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ABSTRACT

BRAC Learning Division (BLD) has been assigned to design a training programme on
social and emotional needs of an individual. Before doing so it is essential to assess
those needs. As such this study was undertaken to assess the social and emotional
intelligence of BRAC staff. The data were collected from 174 randomly selected staff
of BRAC head office (level 9-14, equally distributed by sex) through survey and group
interviews. The findings of this study will be used by BLD in designing a training
module with support from American Institute of Research. Findings reveal that staff
understood their emotions and linking with them, seems motivated in their work,
cooperate effectively with their peers. However, they felt a bit difficulty on regulating
emotions like anger, tension and stress. Moreover, lack of confidence, nature to avoid
disagreement and less relationship management skills (with supervisor) hampered
their productivity.




INTRODUCTION

For years it has been a lay belief that when we go for work we “should leave our
emotions at home.” Not surprisingly, since it has long been thought that it is primarily
people’s intellect that determines the line of work they are in, their success and
effectiveness and their overall competence both in their private and professional lives.
Although this belief may certainly apply in some contexts, it should be viewed with
caution. It may be true that certain Intelligence Quotient (IQ) levels are required for a
person to get a certain job and maintain it. However, it has been shown that people
who really stand out in their work are those who possess traits beyond intellect i.e.
maturity, experience in dealing with people and situations, and that (Goleman, 2001)
has been called emotional health.

It has long been known that our emotions regulate our thoughts, actions and
affect the way we handle situations and interact with others. Overlooking their
importance in the workplace, therefore, would be a serious flaw. In fact, the role of
intelligence and emotions in the workplace has been studied in the past three
decades. According to Salovey and Mayer (1999), “Emotion is typically triggered in
response to an event, either external or internal, that has positive or negative valence
meaning for the individuals. Emotion can be distinguished from the closely related
concept of mood in that emotions are shorter and general more intense.”

Intelligence, on the other hand, refers to a person’s ability to learn and remember
information, to recognize concepts and their relations, and to apply the information in
daily life in an adaptive way. In other words, itis a set of cognitive abilities that enable
us to acquire knowledge for learning and solving problems. The importance of emotion
in a person’s daily dealings at the workplace is inevitably interrelated with his or her
intellect.

EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE (El) AND SOCIAL AND EMOTIONAL
INTELLIGENCE (SEI)

The term El has been coined in scientific literature on a number of occasions to
describe different things from simple mentions in psychotherapy treatment during the
1960s or as part of a multi-componential theory of intelligence (Gardner 1983). It was
Goleman (1995), who popularized the term and offered a comprehensive account of
the construct. Emotional Intelligence, then, refers to “The ability to perceive and
express emotion, assimilate emotion in thought, understand and reason with emotion,
and regulate emotion in the self and others” (Mayer et al. 1999). It is a combination of
cognition and affect, intelligence and emotion. This El construct enables us to
investigate how people can effectively use their emotional resource in their daily lives
Mount (2005).

There have been attempts to combine the emotional and the social components
of the El construct to accommodate both emotional and social skills. From the early
definitions it was revealed that the social intelligence can influence the emotional
intelligence. Before a decade the two theories Salovey and Mayer established that the
two concepts are related and components are same. Both concepts can identify the
self perceived ability, assess and control the emotion of a person or a group. There
are several models and definitions proposed by several researchers.




Even though the term social intelligence was first coined in the 1920s (Thorndike
1920), Gardner (1993) produced a ‘multiple intelligences’ theory that a social
intelligence was proposed, as one of the components that comprise a unitary
intelligence. Specifically, he proposed that personal intelligence consists of an
awareness of one’s own feelings (intrapersonal intelligence) and the ability to notice
individual differences in other people and respond appropriately to them (interpersonal
or social intelligence). Bar-On (1997, 2005), proposed a SEI scale that consists of both
intrapersonal and social competencies and skills which combine to determine effective
behaviour and interactions. As Bar-On puts it, SEI determines “how effectively we
understand and express ourselves, understand others and relate with them, and cope
with daily demands” (Bar-On, 2005). The emotional and social competencies and skills
include, according to Bar-On, five key components:

(a) The ability to recognize, understand and express emotions and feelings;

(b) The ability to understand how others feel and relate with them;

(c) The ability to manage and control emotions;

(d) The ability to manage change, adapt and solve problems of a personal and
interpersonal nature; and

(e) The ability to generate positive affect and be self-motivated.

Hence, SEI is an approach to understand, regulate, and express all emotional
aspects in life.

EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE AND WORK EFFECTIVENESS

To what extent is emotional intelligence important for the work situations that people
encounter? What is the connection between emotional intelligence, job satisfaction,
productivity and work effectiveness? Is it possible for an organization to train its staff to
be more emotionally competent? Answers to these questions come partly from
research literature as well as present-day facts. In sum, it has been found that
emotional intelligence, with its social components, influence organizations in a number
of areas, namely productivity, efficiency and teamwork, as well as other subtler areas,
such as the recruitment and the development of talent. Cherniss (2001), for example,
concludes that the emotional intelligence of the mentor, supervisor or peer will
influence the potential of a relationship with that person for helping personnel develop
and use the talent that is crucial for organizational effectiveness. Zirkel (2000) found
that the way the supervisors are perceived by staff reliably predicts leave rate.

In the beginning of the century, an estimated 250 billion dollars were spent for
executive development in the US alone (Cherniss and Goleman 2001). Nowadays,
universities and colleges in the UK emphasize the importance of emotional and social
skills in finding employment, and they fund training programmes to increase young
people’s employability.

MEASUREMENT OF SEI|

The concept of El has been more thoroughly investigated by Mayer (Mayer et al.
1999) and has been widely accepted by researchers. Mayer and Salovey’s model on
regulating own emotions and others ( Mayer and Salovey 1997) and Goleman (1998)
dealt with both personal and corporate achievements were widely accepted by
researchers. Moreover, the Consortium for Research on Emotional Intelligence in
Organization developed an Emotional Competence Framework (ECF) which offered a
very useful frame. It subdivides the ECF into two segments - self and social




competences - which is somewhere overlap with several sub components. A brief
description of this ECF can be found in Annex.

After few years, Mayer, Caruso and Salovey had made a significant change in
the measurement of El. They have decided to use multi-faced scale which includes all
the information between ‘better and ‘worse’ answer. They have designed four
hierarchical branches of El such as perception and appraisal of emotion, ability to
assimilate basic emotion, understanding and reasoning about emotion and
management, and regulation of emotion (Mayer et al. 1999). By using factor analysis
these four branches condensed into three factors-perception and appraisal of emotion,
understanding, and managing emotion. They have designed self reported scale and
checked reliability of each sub-scale of each single factor. Like other high quality test,
it is also related to some important well-being criteria like life satisfaction, relationship
quality, and parental warmth and so on. Further, several researchers have tried to
develop self reported measures of El and in general they have worked in four separate
fields such as emotion perception, regulation, understanding, and utilization (Ciarrochi
et al. 1999). There are several popular measures of El such as Trait Meta Mood
Scales (Mayer and Salovey 1990), Toronto Alexithymia Scale (Bagby et al. 1994), Bar-
On Emotional Quotient Inventory (Bar-On 1997), The Emotional Control Questionnaire
(Roger and Najarian 1989) and The Emotional Quotient (Goleman 1995). However,
some other studies show that the self rated El survey provides relatively less
consistent data due to personal biasness (Davies et al. 1998).

ASSOCIATION WITH JOB SATISFACTION

Several studies showed that workers with high level of EI have more dedication and
satisfaction in their work. The reason behind this is that, influence of El can increase
positive attitude, change in formal and informal behavior and enhance the feeling of
justice. In addition, employees with high El tend to be more satisfied with their job,
better coping skills and ability to influence others. Moreover, it has also been found
that those who are capable of managing their own emotions can control situations
easier. Among the components of El, understanding emotion and controlling ability
were significantly affected in performance at workplace (Kafetsios and Zampetakis
2008). Furthermore, several researches have established that even though job
satisfaction is partly influenced by expectation and past experiences, it is also
inversely related with stress and it creates less effectiveness at work.

