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Abstract

There is paucity of studies particularly on the possible relationship between multilingualism
and intelligence in EFL (English as a Foreign Language) context of Iran in particular and all
around the world in general. The current study, therefore, aimed at investigating the effect of
bilingualism on Iranian EFL learners' multiple intelligences (MI) across gender. To this end,
80 EFL learners, including 20 females and 20 males in each group, from Urmia state and
Azad universities participated in this study. The participants were within the age range of 18-
26. Data was collected through Multiple Intelligences Profiling Questionnaire offered by
Armstrong (1995) including 40 items. Results of an independent samples t-test revealed a
significant effect of linguistic background on the MI profile of the participants. In other
words, it was in favor of bilinguals who reported higher level of MI. In addition, findings
indicated no significant effect of gender on MI. The findings are discussed in relation to
effective EFL instruction especially to multi/bilinguals contexts.
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Introduction

There has been a growing consensus upon the claim that humans embody similar brains and
are exclusively molded into differences by a variety of experiences in the world (Lynch &
Granger, 2008). Skehan (1989) believes that the uniqueness or individuality of learners has
vigorously brought many benefits to any EFL learning environment. Tomlinson (1999)
subscribed to the view that educationalists must provide the learners with sufficient
opportunities to make sense of their own existing differences and potentials. Equally
important, exposure to a variety of contexts might increase such a distinction between
individuals; therefore, experts need to deeply consider this at the leading edge of education to
obtain a clear-cut understanding of why learners behave in certain ways (Aiken, 1999).

According to Cenoz (2009), “multilingualism refers to the acquisition, knowledge or
use of several languages by individuals or by language communities in a specific
geographical area” (p. 2). Due to the world's interconnectedness, multilingualism is not
regarded as an exception (Bialystok, Craik, Green & Gollan, 2009). Every speaker has the
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ability to become bi/multilingual that is why bi/multilinguals can be found in every country
of the world, in every social class and in all age groups (Baker, 2001).

Multilingualism (including bilingualism) is an interdisciplinary approach which can
be easily related to different fields, such as sociology, sociolinguistics, psychology,
pedagogy, etc. Therefore, it is evident that there should be multitude factors influencing the
acquisition of an additional language other than one’s mother tongue. Among these factors,
learners’ variables seem to contribute a lot to one’s success or failure, but, the influence of all
these variables is not of the same degree. In one classification, Cenoz (as cited in Sanz, 2000)
grouped the learners’ variables in this way: (a) cognitive factors like intelligence; (b)
psychological factors like attitudes and motivation; (c) educational factors like linguistic
background and the number of years of additional language study; (d) socio-structural factors
such as socioeconomic status.

Furthermore, the degree of multi/bilingualism which simply means the proficiency in
each of languages, have been shown to have determining role in enhancing cognitive abilities
in the process of learning an additional language. In this respect, multiple studies have
claimed a positive link between second language proficiency and enhanced cognitive skills in
visual-spatial skills, analogical reasoning, and classification tasks (Hakuta, Ferdman, & Diaz,
1986).

Literature Review

The theory of MI brings to light a pragmatic approach to the definition of intelligence and is a
gateway to use learners’ strengths in better learning. MI-based classrooms, institutes, and
schools can be settings in which a variety of skills, talents, and abilities are likely used in
learning and solving the problems. Preferably, MI is a student-centered model. To the
surprise of many, the appeal of MI is that any teacher can utilize it in a way reflecting their
unique context and culture. Not unexpectedly, it is possible for teachers to misapply MI. At
the outset, MI can be viewed as the potent means of reaching students, but effective use of
that requires teachers to spend time and energy to comprehend MI-theory and then decide
about its implementation in curriculum development, instruction, and assessment (Hoerr,
2000).

Learners might be unaware of the number of intelligences they possess. Howard
Gardner in his MIl-theory proved the existence of a few number of quite discrete
‘intelligences’ in human beings that can be taken together in various ways to create the
intellectual repertoire of individual learners (White, 2002). According to Baum, Viens, and
Statin (2005), “MI-theory posits that individuals are different, unique blends of intelligences
to solve problems and fashion production. In the school context, MI theory validates
teachers’ intuitive notion that children learn and are smart in different ways” (p.42).

