentage of women (10%) ignores risk and 14%
shows an indefinite reaction. Among the women with average
intelligence, the adequate attitude to dangers is reduced to
28% (adequate sensitive - 10%, adequate lower sensitive
type - 18%). There is an increase up to 40% under test with a
alarming type of attitude to danger (19% - alarming sensitive
typeand21% - alarming lowersensitive type). Only asmall part
of this group of women ignores danger (3%), and a significant
percentage of them (29%), who demonstrate an indefinite
attitude to dangers (indefinite sensitive - 7% and indefinite
lower sensitive - 22%). Among the women with low level of
social intelligence, the percentage of adequately responding to
the risk continues to decrease to 12% (4% - adequate sensitive

Table 3: Interrelation of social intelligence and types of attitude to danger for men (%)

Types of attitude to High level of social Medium level of Low level Statistical meaningfulness
dangers intelligence social intelligence of social of differences between
intelligence the respondents with
high and low intelligence
level (¢* - Fisher’s angular
transformation)
Adequate-sensitive 35 79 37 67 9 21 ¢*=2.89, 0*=5.46,
P=0.001 P<0.001
Adequate with the 44 30 12 ¢p*=3.27,
reduced sensitivity P<0.001
Anxious-sensitive 0 0 0 4 6 30 0*=2.18, 0*=5.01,
P=0.0015 P<0.001
Anxious with the 0 4 24 0*=4.49
reduced sensitivity P<0.001
Ignoring -sensitive 0 0 2 11 9 38 ¢*=2.67, ¢*=5.85,
P=0.004 P<0.001
Ignoring with the 0 9 29 ¢*=5.00,
reduced sensitivity P<0.001
Indefinite - sensitive 2 21 7 18 0 11 ¢*=1.23, 0*=1.18,
P=0.10 P=0.10
Indefinite with the 19 11 11 ¢*=0.99,
reduced sensitivity P=0.10
Total n=43 n=54 n=34
100% 100% 100%
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Table 4: Interrelation of social intelligence and types of attitudes toward dangers among women (%)

Types of attitude toward High level Middle level Low level of The statistical significance
dangers of social of social social intelligence of the differences
intelligence intelligence between subjects with
high and low levels of
intelligence (¢* -Fisher’s
angular transformation
Adequate - sensitive 23 44 10 28 4 12 @*=2.45, ¢=3.05,
P=0.007 P<0.001
Adequate with reduced 21 18 8 ¢*=1.55
sensitivity P=0.061
Anxious - Sensitive 16 32 19 40 14 50 ¢*=0.23 ¢*=1.51,
P=0.10 P=0.066
Anxious with reduced 16 21 36 ¢*=1.90,
sensitivity P=0.028
Ignoring - Sensitive 5 10 1 3 11 13 ¢*=0.92, ¢*=0.38,
P=0.10 P=0.10
Ignoring with reduced 5 2 2 ¢*=0.68,
sensitivity P=0.10
Uncertain - sensitive 9 14 7 29 11 25 ¢*=0.27, ¢*=1.48,
P=0.10 P=0.07
Uncertain with reduced 5 22 14 ¢*=1.30,
sensitivity P=0.10
Total n=43 n=90 n=28
100% 100% 100%

type and 8% - adequate lower sensitive type). Increases to
50% the number of subjects tend to exaggerate the dangers
(14% - alarming sensitive and 36% - alarming lower sensitive
type). 13% tend to ignore the dangers. A quarter of all women
(25%) were of indefinite type (11% - indefinite sensitive
type and 14% - indefinite lower sensitive type). As well as
in the male sample, we found no significant differences in
the displays of sensitivity to dangers. The women with high
intelligence show increased sensitivity - 53%, with low - 40%
(differences are not statistically significant).

Hence, the general trend identified in the male subjects sample
exists also in the women one. The women with high social
intelligence are statistically significantly more often responds
to danger adequately than women with a low level of social
intelligence. It has discovered an increase of the percentage of
women examinees with a low level of social intelligence who
tend to exaggerate the dangers (50%) and types of the attitude
to the risk associated with indefinite response. At the same
time, it discovered the significant differences from the male
sample. The main one is that, despite having the high social
intelligence, 32% of women in this group as well as women
with low social intelligence, exaggerate the danger.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

We will try to interpret the results obtained preliminarily; we
note that in the present work we are talking not about the
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influence of the social intelligence on the attitude of people
to the dangers and not about the influence of the type of
attitude to the dangers on the social intelligence but about
their interrelation. We believe that both the social intelligence
and the attitude to dangers are formed in the cooperation.
Therefore, here it is difficult to talk about the priorities or
about what affects what. Social intelligence is due to the
experience of the interaction with other people, the solving
of the specific tasks related to the problems of building
relationships, cooperation, and preventing conflict situations.
The attitude toward dangers is due to a wider range of tasks
that have to be solved in the interaction not only with people
but also with the world at large. It is an indisputable fact that
the people with low social intelligence but brought up in the
traditions of serious and responsible attitude to their lives
and the lives of others, will react adequately in situations of
danger. Conversely, the people with high social intelligence
can intentionally ignore the danger to assert themselves.