RATIONALE OF THIS STUDY

This study aims to assess the psychosocial needs of BRAC staff to devise a training
programme to increase their social and emotional competences. Gaining insight of the
El level of BRAC employees could enable supervisors and higher management make
better decisions regarding handling and more efficient use of employees.




METHODS AND METRIALS

OBJECTIVE OF THIS STUDY

This study aims to assess the social and emotional skills of BRAC staff. To achieve
this we need to estimate the social and emotional intelligence of the BRAC employees.
So, we need to:

° Calculate the Social and Emotional Intelligence (SEI) of the staff in terms of
personal and social competences in workplace.

. Find whether there is any association between job satisfaction (JS) and SEI
score.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

Data were collected from 174 randomly selected head office staff through self-
completed questionnaire and group interviews. They belonged to pay levels 9 to 14
from 34 departments (Table 1). The Human Resource Division provided a list of 638
employees, 438 males and 200 females. They were divided into three groups: 228 in
levels 9-10, 297 in levels 11-12, and 113 in levels 13-14. Respondents were selected
randomly from each group. The selected employees were asked to read each question
carefully and tick the appropriate box. Three respondents sent blank questionnaires
and three respondents didn’t provide background information. Thus, the sample size
finally stood at 174. Furthermore, four group interviews (five employees in each) took
place to gain insight on the personnel’s overall experience of working at BRAC. The
researcher rotated the questions to each person within the group, so that each of them
could express their own opinion.

Table 1. Level and sex-wise respondents in the survey

Level Male staff Female staff Total
9and 10 26 32 58
11 and 12 28 31 59
13 and14 43 14 57
Total 97 77 174

THE INSTRUMENT USED IN THE SURVEY

To estimate the SEI of BRAC staff, a competence framework developed by The
Consortium for Research on Emotional Intelligence’ was used. This generic
competency framework is derived, for the most part, from Working with Emotional
Intelligence by Daniel Goleman?. In addition, job satisfaction of BRAC employees was
also measured. For measuring job satisfaction we have followed Patricia C. Smith’s®
measurement techniques.

! http://www.eiconsortium.org/about_us.htm

2 http://www.eiconsortium.org/pdf/emotional_competence_framework.pdf

® http://www.sba.oakland.edu/Faculty/york/Readings434/Readings/Development%200f%20a%
20method%200f%20measuring.pdf




To measure SEI, a five point Likert scale was used. It was used to measure the
respondents' perceptions by asking the extent to which they agree or disagree with a
particular statement. There are five competencies and each of them has several sub-
components. Seventy-five sub-components are included in this framework. Initially, for
every sub-component we formulated one statement. A few sub-components were
found too difficult to measure, so they were excluded. Then, the researcher set
directions for each table. She had requested the participants to read each question
carefully and tick to the appropriate box. Though Likert is a bipolar scaling method,
here both the positive and negative modes were considered. There was a possibility,
as in every Likert scale, that the respondents may avoid choosing extreme answer(s),
so to reduce this bias we have tried to make a balance of positive and negative
statements wherever applicable.

To measure job satisfaction Smith’s index was used which encompasses five
main competencies, each of which has several sub-components. These are work,
supervision, co-worker, pay and promotion. For each segment we made 2 items,
totaling to 10 items for measuring job satisfaction. The participants were requested to
read each question carefully and tick the appropriate box. Though Likert is a bipolar
scaling method, both positive and negative mode statements were used.

Initially, we generated lots of questions, more than we required. The
questionnaire was prepared in a way so that it was understandable to different levels
of staff participating in the survey. To ensure this, a trial of this questionnaire was also
conducted at the head office where 14 colleagues participated. After completing the
qguestionnaire, we talked to them individually. From this discussion three important
findings were revealed. Some statements were ambiguous and some terms were
unclear to the respondents; and they felt hesitant to respond to some issues. Based on
these some statements were re-phrased and some were excluded. Finally, 59
statements for SEI and 10 statements for JS were used. Furthermore, a brief
introductory section which explained the purpose of the survey was included.

DATA ANALYSIS

For the analysis, we summed all the scores and then estimated the mean or mode of
each competence. Further, dispersion was summarized by the range. Moreover, for
inferential techniques, chi-square test (for proportions) and t-test (for means) were
applied for comparisons within two groups (male and female), and ANOVA for
comparisons within different job levels. For the median, a Mann-Whitney test was also
applied. Moreover, association between SEI score and job satisfaction score was also
measured. And to know which factors influence SEI and JS score, multiple regression
models were established. Finally, for reliability testing Cronbach’s Alpha was used to
measure the internal consistency of data.

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF DATA

Test of reliability refers the consistency of any measurement. Here we estimated
Cronbach’s Alpha which found 0.79, an acceptable value of the research instrument.
Furthermore, the reliability of five sub scales of SEI also achieved satisfactory values,
which were more than 0.6. The item-wise reliability and item-total correlation are
placed in Annex.




STRENGTHS AND SHORTCOMING OF THE STUDY

This study includes a measurement of a multi-factor SEI scale which was based on
perceiving, understanding and managing emotion in the workplace. Decent reliabilities
of the data, sample from various groups and mixed methods of data collection can be
considered as strength of this study. However, people tend to be more positive about
themselves and less positive to others. For this reason, self rating SEI sometimes
provides biased answers. The perception and appraisal of emotion can be measured
by having people identifying emotion on face, reaction and behavior. If this study could
include some observations of staff dealing with their peers and how they express
emotion, then it would be more accurate for assessing their needs.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATION
The respondents were informed about the purpose of the research, and they were free

to participate. No one was forced to join. Their identity was not disclosed in the
questionnaire as well as for the qualitative part.

FINDINGS

BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF THE RESPONDENTS

Mean age of the respondents was nearly 41 years, males around 42 years and
females around 35 years (Table 2). Length of service was about 14 years for males
and about 9 years for females. As expected, a positive relationship between age of the
respondents and level of employment within BRAC was observed.

Table 2. Background information of the respondents

Staff type Age (meanzSD) Years of experience Percentage of staff
(meantSD)

Male 42.1+9.7 13.949.8 55.7(97)
Female 35.417.0 8.846.7 44 .3(77)
Level 9 and 10 34.616.1 7.615.4 33.3(58)
Level 11 and 12 38.319.6 11.6+8.9 33.9(58)
Level 13 and 14 44.518.8 15.949.8 32.8(57)

All 40.6+9.6 12.8+9.4 100.0(174)

AWARENESS OF INDIVIDUAL EMOTIONS

According to Goleman (1998), self-awareness of emotion can be explained by
recognizing own emotions and effects, knowing one’s strengths and limitations and
confidence about one's self-worth and capabilities. To estimate BRAC employees’ self
awareness about emotions, ten statements were used to ultimately classify the
opinions into five categories. Table 3 presents item-wise proportion of opinion on self
awareness. The findings reveal that workers suffered from anger, tension, stress, and
felt less confident about their performance. Nearly 40% of the respondents agreed that
when they felt stressed they could not give quality output. This was confirmed by the
participants of group discussions, where they expressed worry about fulfilling the
demands of their job and meeting deadlines.




Table 3. Opinions on awareness on individual emotions

Statement Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree

| find myself feeling nervous about new 29 12.9 15.9 47.6 20.6

situations or events

When | get angry | can’t stop myself easily 5.2 16.8 15.0 42.8 20.2

When | get stressed | can’t give quality 14.2 261 13.1 35.2 114

output

| know exactly where | want to be in five 30.6 414 20.4 6.4 1.3

years from now

It is difficult for me to identify my 5.1 6.9 5.7 58.9 234

weaknesses

| would like to use my experience before 38.9 55.4 4.6 1.1 -

taking any decisions

| have been learning new things from every 41.0 50.3 7.5 1.2 -

feedback

Sometimes | share funny things with my 40.2 52.9 5.2 1.7 -

colleagues

| am not satisfied with my work unless 8.5 19.9 22.2 37.5 11.9

someone else praises it

| don’t hesitate to express the truth 54.3 36.0 5.7 2.9 1.1

Additionally, ensuring the quality of their task also gives them strain. One staff
stated that the modern life is full of hassles and frustrations which may stem from
personal and family issues, but they can affect professional life as well. Another staff
mentioned that sometimes it was hard to cope with challenges in workplace, which
created extra pressure, particularly “reduces speed and quality of work.”