The positive or negative effect of bilingualism on cognitive ability is based on the
belief that language is an integral part of cognitive activity. Although for Piaget language has
a minimal role in cognitive development, Vygotsky emphasizes the importance of language
in guiding thought processes and the role of bilingualism in intellectual growth (Hakuta,
1990).

To shed more light on the direction of the relationship between bilingualism and
intelligence, Diaz (1985) did a short-term longitudinal study to identify the direction in the
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relationship between bilingualism and intelligence. Diaz concluded that bilingualism
positively affected intelligence rather than intelligence affected bilingualism.

Furthermore, Bialystok (2003) and Carlson and Meltzoff (2008) compared bilinguals
and monolinguals on development of executive control and concluded that bilinguals are
faster than monolinguals. Fayyazi, Sahragard, Roshan and Zandi (2013) tried to explore the
different intelligences in monolingual and bilingual high school students. The findings
indicated that the bilinguals had higher linguistic, logical/mathematical, spatial, and
interpersonal intelligences than monolingual and monolinguals had higher intrapersonal
intelligence than bilingual students.

Despite the consistent positive findings of the above-mentioned studies on the effect
of bilingualism on cognitive abilities in general and intelligence in particular, these results are
sometimes looked at suspiciously because of some methodological problems reported. Thus,
more attention must be paid to the issue of multilingualism. According to Modarresi (2001),
bilingualism, multilingualism, and language maintenance are among the major issues of
Iranian sociolinguistics that need scientific consideration. Nonetheless, in this regard, there is
paucity of studies particularly on the possible relationship between multilingualism and
intelligence in EFL (English as a Foreign Language) context of Iran in particular and all
around the world in general. In order to fill the gap in the literature, the researcher formulated
the following research questions:

e [s there any significant difference between monolingual and bilingual Iranian EFL
learners in terms of their MI?
e Does gender affect the relationship between bilingualism and multiple intelligences?

Method
Participants

The study included 40 monolingual (speaking Farsi) and 40 bilingual EFL learners (speaking
Turkish and Farsi) including both males and females (20 females and 20 males in each group)
studying in state university of Urmia and Azad university of Urmia between the age ranges of
18-26 were selected. The participants were majoring in TEFOL.

Instruments

For the study to smoothly run forward and to accomplish its expected objectives, Multiple
Intelligences Profiling Questionnaire including 40 questions, offered by Armstrong (1995),
was utilized in the study. The questionnaire elicited demographic information including the
participants’ gender and age group. In addition, the first part seeks some information about
the participants’ linguistic background, frequently used languages, length of learning English
or other foreign languages. Moreover, assessing eight intelligences, the questionnaire has
forty statements, five for each specific intelligence type. The participants were guided to
select on the Likert scale of 1: Not at all like me, 2: A little like me, 3: Somewhat like me, 4:
A lot like me, 5: Definitely me. The questionnaire was translated into Farsi for the ease of
learners' understanding and its reliability was 0.88.

Design of the Study
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Within a descriptive design, the current study aimed at comparing two groups of participants
in terms of their MI profiles to determine if their linguistic background has any impact on
their ML

Procedure

As regards the sampling procedures, the convenient sampling method was used in this study.
40 monolingual (speaking Farsi) and 40 bilingual EFL learners (speaking Turkish and Farsi)
including both males and females studying (20 males and 20 females in each group) in Urmia
state university and Azad university majoring in TEFOL were selected.

Employing MI questionnaire as data collection tools, researcher piloted the Farsi
version of it to make sure about its reliability which was 0.88. Having calculated the
reliability of the questionnaire, the researcher distributed the questionnaire among the
learners of English in Urmia state university and Azad university. First, the participants were
orally informed about the aim of the study and were assured that their information would be
used just for research purposes. Participants were asked to read each part carefully and give
honest answers to what was needed. In cases of misunderstanding, more instructions were
provided by the researcher.

Data Analysis

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, version 20) was employed to analyze the
data. Assigning the significance level of 0.05, an independent samples t-test was used to
examine the effect of linguistic background (monolingualism and bilingualism) on MI
profiles of the participants. Additionally, the effect of gender as a moderator variable was
tested.

