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Multiple Intelligences in the Language Classroom 

The aim of this paper is to report the findings of a Multiple Intelligences (MI) 

questionnaire (Appendix 1) administered to the BA in ELT cohort 902 –twenty three 

research subjects- at the Universidad Autónoma del estado de Hidalgo as part of a 

broader study “Proyecto Integral de Análisis de factores que afectan la Eficiencia 

Terminal en Programas de formación de docents de lenguas de Universidades Públicas 

en México” (PIAFET) to determine their perceived MI preferences. As well as to find 

out the impact of MI as one of the possible causes that might hinder students from 

concluding their BA studies. 

Multiple intelligences (MI) refers to a learner-based philosophy that characterizes 

human intelligence as having multiple dimensions that must be acknowledged and 

developed in education. Traditional IQ or intelligence tests measure logic and language. 

These tests are based on a test called the Stanford-Binet, founded on the idea that 

intelligence is a single unchanged, inborn capacity. This idea has been strongly 

challenged by the MI movement (Richards and Rodgers, 2008). MI proponents believe 

that all human beings posses a wider range of intelligences, but people differ in the 

strengths and combinations of them. MI is based on the work of Howard Gardner of the 

Harvard Graduate School of Education (1993). 

The idea of Multiple Intelligences has attracted the interest of many language educators. 

Gardner in his book Frames of Mind (1983) suggested that humans’ posses not a single 

intelligence, but a wider range of intelligences. Initially the author conceived seven 

intelligences, which are known as the native intelligences and in 1997 adds two new 

intelligences (Gardner quoted in Harmer; 2005). According to this author this model is 

culture-free and avoids the conceptual narrowness usually associated with the traditional 

models of intelligence. The seven native “Intelligences” are: 

 Linguistic. The ability to use language in special and creative ways, which is 

something lawyers, writers, editors, and interpreters are strong in. For a person 

with a strong linguistic intelligence the relationship between form and content 

can be very appealing.  



 Logical/mathematical. This intelligence can be associated with “scientific” 

thinking. It often comes into play in the analytical part of problem-solving –

when we make connections and establish relationships between pieces of 

information that may seem separate, when we discover patterns, and when we 

are involved in planning, prioritizing and systematizing. The ability to think 

rationally, often found with doctors, engineers, programmers, and scientists.  

 Spatial. This intelligence is mainly dependent on our ability to see, through 

sound, and through somatic awareness. The perception of space is multi-sensory, 

even if, in many people, the visual aspect predominates. The ability to form 

mental models of the world, something architects, decorators, sculptors, and 

painters are good at. Language uses spatial thinking when it describes time and 

other concepts in terms of space. 

 Musical. A person with a well-developed musical intelligence benefits from 

being in a world of beat, rhythm, tone, pitch, volume and directionality of sound;  

for language learning many of these features are part of the linguistic realm. A 

good ear for music, strong in singers and composers 

 Bodily/kinaesthetic. Characteristic of this intelligence is the ability to use one´s 

body in highly differentiated and skilled ways, for expressive as well as goal-

directed purposes. Having a well-coordinated body, something found in athletes 

and craftspersons. 

 Interpersonal. The core capacity is the ability to notice and make distinctions 

among other individuals and, in particular among their moods, temperaments, 

motivations and intentions. Examined in its most elementary form the 

interpersonal intelligence entails the capacity of the child to discriminate among 

the individuals around him and to detect their various moods. Highly developed 

forms of this intelligence are to be found in religious and political leaders, 

skilled parents and teachers, and in individuals enrolled in the helping 

professions as therapists, or counselors. Central to this intelligence is the ability 

to listen to what the other person seems to be saying, to be able to gain good 

rapport with another person, and to be adept at negotiation and persuasion.  

 Intrapersonal. The ability to understand oneself and apply one´s talent 

successfully, which leads to happy and well-adjusted people in all areas of life. 

In this intelligence, the horizon is where the boundaries of self lie. The ability to 

abstract oneself and to daydream is good evidence of the intrapersonal 

intelligence at work. 

In 1997 Gardner adds two new intelligences: Naturalist and Existential: 



 Naturalist. The ability to understand and organize the patterns of nature. 

 Existential. This intelligence might be manifest in someone who is concerned 

with fundamental questions about existence, or who questions the complexity 

about existence. In other words, according to the author: “Individuals who 

exhibit the tendency to pose and ponder questions about life, death and ultimate 

realities”. 