BRAC staff agreed with the statement that sometimes they got angry in office if
tasks were not done as planned or if any misunderstanding occurred with their
colleagues. However, nobody agreed that they lost their control fully. Generally, they
kept quiet when they got angry in the office. They thought that if they took a break it
helped them to understand the situation. It also helped to think about the cause of
anger and find the way to get rid of it. All the respondents were aware about the effect
of anger, it hampered the work flow, created trouble in relationships with colleagues,
caused some health problems like headache and anxiety. Antipathy among personnel
is not expected in work place and they believe it is better not to say anything on that
time or not share it with others. However, it doesn’t reduce dispute.

The survey reveals that BRAC personnel were less satisfied about their
performance; they will not assess it favourably unless other colleagues praise it. That
may well mean that their job satisfaction depends on how others (particularly
supervisors) assess their work. One male employee reported that everything depends
on supervisor’s approach. If the supervisor shows trust and belief on their staff and
their capabilities, then the staff's confidence level increases automatically. Hence, staff
can gain a sense of self-efficiency if their manager guides them properly and deals
with cases of low self-esteem carefully.
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Table 4. Summary of awareness on individual emotions score

Year Male Female Level 9 and Level 11 Level 13 All

10 and 12 and 14
Mean+SD 37.614.8 37.7+4.9 37.8+4.6 37.5+4.9 37.8+5.1 37.7+4.9
Median 38.0 39.0 38.0 38.0 39.0 38.0
Mode 37.0 41.0 42.0 41.0 43.0 39.0

Means and medians are not significantly varied between male and female staffs
Means and medians are not significantly varied between different level staffs

Table 4 shows the summary of self awareness score. Ten items were used for
measuring staff’'s awareness on their emotions. For each response, the respondents
got score for strongly disagree=1, disagree=2, neutral=3, agree=4, and strongly
agree=>5. In case of negative statement, this score was reversed. But averaging all the
score the BRAC staff got 37.7 out of 50 in the self awareness part and the individual
scores were not much far away from the mean. The sex-wise distribution reveals that
both male and female staff got similar scores which are not significantly varied from
each other. Similar findings were revealed from level-wise categories which were also
found not significantly varied within three categories. Moreover, the middle score found
38 which are almost same in sex and level-wise segregated groups. The median
difference within groups was not significantly varied either. The mostly obtained score
was 39 which are not far from the median.

REGULATING EMOTIONS
It is important for people to regulate their emotions in every aspect of daily life.
Managing own feelings and distressing emotions is the most significant factor to

regulate emotions.

Table 5. Item-wise proportion of opinion on regulating emotions

Statement Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree
When | get tensed | cannot reduce it easily 154 36.0 13.7 291 5.7

It is hard for me to keep myself focused under 3.6 15.5 14.9 47.6 18.5
pressure

When | am doing a task sometimes | feel 15.2 40.4 15.8 22.8 5.8
worried about the consequences

| cannot take facilities that | do not deserve 64.1 31.2 4.1 0.6 -
My colleagues think that | am a reliable person 44.8 47.3 7.3 0.6 -

| always say sorry for my mistakes 55.5 39.3 4.6 - 0.6
It is difficult to keep all promises 18.3 39.1 18.9 18.9 4.7
| am completely concerned about my 65.3 32.4 1.1 0.6 0.6
responsibilities

Sometimes | feel stressed if things change 7.7 36.1 201 29.6 6.5
quickly

| can change my approach depending on the 9.8 38.4 23.2 22.0 6.7
situation

| am seeking for new ideas 18.7 51.2 20.5 9.6 -

| have little scope to use new ideas 13.7 274 17.7 34.3 6.9
I do my work according to my work plan 38.7 50.9 7.5 2.9 -
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In addition, self-control, trustworthiness, conscientiousness, adaptability and
innovativeness also comprised the social and emotional competence frame work.
Table 5 shows that more than half of the respondents were worried, less able to
reduce tension, and less willing to keep promise. Again, nearly 40% of the
respondents had less adaptability and innovativeness. Even though nearly 90% of the
respondents liked to stick to their work plan, almost half of them reported that they
could change their approach depending on the situation. Further, nearly 70%
reportedly sought new ideas, although only 40% of them felt that there was plausibility
to use them. These findings may well be indicative of staff striving for adaptability and
innovativeness. However, as employees reported, there is little room for implementing
new ideas or initiatives.

From group discussion it was evident that staff were worried and tensed about
making mistakes. In order to tackle this kind of negative emotion effectively, “there
needs to be a complete guideline for doing any work, and it is essential to make a
network of sharing” - as one respondent opined. Another respondent said that his
colleagues were very co-operative; they helped him by giving positive feedback.
Several staff emphasized on doing work systematically and sharing with supervisors
and colleagues. It is helpful to reduce tension and keep on the right track.

Adaptability is a valuable character trait which helps those who possess it to be
flexible with their work and across a wide range of situations. The findings indicate that
the staff felt stressed when coming across new situation and assigned with new tasks.
The outcome of the group interviews were in line with the survey findings. The
respondents reported that they felt nervous if they needed to do a new task or working
in a new arena. Part of the work in BRAC sometimes requires staff shifting from one
programme to another, therefore they are often asked to cooperate with new
associates and people they have never worked with before. Hence, it is vital that they
communicate effectively and deal with them in a fruitful manner for a productive
outcome. One male worker reported that, “In new situations | try to believe in my
abilities so that | can feel comfort and confident to deal with new people or situations.”

Table 6. Summary of regulating emotions score

Year Male Female Level 9 Level 11 Level 13 All
and 10 and 12 and 14

MeantSD 45,551 44.2+5.3 44.1+5.8 45.5+5.4 45.2+4.2 45.2+5.1

Median 45.0 44.0 44.0 45.0 45.0 45.0

Mode 43.0 42.0 44.0 49.0 44.0 44.0

Means and medians are not significantly varied between male and female staffs
Means and medians are not significantly varied between different level staffs

Table 6 summing up the score of regulating emotion items. Thirteen items were
used for estimating emotion regulation. Staff got 45.2 score on an average, male staff
got a bit high score but the means did not vary significantly. The findings also show
that the lowest level employees had skill to control their emotion. These means are not
statistically different from each other. The median of all the staff was 45 and almost
similar in different groups. Staff mostly scored 44 and it was found highest among 11
and 12 level staff.

SELF MOTIVATION

For this study, self-motivation is defined as the ability to improve standard of work,
aligning with the goals of the group/organization, readiness to act on opportunities and
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persistence in pursuing goals despite obstacles. Table 7 describes the proportions of
perceptions of employees’ agreement or disagreement on self motivations. BRAC
workers were found much motivated (more than 80%) about improving their
performance, taking challenging task, less demanding on leave, aware of division’s
goals and valuing the group’s opinion. However, nearly one-third of the workers had
fear of failure rather than hope for success. Therefore, it can be said that a significant
amount of BRAC staff are less optimistic about success.

Table 7. Item-wise proportion of opinion on self motivation

Statement Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree

| do not like challenging tasks because 0.6 29 8.1 52.6 35.8

it is risky

| always try to learn from others to 61.7 36.6 1.1 0.6 -

improve my performance

When | feel that | can’t succeed then | 24.7 57.2 12.0 54 0.6

look for alternatives

| do not enjoy leave except for 71.0 26.1 1.1 1.1 0.6

emergency

| am aware of the main purpose of my 71.0 27.3 1.1 - 0.6

division/programme

In case of taking decisions | value 54.7 41.3 3.5 0.6 -

group’s opinion

When | am working, | feel worried not to 6.9 22.5 16.2 38.2 16.2

be successful

The qualitative data explain these findings more thoroughly. In most BRAC
departments, assignments are distributed in teams where the staff get more
opportunity to learn quickly. In a group discussion, a participant mentioned that when
creating a team his supervisor was always aware of putting a less skilled employee
with a more skilled employee. Hence, the workers can improve their work standards by
sharing experiences and modelling their performance on other, more skilled
colleagues. The respondents agreed that if they constantly worry about their task, they
will achieve less. However, every person has different motivations for working. As
reported, more work but less payment can affect inspiration negatively. Moreover, it
also appeared that monotonous work can also hamper the drive for achievement,
which is somewhat contradictory to the finding that BRAC employees tend to feel
stressed when confronted with new tasks and situations (Table 5).