Results

Quantitative Data Analysis for the Difference between Bilinguals and Monolinguals
Regarding their MI Profile

An independent-samples t-test was run to compare the mean score of bilinguals and
monolinguals regarding their MI profile. The results of the descriptive statistics are presented
accordingly in Table 2.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for the Difference between Bilinguals and Monolinguals Regarding
their MI Profile

Linguistic
Background N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
MI Profile Bilinguals 40 85.26 5.70 .65
Monolinguals 40 58.26 5.55 .64
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According to the mean scores, there was a difference between two groups, that is, bilinguals and
monolinguals regarding their MI profile and an independent-samples t-test was employed to
confirm it (see Table 2).

Table 2

Independent-samples T-test for the Difference between Bilinguals and Monolinguals
Regarding their MI Profile

Levene's
Test for
Equality
of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Std. Error  Difference

tailed Mean  Differenc
F Sig. t df )  Difference e Lower Upper

Equal
variances .028 .867 293 78 .00 27.00 91 25.18 28.81
assumed

MI Profile Equal

variances
not
assumed

293 78 .00 27.00 91 25.18  28.81

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the scores of bilinguals and
monolinguals regarding their MI profile. There was a significant difference in scores for
bilinguals (M=85.26, SD=5.70) and males [M=58.26, SD=5.55; t (68) = 26.3, p=.00 < .05],
that is, bilinguals reported higher MI compared with monolinguals.

Quantitative Data Analysis for the Difference between Bilingual Males and Females Regarding
their MI Profile

An independent-samples t-test was run to compare the mean score of bilingual males and females

regarding their MI profile. The results of the descriptive statistics are presented accordingly in Table
3.
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Table 3

Independent-samples T-test for the Difference between Bilingual Females and Males
Regarding their MI Profile

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
MI Profile Females 20 81.5 2.20 .239
Males 20 80.2 2.18 279

A closer look at the table given above illustrates that there was no difference between the two
groups in terms of their MI profile. Besides, to confirm the results obtained, an independent-
samples t-test was employed (see Table 4).

Table 4

Independent-samples T-test for the Difference between Bilingual Females and Males
Regarding their MI Profile

Levene’s
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Std. Error  Difference

tailed Mean  Differenc
F Sig. t df ) Difference e Lower Upper

Equal
variances 1.55 22 .06 38 94 1.01 368 =720 770
assumed

MI Profile Equal

Vaf;ifices 06 37.1 .94 1.01 368 -720 770
assumed

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the scores of bilingual males and
females regarding their MI profile. There was no significant difference in the scores for the
females (M=81.5, SD=2.20) and males [M=80.2, SD=2.18; ¢ (38) = .06, p=.94> .05].

Quantitative Data Analysis for the Difference between Monolingual Males and Females Regarding
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their MI Profile

An independent-samples t-test was run to compare the mean score of monolingual females and
males regarding their MI profile. The results of the descriptive statistics are presented accordingly
in Table 5.

Table 5

Independent-samples T-test for the Difference between Monolingual Females and Males
Regarding their MI Profile

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
MI Profile Females 20 75.04 3.31 .662
Males 20 74.12 2.92 584

According to Table 5, there was no difference between the two groups in terms of their MI profile
and an independent-samples t-test was employed to confirm it (see Table 6).

Table 6

Independent-samples T-test for the Difference between Monolingual Females and Males
Regarding their MI Profile

Levene’s
Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Interval of the
(2- Std. Error  Difference

tailed Mean  Differenc
F Sig. t df ) Difference e Lower Upper

Equal 81 37 38 38 .30 .920 .882 -.854 2.69
variances
assumed

MIProfile g, 38 38 30 920 882 -855  2.69
variances
not
assumed
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An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the scores of bilingual females and
males regarding their MI profile. There was no significant difference in the scores for the
females (M=75.04, SD=3.31) and males [M=74.12, SD=2.92; ¢ (38) = .06, p=94> .05].