If we accept the MI theory in language learning, the fact that different intelligences 

predominate in different people imply that the same learning task might not be 

appropriate for all our students. Learners with a strong logical/mathematical intelligence 

might respond well to a complex grammar explanation whereas other learners might 

need the help of diagrams because of their strength in the visual/spatial area. Learners 

who have strong interpersonal intelligence might need a more interactive environment if 

their learning is to be effective. According to Puchta and Rinvolucri (2005) people learn 

languages much better when allowed to do so within the wide range of perspectives 

afforded by MI. These authors also point out that if the language teachers are prepared 

to systematically involve other intelligence areas in their language lessons, the benefits 

can be seen in terms of: 

 Students´ motivation. Students´ motivation depends partly on how addressed 

they feel in a class and how meaningful they think the activities are to them. 

That is to say, if the teaching is focused mainly on the linguistic domain, only 

the students with a strong linguistic intelligence will benefit; whereas the other 

students with different intelligences will not. In order to avoid this problem, it is 

a good idea to use activities that draw on a variety of intelligences so that all the 

students can feel more appreciated and cared for. 

 The language classroom. In the language classroom there is a tendency to regard 

as intelligent only those students who show a high degree of linguistic ability 

and who therefore share the intelligence that language teachers are strong in. as a 

result the students who exhibit different intelligence will feel frustrated. MI 

deals with learner differences and considers learners as unique and develops 

instruction to respond to this uniqueness.  

In order to discover our students predominant intelligences, several authors among them 

Christison (1997; 7-8 quoted in Richards and Rodgers; 2008) proposes that learners 

should take and MI Inventory so that they can develop their own MI profiles based on 

the inventory. This information will help them to be aware of their intelligences and 

how to use that intelligence in language learning. This information will also help the 

teacher for lesson organization and multisensory activity planning. Some authors have 



designed activities and materials to cope with the various intelligences. The activities 

and the materials that support them are often shown or suggested in tables in which a 

particular intelligence is paired with possible resources useful for working with this 

intelligence in class. Harmer (2005) reproduces a chart taken from “How to use 

Gardner´s seven intelligences in a class program” presented by M Loom at the Internet 

site for the University of Canberra in Australia, which highlights learners´ preferred 

learning tasks according to their MI orientation: 

TYPE LIKES TO IS GOOD AT LEARNS BEST 

BY 

Linguistic learner “ 

The word player” 

Read, write, tell 

stories 

Memorising names, 

places, dates and 

trivia 

Saying, hearing and 

seeing words. 

Logical / 

Mathematical 

Learner “ the 

questioner” 

Do experiments, 

figure things out, 

work things out, 

work with numbers, 

ask questions, 

explore patterns 

and relationship. 

Maths, reasoning 

logic and problem 

solving 

Categorising, 

classifying working 

with abstract 

patterns/ 

relationships. 

Spatial Learner “ 

The visualise” 

Draw, build, design 

and create things, 

daydream, look at 

pictures, watch 

movies, play with 

machines. 

Imagining things, 

sensing, changes, 

mazes/ puzzles, 

reading maps, 

charts. 

Visualizing, 

dreaming, and 

using the mind’s 

eye, working with 

colours and 

pictures. 

Musical Learner “ 

The music lover” 

Sing, hum tunes, 

listen to music, play 

an instrument, 

respond to music. 

Picking up sounds, 

remembering 

melodies, noticing 

pitches / rhythms, 

keeping time. 

Rhythm, melody, 

music. 

Bodily/ 

Kinaesthetic 

Learner 

Move around, touch 

and talk, use body 

language. 

Physical activities, 

(sport/ dancing/ 

acting) 

Touching, moving, 

and interacting with 

space, processing 

knowledge through 

bodily sensations. 

Interpersonal Have lots of Understanding Sharing, 



This information will help language teachers to plan their classes, activities and 

materials, to cope with their learners MI orientation. 

Methodology 

A Multiple Intelligences (MI) questionnaire was administered to the BA in ELT cohort 

902 –twenty three research subjects- to determine their perceived MI preferences. The 

questionnaire (Appendix 1) was designed by Llilgeia Lamberti (TESOL) and adapted 

by Beatríz Romero from the Universidad Autónoma de Baja California (UABC) and 

Lilia Joya from the Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México (UNAM). The 

questionnaire comprises an “Inventory of Multiple Intelligences” and covers Gardner´s 

ninth dimensional model of intelligences. It was administered in Spanish to avoid 

respondents´ linguistic difficulties.   

The questionnaire consists of nine sections; each section corresponds to one of the nine 

intelligences:  

Linguistic                   Logical/mathematical                  Spatial 

Musical                     Bodily/Kinesthetic                        Interpersonal 

Intrapersonal            Naturalist                                    Existential 

Each section is composed of ten statements which reflect the respondent´ preferred 

learning style accordingly to the described Intelligence; a number has to be placed next 

to each statement: 2 stands for very true, 1for true and 0 not true; once the questionnaire 

is completed, the respondent has to sum up the numbers. These numbers reflect the 

respondent´s strengths and weaknesses in a given intelligence. The intelligence that 

obtained the highest score represents the strongest intelligence for the respondent and 

the one with the lowest score exhibits his/her least preferred intelligence. The criterion 

Learner “ The 

socialiser” 

friends, talk to 

people, join groups. 

people, leading 

others, organising, 

communicating, 

manipulating, 

mediating conflicts 

comparing, relating, 

cooperating, 

interviewing. 