Table 8. Summary of self motivation score

Year Male Female Level 9 and Level 11 and Level 13 and All
10 12 14

Mean+SD 29.5+2.9 29.1+3.6 29.6+3.2 29.5+2.8 28.8+3.6 29.4+3.1

Median 30.0 29.0 30.0 30.0 29.0 30.0

Mode 31.0 29.0 30.0 30.0 28.0 30.0

Means and medians are not significantly varied between male and female staffs
Means and medians are not significantly varied between different level staffs
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The BRAC workers got, on an average, 29.4 score out of 35. The level of
motivation was found almost same for both male and female staff (Table 8). The
higher the job position the less motivation the workers had. The median was 30 and
also mostly the same except in female workers. Finally, means and medians were not
significantly varied within groups.

SOCIALLY AWARE

Goleman (1998) divided the social competence model into several segments like
empathy, developing others, leveraging diversity and political awareness. Table 9
presents social awareness in workplace measured by using eight statements. Firstly, it
appears that over 90% of BRAC employees have the capacity to recognize others’
feelings and try to understand others’ happy or sad incidents in life. Similarly, 97.1% of
the employees tried to help others if they needed. Few people (4%) rarely
acknowledge and reward people’s strengths and contributions. Perhaps more
importantly, approximately 46% employees were found dissatisfied with their staff
assessment process. They thought it did not offer useful feedback and did not identify
the needs for development properly. Nearly 90% of the employees were found to be
open for guiding others. Lastly, more than 90% of the respondents agreed that they
showed sensitivity with staff from opposite sex and different culture.

Table 9. Item-wise proportion of opinion on social awareness

Statement Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree

If anybody expresses his/her feelings, | 34.9 58.9 5.7 0.6 -

try to pay attention to him/her

| sympathize with other’s feelings 63.1 35.2 1.1 0.6 -

If any of my colleagues feels nervous to 457 51.4 2.9 - -

start any task, | usually try to help

him/her

| rarely acknowledge contributions 29 1.7 2.3 35.6 57.5

made by others

In staff assessment, staff needs are not 18.3 27.4 21.3 25.0 7.9

properly addressed

| guide others to enhance their skills 48.0 41.6 8.7 1.2 0.6

In case of dealing with colleagues, | 61.5 33.3 4.0 - 1.1

show respect and friendly attitude with
opposite sex

| can adjust my behavior when | interact 55.4 42.3 1.7 0.6 -
with people of different culture

According to the respondents, social awareness is like being aware of social
perspectives and relationship with others. They said that they are aware about others’
feelings and perspectives, and pay attention when colleagues express emotional cues.
They also try to show sensitivity and help others when they struggle with their task.
Again, they also agreed that they got same attention and help from their team mates
when they need help and kindness. Moreover, the respondents also agreed that in
making sense of a person’s dignity, or adaptation, the common cultural background
makes a person culturally aware. Nowadays, BRAC programmes expand in other
countries so it is required to understand diverse worldviews and show sensitivity to
different groups of people.
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On the other hand, a completely opposite scenario was found from the female
staff. In group discussion, female employees reported that they got less recognition for
their work and their male supervisor is less keen to open up with them. They also
added that it creates a distance, so it hampers their learning from supervisor. One
female staff member raised a new issue, as she reported that when she was working
as a field manager, some of her male subordinates were less keen to accept her as
their manager, and openly raised their concern about her proficiency. Furthermore,
two female staff discussed the common several problems during pregnancy and
lactating period. On that time, they reported, support was required from the supervisor
and colleagues, especially in times of sickness. Perceiving others as considerate to
their situation can make them more motivated for work. One female staff mentioned,
“When | have joined after maternity leave | was always worried about my baby and
could not concentrate in work properly. Observing this, one of my male colleagues told
harshly why did | join now? | might take one year leave. BRAC allows us to take one
year unpaid leave, but it is also true that | need to get salary otherwise it is difficult to
move on”. They said that they did not want any extra facilities except sympathy
because on that time women had some physical and mental changes. And it takes
time to manage these changes.

The respondents agreed that staff assessment did not offer useful feedback and
did not identify people’s needs for development properly. From group discussion, one
issue is prominent- staff are not satisfied with the way their needs are identified for
training. A staff member mentioned that if he doesn’t agree with his assessment he
doesn’t share it with his manager. The reason he cited is that such disagreement “is
not welcome in BRAC”. Additionally, workers have reported that their own demands on
training are sometimes ignored or they are less interested on their given training.
Moreover, several workers agreed that a reverse appraisal system should be
introduced for the supervisors. This appraisal system would rate the supervisors on
such attributes as leadership skills, honesty, transparency, accountability, gender
sensitivity and sympathy. Should this appraisal system be introduced, the rating would
be done by subordinates. The logic behind that is, if subordinates need to show
empathy then the supervisor needs to show empathy as well. And maybe they would
need training in this regard.

Table 10. Summary of social awareness score

Year Male Female Level 9 and Level 11 and Level 13 and All
10 12 14

Mean+SD 33.6+x3.4 32.9+4 1 33.4+3.3 32.6+3.6 34.0+4.2 33.5+3.6

Median 34.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 34.0 34.0

Mode 34.0 33.0 32.0 31.0 36.0 34.0

Means and medians are not significantly varied between male and female staffs
Means and medians are not significantly varied between different level staffs

Table 10 shows that employees proved their concern and responsibility to others.
On an average they obtained 33.5 score out of 40 which was the highest score among
the other five competences. Male staff showed more sensitivity in case of sympathy
and care, understanding, acknowledging and guiding others. Moreover, the seniors
were found to be more socially alert. But the mean and median were not much
different between the groups.
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SOCIAL SKILLS

The respondents reported a high degree of confidence in their abilities to communicate
their message effectively, to argue their point even if it requires them to disagree with
their colleagues, to lead their team if necessary and to face up more difficult
challenges. About 63% of the respondents reported that they could influence others,
and 87% reported that they could adapt their choice of wording according to their
audience. Moreover, about 75% reported that they were always open for debate and
nearly 90% reported that they used to listen attentively to their colleagues’ ideas and
suggestions (Table 11). This can only mean a fine degree of cooperation among
BRAC staff.

Table 11. Item-wise proportion of opinion on social skills

Statement Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree

| can influence others 17.2 46.5 26.8 7.6 1.9

| can fine-tune my words according to my 18.8 68.2 7.6 5.3 -

audience

| can express my feelings easily 24.3 43.4 16.2 14.5 1.7

When | need to do something difficult, | find 2.3 4.7 17.0 53.8 22.2

it hard to motivate myself to get started

| listen attentively to other’s ideas and 59.1 39.8 0.6 0.6 -

suggestions

| can motivate my team mates to meet our 379 54.4 71 0.6 -

objectives

| can lead my team, if it necessary 50.9 43.9 4.6 0.6 -

| let my team mates know what needs to 37.8 57.6 4.1 0.6 -

be done and how it needs to be done

When | lead my team mates | prefertouse  38.0 46.6 12.9 2.5 -

examples

To update myself, | don't like to face 0.6 4.0 4.6 49.1 41.7

challenges

| can handle tough people diplomatically 10.2 38.9 36.9 10.8 3.2

| ignore the issues which may bring about 0.6 19.9 24.0 40.9 14.6

disagreements

| am always open for debates 38.1 36.4 13.6 10.2 1.7

| can start conversation smoothly 249 50.3 15.6 8.7 0.6

Colleagues are my good friends 43.6 453 6.4 4.1 0.6

| am emotionally attached with my 28.2 64.4 6.3 1.1 -

colleagues

| always share my plans before starting 18.7 51.2 20.5 9.6 -

work on it

In case of group work, | pay attention on 55.4 42.9 1.7 - -

good relationship with my team mates

Within a team, members should respect 85.2 14.2 0.6 - -

and help each other

| encourage active participation of my team  59.8 39.7 0.6 - -

mates

My team works well because my team 51.4 41.0 6.4 1.2 -

mates work well
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However, nearly 20% reported that they tend to ignore issues that may bring
disagreement; while it appears that more employees are confident of handling co-
workers diplomatically. Almost every staff member agreed that colleagues should
respect and help each other and encourage active participation within a team. Finally,
around 75% of the respondents indicated that they could easily motivate themselves to
carry out a difficult task, whereas the majority would face new challenges to update
themselves.