Discussion and Conclusion

In the first research question, the differences in MI profile scores obtained by Iranian EFL
learners from different linguistic backgrounds (i.e., monolingual and bilingual) were
explored. Taking into account the MI profiles mean scores obtained by the participants,
significant differences favoring bilinguals were noted. In other words, bilinguals
demonstrated higher scores in intelligences proposed through the MI theory than
monolinguals.

The findings are in line with McLeay's (2003) study in which bilinguals performed a
series of spatial test items more quickly than monolinguals. Similarly, Clarkson (1992)
reported that bilingual students competent in both of their languages scored significantly
higher on two different types of mathematical tests compared to their counterparts who had
low competence in their languages.

According to Peal and Lambert (1962), the ability to code-switch provides bilinguals
with an additional mental flexibility when solving cognitive tasks. The experience of having
two or more ways to describe the world give bilinguals the basis for understanding that many
things could be seen in two or more ways, leading to more flexible approach to perception. In
other words, bilinguals have two or more linguistic systems and two or more names for
things. This capability, in turn, helps them to see things from different perspectives.
Therefore, while thinking in one language to solve a problem when blocked they switch to
another language. This habit may develop their cognitive abilities.

Similarly, Ben-Zeev (1977) found that bilinguals showed higher cognitive flexibility
in symbol substitution and verbal transformation tasks and this metalinguistic awareness
leads to greater cognitive development in general and intellectual growth in particular;
because “intelligences development is positively impacted by metalinguistic awareness”
(Crosby & Prescod, 2009, p.5).

Moreover, Cummins (1976) maintains that this superiority can take ground on the fact
that bilinguals may have a wider and more varied range of experiences than monolinguals
because they operate within two languages or probably in two cultures as well. Bilingualism
gives individuals the ability to communicate with people they would otherwise not have the
chance to know. It opens the door to other cultures.

Regarding the second question used to examine the effect of gender on the
relationship between Iranian EFL learners’ linguistic background and their ML, no significant
differences were found between males and females in terms of MI scores. The findings are
not in agreement with Furnham and Chamorro-Permuzic's (2005) and Tirri and Nokelainen's
(2008) studies showing that men’s overall MI estimates were higher than women.

The differences in the studies might be related to the differences in the contexts of the
studies. In other words, the participants' context has an important role in one’s intellectual
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growth and even in one’s self-image of his or her intelligences. Beloff (as cited in Furnham &
Chamorro-Permuzic, 2005) states that females are brought up with much emphasis on
humility and this can result in poor self-perception of intelligence compared to males.

Findings of the current study may present new insights about the nature of
bilingualism in a rarely touched context of Iran for researchers and help them to gain enough
background information for conducting novel research in the similar areas. The findings
encourage educators and policy makers to promote multilingual education. Thus, EFL
educational authorities are required to train EFL instructors with up-to-date knowledge of
theories of first and additional language acquisition and EFL teachers should equip
themselves with all the languages spoken in the context they do teaching. Moreover, teachers
should develop a holistic view of learners and take into consideration physical, affective, and
cognitive sides of learning as well. The results of this study may encourage learners to be
more inclined in acquiring more than one language; moreover, they may find this study
helpful in identifying their own strengths and helping them to be aware of the fact that
everyone is intelligent in one way or another.

Regarding the limitations of a study, this study failed to take into account the
participants’ proficiency in the languages known to them. Hutchinson (2010) believes
proficiency is an important variable in bi/multilingual research and proficiency testing should
always be conducted in all languages available to multi/bilinguals.

Moreover, the only tool used in this study was a questionnaire which might seem
somehow invalid. Because, according to Gardner (2006) intelligence should be assessed via
“intelligence-fair” ways. Since there are other ways through which one’s multiple intelligence
profile can be estimated for example, observations, interviews, talking with parents, etc.
Moreover, the participants were selected only from two universities of Iran and neglecting a
noticeable number of EFL learners at institutes and secondary and high schools can endanger
the generalization of the findings of this study.