Intrapersonal 

Learner 

Work alone, pursue 

own interest 

Understanding self, 

focusing inward on 

feelings/ dreams 

following instincts, 

pursuing interests 

/goals, being 

original. 

Working alone, 

individualised 

projects, self-paced 

instruction, having 

own space. 

 



used for considering a “strong Intelligence” was when the respondent scored 15 or 

more than 15. 

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

The research subjects’ findings are shown in a pie chart that reflects the whole 

population tendency as well as in individual graphs -a graph per respondent- to identify 

individual´s perceived MI preferences. In order to maintain confidentiality the 

respondents´ were identified by numbers. However their names and numbers were kept 

so that the researchers could keep track of the research population subjects. 

According to the information obtained students 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 13, 16, and 23 (34.78) 

reveal interpersonal intelligence strength. The core capacity of this intelligence is the 

ability to be able to work well with people; this intelligence is predominant in 

salesperson, politicians and teachers. This means that contrary to the expectations, less 

than the 40% of the whole research population, who will become teachers, are not 

strong in this intelligence.  

The second intelligence that could be expected to be predominant among the research 

subjects´ is Linguistic. Just a few research subjects 10, 12 and 16 (13.04%) exhibit this 

intelligence. Linguistic intelligence refers mainly to the ability to use language in 

special and creative ways as well as the ability to look at the relationship between form 

and content within a sentence.  

With regard to the musical intelligence, only research subjects: 8,9,14,15,16,18 and 23 

are strong in this intelligence 30.43%. According to some authors, among them Puchta 

and Rinvolucry (2005) learners with a well developed musical intelligence will face less 

problems when dealing with the sounds of the language, in terms of pitch, intonation, 

individual sounds and stress.  

The predominant intelligence among research subjects was Bodily/kinesthetic. Students 

1, 2, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 16, 22, and 23 (43.47%) are strong in this intelligence. A 

characteristic of this intelligence is the ability to use one´s body in highly differentiated 

and skilled ways, for expressive as well as goal-directed purposes. This characteristic 

could be exploited by the students and teachers to improve their communicative 

competence.  

The intelligence that obtained the lowest score was Logical/Mathematical. In fact the 

whole research population is quite low in this intelligence as no one obtained a score 

higher to 15. One of the main features of this intelligence is the ability to think 

rationally, which is an ability that could be expected to be found among professionals 



who will face the need not only to solve various types of problems as professionals but 

also the need of making decision in their everyday life.  The lack of this intelligence 

might represent a problem for people who have to make decisions in their praxis as 

teachers. 

Intrapersonal Intelligence, which is the intelligence that has to do with happiness at 

being on one´s own, with joy at knowing oneself, is the second intelligence that 

obtained the highest score. Student´s 1, 3, 4, 10, 13, and 14 (26.08%) are strong in this 

intelligence. In fact, the lowest score obtained in this intelligence by student 20 was an 8 

the other numbers are quite even 10s and more than 10s; this could be interpreted 

according to the authors that young people are strong in this intelligence, due to their 

age. However further studies have to be carried out in order to find out if this is the 

main variable with regard to this research population. 

Students 5, 9, 15, 16, 19, and 21 (26.08%) are strong in Spatial Intelligence. Gardner 

(Gardner quoted in Puchta and Rinvolucry; 2005) conceives this intelligence as being 

mainly dependent on our ability to see, for some people perception of space can be 

through touch as is in the case of blind people, others perceive this intelligence through 

sound and somatic awareness. According to this author the perception of space is multi-

sensory even if the visual aspect predominates. The strength in this intelligence for 

language learners who are strong in this intelligence; is that it will facilitate their 

understanding of how the English language uses spatial thinking when it describes time 

and other concepts in terms of space, which in many aspects is quite complex to be 

understood by non native speakers.  

The last two intelligences which were added to the seven native intelligences reflect a 

quite different behavior between them. Naturalistic Intelligence, obtained the lowest 

individual scores. Student 20 scored in this intelligence only 1, student 7: 3, students 13 

and 17:  4, students 3 and 22: 7, and student 4: 5. In fact only student 23 (4.34%) was 

strong in this intelligence. This intelligence has to do with the ability to understand and 

organize the patterns of nature. An implication of this result might be that we as 

educators have to raise our students´ awareness of the need to be in harmony with 

nature. The last intelligence Existential has to do with perception of what is beyond, 

what is higher, what is greater than us. Only student 10 (4.34%) is strong in this 

intelligence. The other numbers were quite even; the average score range was between 

the nines and fourteens with just a 3 from student 7 and a 5 from student 20.  