Regarding self-completion, nearly one-fifth of the respondents reported that they
were reluctant to bring about issues that might raise disagreement. In the group
discussions, several participants agreed that they preferred to stay in comfort zone.
They thought that it would be more effective to discuss such issues later. Both groups
needed time to rethink about their logics. Several staff members said that they tend to
express their opinion, but then left it with their supervisors to handle. Some employees
agreed that there is less scope for discussion in BRAC. Two main reasons have been
cited for this: one, they suppose that they are less welcome and two, nobody wants to
start clash with others.

In general, workers reported that they are comfortable working as part of a group.
However, some of them raised concern that not everyone shares their ideas with the
group. Instead, they are saving it for the presentations. As one employee put it, “Some
people don’t share their idea within the group. They would rather express it in a
presentation and take the credit individually. In that case our manager gives us
feedback to cooperate”. That sort of competitive attitude makes some people difficult
to work with.

Furthermore, sometimes they have to deal staff who are negative, oppose their
ideas, or simply do not like them. In these crucial moments, it's quite natural to lose
track and difficult to control their responses. Workers express several “techniques” that
they apply to cope with this situation. The most widely used method is keeping silence
at the time and then shares it with superior or other colleagues. Another one is, trying
to take other’s perspective, and considers whether he or she may be on the right track.
And finally, when dealing with tough people, be a bit prepared by keeping a cool-head
and trying to keep a milder tone. Hence staff members are aware about raising any
dispute.

Table 12. Summary of social skills score

Year Male Female Level 9and Level 11 and Level 13 and All

10 12 14
MeantSD 85.4+10.1 82.3+11.6 82.3+11.6 83.6£11.5 85.4+11.2 84.8+10.5
Median 87.0 84.0 84.0 85.0 88.0 85.0
Mode 90.0 84.0 84.0 80.0 92.0 90.0

For mean and median p<0.1 between male and female staffs
Means and medians are not significantly varied between different level staffs

On an average BRAC employees showed good skill in social reinforcement.
Here, we used 21 items and like other competences the highest score of each items is
5 so that they got 84.8 score out of 105 (Table 12). Male employees established that
they had applied more techniques to communicate, relate and socialize with others.
Similarly the higher ranked staff also captured this quality. Moreover, means of
different groups were significantly differ with each other. Additionally, the middle value
of this score found 85 and it also differ between groups statistically.
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JOB SATISFACTION

Job satisfaction (JS) can simply be described as to whether people are happy with
his/her job or not. That means an affective response of worker to his/her job.
According to Smith’s (1969) Job Descriptive Index (JDI), JS depends on five different
desirable factors like pay, promotion, supervision, co-worker and the work itself. Table
13 represents 10 statements - two for each factor. Just over one-fourth of the staff
reported that they got sufficient appreciation of their good work. Additionally, 85.5%
staff agreed that they felt pride for working with BRAC. Likewise, staff appeared
dissatisfied in-terms of payment and job security. Regarding supervision, nearly one-
fourth of the staff opinioned that they had difficulty in satisfying their supervisors.
Nearly 70% of the staff agreed that their supervisors had the knowledge of how to
make their subordinates more efficient. In case of co-worker BRAC personnel seem
quite lucky, almost 80% of them reported that they had faith and they got co-operation
from their colleagues (Table 13).

Table 13. Item-wise proportion of opinion on job satisfaction

Statement Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree

| have received adequate recognition for 10.3 30.9 22.3 26.9 9.7

my good performance

| feel pride when | say | work for BRAC 51.4 34.1 121 1.7 0.6

The remuneration is less than | deserve 35.3 31.2 21.8 9.4 24

| feel my position is secure in this office 33.7 33.7 14.0 13.4 5.2

It is very hard to please my supervisor 9.9 14.5 221 39.0 14.5

My supervisor lets me know how | can do 24.0 451 12.6 13.7 4.6

well

| trust my colleagues 34.3 49.7 12.0 3.4 0.6

It is rare to get support from my colleagues 2.3 5.8 13.9 62.4 15.6

The opportunity of getting a promotion 19.5 32.5 16.6 26.0 5.3

here is limited

This organization has unfair promotion 12.2 21.3 30.5 28.7 7.3

policy

Last but not least, approximately half of the staff thought that there was
inadequate promotion in BRAC and more than 30% deemed that BRAC has unfair
promotion policy as well. Hence, in BRAC staff felt good in terms of their work type
and bonding with co-worker. However, they felt a bit discomfort when they reconcile
the way to satisfy their manager, salary and promotion policy.

Table 14. Summary of job satisfaction score

Year Male Female Level 9 and Level 11 and Level 13 and All
10 12 14

Mean+SD  34.8+6.6 30.9+7.4 30.9+7.4 32.5+7.3 34.5+6.8 33.946.9

Median 35.0 30.0 30.0 32.0 34.0 33.0

Mode 34.0 30.0 30.0 29.0 32.0 32.0

For mean p<0.01 between male and female staffs
For median p<0.05 between male and female staffs
Means and medians are not significantly varied between different level staffs
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Table 14 shows the average JS-score of 33.99 out of 50. Among the staff,
females were found less pleased with their job and the mean difference with their
counterpart score was found significantly varied. What's more, the higher levelled
workers had higher level of JS compared to the other two groups, but the mean scores
were not significantly varied between groups. In case of median score the sex-wise
segregation had significant difference while the opposite findings revealed from level-
wise segregation group.

COMPARING MEAN SCORES BETWEEN FIVE SUB SCALES

There is a remarkable similarity between male and female workers’ mean scores on
SEI aspects. As Figure 1 shows, even though male personnel scored higher in every
aspect of SEI (only scores of self-awareness are similar), there is virtual parity on the
fluctuation of mean scores.

Figure 1. Sex-wise mean comparison between five sub-scales
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That is, wherever men scored highly so did women, and wherever men scored
low so did women. Specifically, both male and female workers show the same level of
self awareness; they both score remarkably low on self regulation, whereas both men
and women score highest on self motivation. And these five means are significantly
differ within male and female staff. We can safely conclude that there is gender
equality on Social and Emotional Intelligence among BRAC staff.

Thus, the profile of the BRAC worker is someone who knows his emotions, highly
motivated in reaching the set goals, cooperates effectively with colleagues, yet felt a
bit difficulty to cope with stress and lack of confidence at times.

The findings show level-wise parity regarding the aspects of SEI among BRAC
employees; all levels show similar fluctuation in mean scores (Fig. 2), i.e. all scores
have high and low at the same segments of SEI. Findings also show that the level 9-
10 has low scores on self regulation. Young workers felt somewhat uneasy in coping
with daily stresses and job challenges. The other two groups (Levels 11-12 and 13-14)
scored noticeably higher on this aspect. Level 9-10 group has the most self-motivated
workers, with workers from Level 13-14 group scoring lower than the rest. Perhaps
motivation is decreased when the job level increased. Level 13-14 group scored higher
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than the rest on social awareness and social skills, perhaps indicative of their
willingness to help their younger colleagues develop and achieve their potential within
BRAC.

Figure 2. Job level-wise mean comparison between five subscales
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Moreover, employees from the level 11-12 group have scored slightly lower in
self awareness and much lower in social awareness than the other groups. Finally, it
comes as no surprise that the more experienced BRAC staff possess the higher
degree of social skills, with the level 9-10 workers still learning their conduct. Overall,
these findings may well reflect a positive and cooperative working atmosphere
between the more experienced BRAC staff and their younger colleagues.