Future research should use a stronger measure of bilingualism and multiple
intelligences in order to have more valid results. More specifically, participants’ proficiency
level should be taken into account. Furthermore, future researchers should use different
instruments instead of having only MI questionnaire. Moreover, instead of comparing
different groups of bilinguals on their MI profile as a whole, one can conduct the similar
study on all or a few of M1 sub-categories as specific.
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Appendix: Multiple Intelligences Profiling Questionnaire

Y4265

O

Eie O

et S

REVUgy WX« OO L T PRV R S VI )

o

Sdet > A
21-25:7 16-20:c 13-15 iz 2w S Q@

(o) sl oL 3

S Commo 0L ¢S w0 iy (4

o 550 030l o 5l o 5 LT 3 pde eslizl Gl 55 0L K 1 i 81 (5

3

Sy, K sk eSS Cl S > (6

oby) b

=

S ol Jau 4 4> U5 S due e b1y p ) ol g

V'“‘-’A G393

rﬁl&u 2

r.éJGu Sl 1

ol JolS bl 5 gl a5 Lty 5 Slabel 4 o0 (1

89




JOURNAL OF TEACHING ENGLISH LANGUAGE STUDIES, Vol. 6, NO. 2, Autumn 2017

.V;M(,;,,-;tr_{;ma;t)t,é,sdyj;#tyL;bu Q

ke e 5 85 2 8 Gledleb w1y 035 o s sis s xaldS 25, 3B

Bl S ke e 13 gl ael b 3Vl g Sy s sl (4

il 4l 3lg e 53 e s slazel (B

e e F 005 65 4 )y me Ola 2 005 6

13 b Oy (7

3k e s S el i b5l O

013 pa g ol g 351 3l ulia a5 adilejle ¢ LUl 5130 53 S by e (10

el 2l g e (6,5 5L DMLl (LSS L 05 S ed 03,57 S > b 51 (A1

e S bl 038 @ 5 5L 51 (14

oS i a0, 5y 5 - (A5

el i Sl el 0315 58 5 rb g 0l (16

.rs\_.u;u_,.;@,auﬁéwutsjmﬁgﬁﬁtﬂu@u(ﬂ

.wTGML_‘gbu;k,_u,u)m)t;m@m@&ru&uu(ls

.p\:‘_glasjs.f)l.:ﬂc,ﬂubjrﬁf@wd.s«f\)bb.lf(l9

90




JOURNAL OF TEACHING ENGLISH LANGUAGE STUDIES, Vol. 6, NO. 2, Autumn 2017

..\,_Tsﬂr;,sawpéjpjpuf&u:ﬁdﬂ;-jl(zo

-r—‘fgwﬁ‘)&bw‘wbu;‘;ud}b«uﬂ\«frmmo\s}qu

S S e 5 e ¢ e 5 4 ¢ Al ¢ sty 05 8 ol e |y SNl (23

ol i3 S sl OT 55 Ol o g 7 o e Do T & e LS (sl 5L 24
o = SN o Ul 4 Lo gl b

V‘g" b OYisw e T 25

ﬂ&‘&ﬂj@jWﬁ)é(ZS

.6)‘3@53‘)‘5‘);.&‘5@\:;9):Q-Liaﬁf):jdjbwu}siwﬁj(27

.v.‘g_.ﬁa:u:..»l‘_;j‘,m.cé\;ﬂ;\-dj\b\;)&\c_..’l)}jﬁ.a&a:J}A):QJ;JQQLU'(ZS

.Msp‘jr:fﬂju&53&:;(._”)4{)35(29

.:,:._.A;,,’M,,rﬁiﬁgba;t:auwus@ujeo

.@M&\.\;-J:C,M..lj.]é._;u)::ﬁy‘_;ww:)y)sy@lfT(31

£

pahee dr o Vgane LSS DGl e 7 Sl (34

.:Jl::ﬁj&ﬁ:L@J):@,b)}bg&.ﬂiii{..:Uléja-jc;):;u}w'ccﬂjs-ijGS

TJ.:.:AQ-Udff&ﬁd%f}‘}uab|ﬂs@|‘_;x{aj;j|‘_",.n(36

91




JOURNAL OF TEACHING ENGLISH LANGUAGE STUDIES, Vol. 6, NO. 2, Autumn 2017

Sl ~ -]G-\_:uﬂ BE C,sb_)b o slael “ 38

.(J:AQﬁbblfjbbgf:)}»)séﬁfslij|(39

Ko oo 6l 105 |y 0By i (40

92