As it has been shown, men experience quite a clear picture.
Men with high social intelligence react to danger or adequately
(79%) or show indefinite response (21%). Men with low social
intelligence have the lower level of adequacy (to 21%) and
increased tendency either to exaggerate the dangers (30%) or
to ignore them (38%). A small part of them demonstrates an
indefinite response (11%). How can we explain these facts?

The explanation must be sought in the field of personal and
cultural characteristics of the people. In all likelihood, the
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low level of social intellect complicates a person’s ability to
assess objectively the situation and make adequate decisions.
Therefore, there appear difficulties in forecasting the further
development of the step due to the inability to identify and
correctly interpret the different signs of non-verbal and
similar verbal reactions of a person. Hence, the protective
mechanisms start to trigger. Typical among them is either
ignoring the problem (ignoring the dangers as insignificant
to oneself) or a desire to exaggerate them intentionally.
Ignoring dangers is also ambiguous and has a different nature
at the different people. Some intentionally ignore danger
and take risks. Others do it deliberately, to emphasize their
independence (ignoring sensitive type). Still, others show
an elementary carelessness (ignoring lower sensitivity type).
People with low social intelligence often show carelessness
as an expression of the ability not to enter deeply into any
problems. The exaggeration of dangers also performs a
protective function. People with low social intelligence have
difficulty in assessing the situation, so they either are at loss
making decisions (do not know what to do and how to act
- hence the indefinite type of attitude to dangers), or for
security exaggerate the importance of any event, giving it the
status of a danger. The presence of relatively high percentage
of men with high social intelligence but showing a indefinite
response (21%) can be explained by the fundamentally
different nature of existence here of unspecified type,
compared with subjects with low level of social intelligence.
If people with low social intelligence is simply difficult in
the implementation of the choices and not know what to do,
then people with high social intelligence react to the situation
selectively, skillfully summarizing, and understanding
the logic of evolving situation of interaction. This is the
flexibility of their thinking. Depending on the circumstances
and situation, such person can react adequately, in other
situations may simply ignore the danger or, if necessary, can
focus on it, thereby exaggerating its significance. Women
present less clear picture than men do. A general trend of
the decrease of an adequate response to dangers depending
on the level of social intellect is preserved, but with the
specificity. At women with high level of social intelligence,
an adequate attitude to the dangers (44%) and the desire to
exaggerate the danger (32%) dominate. At women with low
social intelligence, the desire to exaggerate dangers (50%)
takes the first place; the second one is occupied by indefinite
types of responses (25%). The desire to ignore the dangers
at women is a lesser expressed than in men and varies in the
range of 10-13%, regardless of the social intelligence level.
Explanation of those facts is about the same as for the male
sample. The decrease in the level of social intelligence, the
inability to properly interpret and understand the events lead
either to confusion and uncertainty of reactions or to use
of a protection reliable for many women - to respond the
events emotionally, just in case, exaggerating its importance.
It should also be pointed out, however, that at 36% of
women in this category the exaggeration of the dangers is
not accompanied by increased sensitivity to them. All this
is understandable and fits into the logic of understanding
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the psychological characteristics of women, if not for one
thing. Why women with high social intelligence also tend
in some cases to demonstrate not adequate types of attitude
to the dangers like men, but to exaggerate them (32%)? We
find only one explanation of this fact. If women with a low
level of social intelligence do it spontaneously, than women
with high level of social intelligence do it deliberately and
are fully aware of the capabilities of different probabilistic
outcomes of events that they had identified as dangerous. In
their opinion, it is better to assume the worst (to be safe) and
take action, than to regret their inaction or insufficient taken
measures.

CONCLUSION

Hence, on the basis of a series of the conducted research, it
can be concluded that social intelligence is closely linked to
the type of attitude of people to dangers. Increasingly, this
interrelation is shown in the choice of adequate or inadequate
ways of responding to dangers than in the sensitivity
(sensibility) to risks. People with high social intelligence
tends to choose the adequate ways of reaction in situations
of danger than people with low social intelligence. The
differences of such an interrelation in men and women are
defined. For men with high social intelligence is typical
either adequate response to danger or indefinite, but a flexible
response depending on the assessment of the significance of
the situation and specific circumstances. Men with low social
intelligence are more likely either to ignore the danger, either
to exaggerate them. Women with high social intelligence
react to danger adequately, or in some cases, exaggerating
their importance. Women with low social intelligence are
characterized by the exaggeration of dangers or indefinite
response.

The data obtained can be used in the course of counseling
men and women, as well as in the work of psychological
services in the process of formation of adequate attitude to
the dangers.
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