Figure 3 shows the mean compression of SEI score with respondent’s age. Here,
we made three groups - the youngest group comprised of those workers who are less
than 35 years of age, middle-aged group comprised of those aged 35-45 years, and
the last group comprised of employees aged greater than 45 years. The youngest
group was found more aware of their own emotions and able to link it. Regarding
controlling emotions, employees were found less capable from each group. Keeping
disruptive emotion in control and express appropriate manners are difficult at every
age in a BRAC employee’s life. Moreover, employees expressed a good level of
motivation in their work, whereas the oldest group was found a bit less motivated than
others. However, the oldest group proved that they were more proficient in social
competences. Probably awareness of the emotions of others and dealing with them
properly can increase with age.
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Figure 3. Age-wise mean comparison between five sub-scales
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Therefore, the youngest employees need to be more aware in showing empathy
and seniors need to be more conscious about their own emotions and forming a link
between them.

Figure 4. Experience-wise mean comparison between five sub-scales
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Figure 4 shows the distinction between means of the five sub-scales of SEI,
according to the years of experience of BRAC employees. Based on the years of
employment in BRAC the staff were classified into three groups — 0-10 years, 11-20
years, and >20 years. A similarity was found in average self-awareness and regulation

score with

the previous graph (Fig. 3). Furthermore, in case of self-motivation the

middle group showed less commitment on achieving both their personal as well as the
organization’s goals. This group also obtained lesser score in sensing other people’s
perspectives and showing it. The youngest group appeared to strive to meet
professional standards, while they showed less inclination in understanding others’
emotions. However, they can manage to act socially in groups, building bonds,
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leadership skills and conflict management just as well as the most senior group. The
most senior group possessed a good level of SEI score, except in the awareness of
self emotions compared to the other two groups.

OVERALL SEI SCORE

Table 15 depicts the summary of the overall SEI score. Altogether 59 items were used
in this survey, and the highest possible score could be 295. The BRAC employees got
230.51 as mean score of overall SEI. From sex segregation it was established that
male staff showed more SE sensitivity rather than their female colleagues.

Table 15. Summary of overall SEl score

Year Male Female Level 9and Level 11 and Level 13 and All

10 12 14
MeantSD 231.66+21.32 226.25+23.99 228.14+21.29 228.51+23.06 231.194£23.77 230.51+22.03
Median 233.00 228.00 228.00 230.00 234.00 232.71
Mode 214.00 224.00 233.00 235.00 224.00 224.00

For mean and median p<0.5 between male and female staffs
Means are not significantly varied between different level staffs
For median p<0.5 between different level staffs

The mean score of these two groups was found to differ significantly.
Additionally, the higher position holders showed more skill in this regard and their
means did not significantly differ to each other. Furthermore, half of the respondents of
this survey got 232 score or less. These middle values between groups were found to
differ significantly to each other.

Association between SEI and others

Table 16 represents the association between SEI score and the basic information like
age, years of experience, job level and sex. It was revealed that, apart from job level,
other aspects (such as age, sex and work experience) had negative relationship with
SEl score. This means that if one is increased, the other will decrease. Regarding the
relationship with age and SEI a very weak (almost uncorrelated) and negative
relationship was revealed. Similarly, length of service in BRAC and sex of the staff had
weak and negative association with SEI score.

Table 16. Association between SEI| score and basic information of staff

Indicators Correlation coefficient
Age and SEl score -0.009
Experience and SEI -0.037
Job level and SEI 0.086
Gender and SEI -0.092

However, the staff's job level and SEl score has a rather weak, yet positive
relationship. Thus, these findings allow us to conclude that parameters such as age,
sex, years of employment at BRAC, and job level do not really influence SEI. Hence,
individual keenness and willpower essentially come into play: every BRAC worker can
enhance his or her SES if they want. Age, sex, job level and experience cannot be
said to form an obstacle towards improving the SES.
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Another relationship also measured between SEI with the component of SEI, JS
with SEl and JS with the components with SEI (Table 17). The overall correlation
coefficients are positive and statistically significant.

Table 17. Association between SEI| score and other score

Indicators Correlation coefficient
Self-awareness and SEI| 0.754
Self-regulation and SEI 0.768"
Self motivation and SEI 0.756
Social awareness and SEI 0.698"
Social skills and SEI 0.914’
JS and SEI 0.401°
JS and Self awareness 0.263"
JS and Self regulation 0.347
JS and Self motivation 0.291
JS and Social awareness 0.404
JS and Social skills 0.326°

* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

The SEI score is most strongly related with social skills. Social awareness had a
moderately good association with SEI but compared to other components of SEI it
showed lowest association.

There was a fairly good positive correlation between JS and SEI, which was also
highly significant. Apparently employees who are happy with their job are able to show
more SES. Further, JS and SEI components (except social awareness) had significant
though not too strong association between them. JS and social awareness skills had a
fairly good correlation between them. It appears, therefore, that the more social and
the self-aware employees are the ones who gain more satisfaction from their job. It is
more likely, however, that there is a two-way relationship: maybe job satisfaction also
leads people to become more social and form a constructive relationship with their
colleagues.

SEI SCORE PREDICTOR
To know which factors can influence the SEI score a multiple regression analysis was
done where job level, JS, length of service at BRAC, and age of the respondents were

defined as predictors and the SEI score defined as the dependent one.

Table 18. Regression analysis model summary

Model Summary
R R Square  Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

0.431 0.186 0.166 20.72968
Predictors: (Constant) Job level, Job satisfaction, Experience, Age

The regression analysis presents a slightly weak (R? =0.186) but statistically
significant (F=9.569, Sig.=0.00) prediction (Tables 18 and 19). The value of R?
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indicates respondents’ age, experience, job level and job satisfaction can explain
18.6% of their SEI. Without any influence of any predictor, staff can get approximately
181 out of 295.

Table 19. Regression analysis ANOVA

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 16447.915 4 4111.979 9.569 .000°
Residual 72192.895 168 429.720
Total 88640.809 172

a. Predictors: (Constant), Job level, Job satisfaction, Experience, Age
b. Dependent Variable: SEI score

The value Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) indicates that the assumption no multi-
collinearity was met (Table 20). This analysis reveals that the predictor set significantly
predicts the outcomes. Among the set of predictors the age and experience of
respondents seem to be weak predictors, whereas job level and its satisfaction are the
stronger predictors. Job level, is by far the strongest predictor.

Other two independent variables experience and age (Bexperience = -0.595, ns) and
(Bage = 0.171, ns) are relatively weak predictors. Yet, these values of B indicate that
older respondents and those had less experience are somewhat more likely to hold
that the level of SEI.

Table 20. Regression coefficients

Coefficients®
Model Unstandardized Standardized T  Sig. 95.0% Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Confidence Statistics
Interval for B
B Std. Error Beta Lower Upper Tolera VIF
Bound Bound nce
(Constant) 180.719 12.879 14.033 .000 155.294 206.143
Job 1.377 .228 436 6.047 .000 .928 1.827 .932 1.073
satisfaction
Job level 1.609 2.160 .058 745 457 -2.655 5.873 .808 1.237
Experience -.595 .388 -.233 -1.535 127 -1.360 .170 .210 4.759
Age 171 .384 .069 445 657 -588 930 .201 4.981

a. Dependent Variable: SEI score

Table 20 shows that VIF values for age and job experience are higher than 1.
That means that the regression may be biased. However, that was expected, since the
most experienced workers are likely to be the older ones, and the older ones are more
likely to have developed their SEI.

IS SEI SCORE CAN EXPLAIN JOB SATISFACTION?
To examine whether JS is influenced by SEI components, another multiple regression

was done where the five SElI components were defined as predictors and the JS
defined as the dependent variable.
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Table 21. Regression analysis model summary

Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 .506° .256 .220 6.34847

Predictors: (Constant), Experience, Job level, Age, Self awareness, Self regulation, Self motivation,
Social awareness, Social skills

This regression analysis reveals that the predictor set significantly predicts the
outcome (F=7.068, Sig. =0.00) prediction (Tables 21 and 22), and that the SEI
components explain 25% of JS (R? = 0.256). That is, value of R? explained 25.6% of
variability of the JS scores by respondent’s age, experience, job level and SEI
components.