CONCLUSIONS 



According to the findings, it could be concluded that the research subjects, are not 

strong in the Interpersonal and Linguistic Intelligences; these intelligences are mainly 

predominant in teachers and language teachers. Less than 40% (34.7%) of the whole 

population is strong in the interpersonal intelligence and only 13.04% in the Linguistic. 

The intelligence that obtained the highest score was Bodily/Kinesthetic: 43.47%. This 

intelligence refers to the ability to use one´s body in highly differentiated and skilled 

ways. This intelligence could be exploited adequately by this research population to 

improve their language level performance. In fact MI proponents point out, that human 

beings are not mainly strong in just a single intelligence as they can present a 

combination of more than one and that the weak intelligences could be reinforced 

through training and practice.  

 The implications of these findings may suggest that we as educators could help the 

research population to get stronger in the intelligences in which they are not strong at. 

However, further studies have to be carried out to investigate if this MI results could be 

considered as a factor to be included among the possible causes that hinder students 

from concluding their studies.  

This Pie Chart represents the whole population tendency 

 

 The criterion for considering a “Strong Intelligence” was when the respondents 

scored 15 or more than 15.  

These graphs show the results of the strengths and weaknesses that students of ELT 

cohort 902 -twenty three research subjects obtained from “The Multiple Intelligence 

questionnaire” (Appendix 1).  
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Multiple intelligences  

 Each of the intelligences is represented by a 

specific colour. The colour selection was merely used to 

differentiate the nine multiple intelligences.  

 

 

 

 

Graphs 

 

Student 1 

 

 

 

 Student 1 shows a tight between two strengths: Intrapersonal and Bodily 

Kinaesthetic s and his/her Musical weakness.  

 

Student 2 

 

 

 

 Student 2 reflects his/ her Bodily/Kinaesthetic strength and Musical weakness.  

Student 3 
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 Student 3 indicates an Intrapersonal strength and an Interpersonal weakness. 

 

Student 4 

 Student 4 shows an Intrapersonal strength and a tight between three 

weaknesses: Linguistic-Verbal, Musical and Naturalistic. 

 

Student 5 

 

 

 

 

 Student 5 indicates Spatial Intelligence strength and a Logic mathematics 

weakness. 

 

Student 6 

 

 

 

 Student 6 reflects Bodily/Kinaesthetic strength and a tight between two 

weaknesses: Naturalistic and Existential.  



 

Student 7 

 Student 7 shows a Bodily/kinaesthetic strength and a tight between two 

weaknesses: Naturalistic and Existential. 

 

 

 

 

Student 8 

 Student 8 indicates an Interpersonal strength and a Logic Mathematics 

weakness.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student 9 

 Student 9 shows his/her Musical strength and Naturalistic weakness. 

 

 

 



 

 

Student 10 

 Student 10 reflects a tight between four strengths: Bodily Kinaesthetic, 

Interpersonal, Intrapersonal and Existential, and another tight between two 

weaknesses: Spatial and Musical 

.  

Student 11 

 Student 11 indicates a Logic-Mathematics weakness and a tight between two 

strengths: Bodily Kinaesthetic and Musical.  

Student 12 

 Student 12 reflects his/her Bodily/ Kinaesthetic strength and Musical weakness.  

 

 

Student 13 

 

 

 

 Student 13 shows an Intrapersonal strength and Naturalistic weakness. 



 

Student 14 

 

 

 

 

 Student 14 indicates a Musical strength and an Interpersonal weakness.  

 

 

Student 15 

 

 

 Student 15 shows a Logic mathematics weakness and a tight between two 

strengths: Spatial and Musical. 

 

 

 

 

 

Student 16 

 Student 16 reflects his/her Musical strength and Logic mathematics weakness. 

 

 

 

 

Student 17 



 Student 17 indicates Bodily/kinaesthetic Intelligence strength and a Naturalistic 

weakness.  

 

 

 

 

Student 18 

 Student 18 shows his/her Musical strength and Logic Mathematics weakness.  

 

 

 

 

Student 19 

 Student 19 indicates Spatial Intelligence strength and a Logic Mathematics 

weakness.   

 

 

 

 

 

Student 20 

 Student 20 reflects his/her Musical strength and Naturalistic weakness.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

Student 21 

 Student 21 indicates Spatial Intelligence strength and a Logic Mathematics 

weakness.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student 22 

 Student 22 reflects his/her Bodily/Kinaesthetic strength and a tight between two 

weaknesses: Logic Mathematics and Naturalistic.  

 

Student 23 

 Student 23 shows a Musical strength and a Logic Mathematics weakness.  
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