Table 22. Regression analysis ANOVA

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2278.812 8 284.851 7.068 .000
Residual 6609.709 164 40.303
Total 8888.520 172

a. Predictors: (Constant), Experience, Job level, Age, Self awareness, Self regulation,
Self motivation, Social awareness, Social skills
b. Dependent Variable: Job satisfaction

The value VIF indicates that the assumption no multi-collinearity is met. Age and
job level appear to be the weakest predictors, whereas social awareness and self-
regulation the strongest in the set. Social awareness is the most important determinant
of job satisfaction.

Table 23. Regression coefficients

Coefficients®
Model Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. 95.0% Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Confidence Statistics
Interval for B
B Std. Beta Lower Upper Tolerance VIF
Error Bound Bound
1 (Constant) -2.099 6.192 -.339 .735 -14.325 10.127
Self- .090 132 .062 686 494 -170 .351 .562 1.779
awareness
Self- .201 129 .146 1.560 .121 -.053 .456 521 1.918
regulation
Self .077 217 .035 356 723 -.351 .505 479 2.088
motivation
Social- AT76 .169 .247 2815 .005 .142 .810 .588 1.700
awareness
Social skills .038 .067 .057 568 571 -.094 169 446 2.240
Age -.035 1120 -.045 -294 769 -.272 .202 .193 5.171
Job level .098 .679 .01 144 886 -1.242 1.437 .768 1.302
Experience 227 119 .280 1.898 .059 -.009 462 .208 4.810

a. Dependent Variable: Job satisfaction
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Therefore, it can be said that the ability to take into account other people’s
feelings and perspectives, paying attention to colleagues’ emotional needs, the ability
to form relationships with colleagues and show understanding towards them greatly
determines job satisfaction. However, such statement should be treated cautiously. As
pointed out earlier, it is likely that there is a two-way relationship between JS and SEI
components. Forming constructive relationships with colleagues can definitely
enhance job satisfaction. On the other hand though, job satisfaction itself can
encourage people to interact with their colleagues in a more friendly and constructive
manner: if someone is happy with his job, chances are that he or she would happily
interact with colleagues and show understanding towards their needs. Nevertheless,
the fact that the SEI set of components explain 25% of JS signifies that social and
emotional skills are an important aspect in job satisfaction and, consequently, a more
productive working environment.

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION

Social and emotional competence helps people understand, manage, and express
different social and emotional aspects of life. This is required to manage various life
tasks like learning, forming relationships, solving everyday problems, and adapting to
the complex demands of growth and development. Inevitably, all the above apply to
the context of work. In this study, a mixed picture was found after assessing the social
and emotional competences of BRAC staff. Positive signs are that BRAC workers are
able to understand their own emotion. They are working cooperatively and show care
about their peers. They have a sense of self worth which helped them to effectively
deal with their responsibilities and challenges.

Emotions can influence employee’s behaviour and actions in office. Hence, the
negative emotions affect their beliefs and performances. This study found that staff
know their emotion and are able to link between them, but they were found less able to
control it. Hence, stress, tension and worry affect employees and it is a potential
barrier in providing quality performance.

Furthermore, anger ruins staff's own image and interpersonal relationship with
colleagues. So, regulating emotions in various situations is a must for them. BRAC
staff were found less confident in themselves and their ability. They were less aware
about their strengths/weaknesses, fear to face new challenge, less able to influence
others and express own emotions. These indicate lack of self-assurance. They liked to
stay in comfort zone and avoided disagreement. Some of them were found less open
for debate and had a tendency to accept all decisions whether right or wrong. They are
less motivated in terms of dealing with difficult tasks.

Regarding group work, they were found less sharing and open, and that creates
tension among colleagues at times. Relationship with supervisor was frequently
hampered due to poor communication and personal bias. The employees realized that
the above-mentioned negative emotions might create problems; however, sometimes
they did not know how to deal with them. They wanted to know the techniques to deal
with stress. Nowadays, many things influence our lives such as our peer, social
context, culture and competition, work load and stress, religious views, the lure of risk,
complexities of family relationships and so on. In addition, in a workplace people come
from different ethnic, economic, social, and geographic regions. They have different
challenges and struggles.
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Gender wise analysis represented an equivalent fluctuation of score which was
sometimes significantly different within male and female staff. It is confirmed that
usually women are more emotionally expressive than men. Evidence found that the
women’s brain contribute of processing emotions more than their counterpart (Baron-
Cohen, 2003). This, however, could be attributed in the way women are brought up. In
family parents are more likely concern on their boys’ day-to-day adaptation and conflict
resolution whether for girls they are less concern. Probably it depends on socio-
culture-environment of a society. Women are more capable in expressing emotion but
men are better in regulating it (Bindu and Thomas 2006). This lack of uniformity also
revealed among BRAC staff. Female staff also has more responsibility in their family
matters. So, it is quite natural that they bring more anxiety from home. Therefore, for
emotional development of female staff it is essential to understand how she can be
able to make an emotional balance in family and at office.

The initial aim of this study was to assess the social-emotional competence of
BRAC staff. The results were quite satisfactory. Although employees at certain levels
are more socially and emotionally competent than others, the general verdict is that
BRAC staff are a quite articulate group. This may be attributed to a number of factors -
educational pre-requisites in recruitment being one, though an interesting explanation
facet was disclosed in an interview, where a staff revealed that supervisors ensured
that novices were paired with more experienced ones when carrying out a group task.
So, it might be the level of interaction among colleagues which is boosted by a culture
of co-operation. It has to be argued, however, that most of the research on El in the
workplace has been conducted on organizations with a completely different scope
than BRAC, e.g. corporations, banks and generally profit-oriented firms. Therefore, it
may well be the nature of BRAC and its mission that inevitably attracts employees of a
reasonable level of social and emotional competence.

Of course, that is not to say that there is no room for enhancing the personnel’s
social and emotional skills. Indeed, it has been demonstrated that not only EIl
competencies can be developed when they do not exist (i.e. self awareness, self
regulation, social awareness), but they can also be improved (Cherniss and Goleman
2001). According to Boyatzis (2001), there are three reasons why a person might want
to develop or improve his/her emotional intelligence. Firstly, the motivation might be
career-driven, i.e. an employee might want to increase his/her effectiveness at work or
increase his/her chances for promotion. Secondly, the incentive may be more
personal, that is a person may simply want to better himself. A third possibility would
be altruistic, in that a person might want to help others develop emotional intelligence
to pursue their goals.

In the context of BRAC, regardless of the fact that, effectiveness may be defined
differently among divisions and levels the standard rules for SEI enhancement (as
proposed by Boyatzis, 1982, and refined by Goleman, 2001) may apply: there needs
to be congruence between a worker's competencies, values and interests, the
demands of a specific job, and the environment of the organization. Such a framework
could be particularly useful not only in the recruitment process but also in workers’
mobilization within BRAC. Even though this may seem as a simple framework that
‘goes without saying’, determining each component can really be demanding. For
example, assessing workers’ competencies should also involve their awareness of
themselves and where they want to be within an organization.
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In discussing the findings of this study, we need to point out two potential limitations:

(a) The social emotional needs of staff up to level 14 were assessed. Supervisors
and directors of up to top most level were omitted from the study. If our current
findings are anything to go by, we could say with caution that the higher the level
the greater the SEl competence.

(b) We did not clarify whether workers who score low on SEI measures would be
classified as ‘wanting’ who could potentially benefit from a training programme,

nor did we set a ‘pass mark’ on the self-rate scores that would indicate such a

thing. However, this was meant to be an initial assessment to identify the SEI

competence level, the ‘culture’ among BRAC staff.

Finally, as this is mostly a descriptive study, the findings cannot be meaningfully
used by supervisors to increase the performance of their division. However, we need
to keep in mind the findings on job satisfaction and that, as a rule of thumb, a culture
of caring and cooperation among personnel typically aids effectiveness.

To make staff knowledgeable, responsible, and caring, and to be so despite
significant obstacles, firstly it should in mind that usually people learn these issues
from their family. In workplace everybody is quite mature and they already have a set
of beliefs, perceptions and practice of emotions. Similarly, every individual has
different psychological features and job nature and peer/supervisor. Hence, the
trainers need to be conscious because the aim of the training should be change
employee’s attitude level. On the other hand, trainers also adopt the SE skills and
promoting it otherwise employees will not feel the importance of it. In promoting self-
motivations, different psychological and psychotherapeutic techniques have been
employed, which sets to activate an individual’s ‘achievement drive’ through various
intellectual exercises. Social skills are promoted mainly by behavioral modeling i.e.
observing someone else successfully carrying out a task or handling a socially
demanding situation, the idea being that the observer will model his behavior on what
he observes. Such training programmes have been delivered to workers at all levels,
directors, executives and subordinates.

As far as training programmes go, it is important to address social and emotional
issues and their effective practice in office. Staff talked about the techniques, trainers
should have established some problem solving techniques which can help boost SE
skills. For instance, which are the best practices for controlling anger, identify them
and structure them into a sequenced curriculum. Then implement that curriculum with
trained professionals during training. Moreover, trainees also recognize that some
efforts must be mustered if they want to succeed in the social and emotional domains.
For newly recruited staff an orientation programme on SEI can be included to make
them more responsive.
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Annex 1. List of the department covered in survey

ANNEX

SL. No.

Department
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Administration

Advocacy and Human Rights Unit
Agriculture & Food Security Program
BDP

BEP

BHP

BRAC Computer Centre
BRAC Enterprises

BRAC International

BRAC’s Communications Department
Construction

Corporate Office

DECC

Estate

Finance and Accounts
Gender Justice and Diversity
HRD

HRLS

ICT Department

Logistics Services
Maintenance

Monitoring

Procurement

PSE

RED

SD

Security Services

SHarE Unit

Special Project

Telephone

Learning Division

Transport

TUP

WASH
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Annex 2. Overall reliability score

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on N of Items
Standardized ltems
0.793 0.889 7

Annex 3. Inter-item correlation matrix

Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix

SEI Self- Self - Self Social - Social - Job

awareness regulation motivation awareness skills  satisfaction
SEl score 1.000 .754 .768 .756 .698 914 401
Self-awareness .754 1.000 511 515 461 .567 .263
Self-regulation .768 511 1.000 .590 .391 .583 347
Self motivation .756 515 .590 1.000 497 .595 291
Social- .698 461 .391 497 1.000 .570 404
awareness
Social-skills 914 .567 .583 .595 570 1.000 .326
Job satisfaction 401 .263 .347 .291 404 .326 1.000

Annex 4. ltem-total statistics

Item Corrected ltem-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if ltem Deleted
SEl score .968 a77
Self-awareness .690 .768
Self-regulation 716 .763
Self motivation .716 .781
Social-awareness .668 779
Social skills .840 .699
Job satisfaction 401 .787

Annex 5. ltem-total statistics of self awareness

Item Corrected ltem-Total Cronbach's Alpha if
Correlation Item Deleted

| find myself feeling nervous about new situations or 268 414

events.

When | get angry | can’t stop myself easily. 271 410

When | get stressed | can’t give quality output. .326 .381

| know exactly where | want to be in five years from 176 447

now.

It is difficult for me to identify my weaknesses. .198 440

I wqu]d like to use my experience before taking any 214 442

decisions.

| have been learning new things from every 046 477

feedback.

Sometimes | share funny things with my colleagues. 144 457

| am not' satigfied with my work unless someone 177 450

else praises it.

| don’t hesitate to express the truth. .039 484
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Annex 6. ltem-total statistics of self-regulation

Item Corrected ltem-Total Cronbach's Alpha if
Correlation Iltem Deleted
When | get tensed | can’t reduce it easily. .383 374
IF;[ri:,SrS]?Jrrcei.for me to keep myself focused under 301 409
\5/1\[/32?1? tlhzn:: g:;r;% uaet:Cs::ometimes | feel worried 073 484
| can’t take facilities that | don’t deserve. .083 468
My colleagues think that | am a reliable person. 162 454
| always say sorry for my mistakes. -.053 491
It is difficult to keep all promises. .105 473
| am completely concerned about my responsibilities. 310 426
Sometimes | feel stressed if things change quickly. .325 402
!Si(t:sgtic(::;]a.\nge my approach depending on the 045 487
| am seeking for new ideas. .069 AT75
| have little scope to use new ideas. .180 449
| do my work according to my work-plan. .266 434

Annex 7. Item-total statistics of self motivation

ltem Corrected ltem-Total Cronbach's Alpha if
Correlation Item Deleted

| don’t like challenging tasks because it is risky. 279 .355

| always try to learn from others to improve my 977 376

performance.

| don’t enjoy leave except for emergency. .306 .353

| am aware of the main purpose of my 411 334

division/programme.

In case of taking decisions | value group’s opinion. .230 .386

When | am working, | feel worried not to be 002 579

successful.

When | feel that | can’t succeed then | look for 184 405

alternatives.

Annex 8. ltem-total statistics of social-awareness

Item Corrected ltem-Total Cronbach's Alpha if
Correlation Iltem Deleted

If anypody expresses his/her feelings, | try to pay 0458 0.492

attention to him/her.

| sympathize with other’s feelings. 0.376 0.519

If any of my colleagues fee_;ls nervous to start any 0.552 0.469

task, | usually try to help him/her.

| rarely acknowledge contributions made by others. 0.067 0.611

In staff assessment, staff needs are not properly 0125 0.642

addressed.

| guide others to enhance their skills. 0.359 0.507

In case of .deallng. with collgagues, | show respect and 0.309 0.524

friendly attitude with opposite sex.

| can adjust my behavior when | interact with people 0.374 0.514

of different culture.
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Annex 9. ltem-total statistics of social skills

ltem Corrected ltem-Total Cronbach's Alpha if
Correlation Iltem Deleted
| can influence others. 0.254 0.799
| can fine-tune my words according to my audience. 0.322 0.793
| can express my feelings easily. 0.449 0.786
e e someting et g tharglo .5
| listen attentively to other’s ideas and suggestions. 0.447 0.788
| can motivate my team mates to meet our objectives. 0.625 0.779
| can lead my team, if it necessary. 0.420 0.789
Llc()evtvrir:);"t;ad? trgabt:salgzg\./v what needs to be done and 0.486 0.786
When | lead my team mates | prefer to use examples. 0.336 0.793
To update myself, | don't like to face challenges. 0.360 0.791
| can handle tough people diplomatically. 0.458 0.785
L:ggg:ee;rr:]e;:]stzees which may bring about 0.068 0813
| am always open for debates. 0.144 0.808
| can start conversation smoothly. 0.483 0.784
Colleagues are my good friends. 0.352 0.792
| am emotionally attached with my colleagues. 0.528 0.786
| always share my plans before starting work on it. 0.340 0.793
Z\Qg;:r:);(t;am, members should respect and help 0.256 0.797
| encourage active participation of my team mates. 0.523 0.786
\l)v/lélut'eam works well because my team mates work 0.377 0.791
In case of group work, | pay attention on good 0.500 0.786

relationship with my team mates.

Annex 10. ltem-total statistics of job satisfaction

Item Corrected ltem-Total Cronbach's Alpha if
Correlation Item Deleted
ngif\(/)?nrg:r:]es;/.ed adequate recognition for my good 0.610 0.807
| feel pride when | say | work for BRAC. 0.446 0.824
The remuneration is less than | deserve. 0.408 0.828
| feel my position is secure in this office. 0.351 0.836
It is very hard to please my supervisor. 0.644 0.803
My supervisor lets me know how | can do well. 0.640 0.804
| trust my colleagues. 0.353 0.831
It is rare to get support from my colleagues. 0.489 0.821
l':'gﬁeodp-portunity of getting a promotion here is 0.621 0.806
This organization has unfair promotion policy. 0.672 0.801
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