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Abstract

Educators, professional teachers, syllabus designers, and
psycholinguists have for long. been concerned with making an
appropriate match between intelligence and ability to learn foreign
- languagcs. In the case of inteli'tgence‘ and language lcarning strategies,
several Iranian researchers have found no relationship between the two
( Akbari ,2001; Ardestani, 2000). But, the very point, here, is that so far
most researchers have maintained the traditional view of g-factor and
have measured their subjects’ intelligence by traditional IQ tests.
However, Gardner’s theory of Multiple Intelligences (1983) challenged
the traditional view (g-factor) as a unitary capacity that can be
adequately measured by IQ tests. . Gardner suggested eight different
forms of intelligence-- linguistic,‘ musical, spatial, kinesthetic,
interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalist and logico-mathematical. The
present study was an attempt to investigate the relationship between
Iranian EFL learners’ multiple intelligences and (1)  their use of
language learning strategies , and (2) their language proficiency. The
relationship between the variables was investigated through the
administration of Multiple Intelligences Developmental Assessment
Scale ( MIDAS ), Strategy Inventory for Language Learners ( SILL ),
and International English Language Testing Systems ( IELTS ) on 90
EFL university students. The results obtained from the correlational
procedures and also multiple regression analyses indicated that there is
a meaningful relationship between the subjects' multiple intelligences
and their use of language Iearning strategies. Among the eight
intelligences identified by Gardner (1983 -1995) , four of them --
linguistic, interpersonal, naturalist and kinesthetic-- were found as the
predictors of language learning strategy use. As to the relationship
between multiple intelligences and language proficiency, Even though

a significant relationship was found between the two variables, but the




positive predictor of subjects' second language proficiency. As a corollary. It was ,
also, found that there is a meaningful relationship between language learning
strategy use and language proficiency while the Metacognitive strategies were
appeared as the positive predictor of language proficiency. However, the

correlation index was too low to be considered.

Key terms: Multiple Intelligences, Language Learning Strategies, English

Proficiency
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

There has been a prominent shift within the field of language learning and
teaching over the last twenty years with a greater emphasis being put on learners
and learning rather than on teachers and teaching. In parallel to this new shift of
interest, how learners process new information and what kinds of strategies they
employ to understand , learn or remember the information has been the primary
concern of the researchers dealing with the area of foreign language learning.

Research both outside the language field (e.g., Brown, Bransford, Ferrara,&
Campione,1983) and investigations with language learners ( Skehan, 1989;
Oxford, 1989; Oxford& Crookall, 1989) frequently show that the most successful
learners tend to use learning strategies that are appropriate to the material, to the
task, and to their own goals, needs, and stage of learning. In general, more
- proficient learners appear 0 use a wider range of strategies in a great number of
situations than do less proficient learners. The significance of learner variables in
language learning has been studied exteﬁsively, including abilities, motivation,
cognitive styles, and learning strategies. Research on learning strategies (e.g.,

O’Mally & Chamot, A., 1990 :Wenden &Rubin, 1987 ) indicates that student




performance can be improved by following certain strategies, but the results are
highly different across learners.

Theories of intelligence ( e.g., Gardner & Sternberg, 1982 ), on the other hand,
clearly indicate that there are distinct linguistic abilities that differ across
individuals. But whet kind of relationship ,if any , does 2xist between intelligence
and language learning ‘strategy use has so far been a controversial issue in the field
of applied linguistics. This is mostly because no subject in psychology has
provoked more intense public controversy than the study of human intelligence.
From its beginning, research on how and why people difier in overall mental
ability has fallen prey to political and social agendas that obscure or distort even

the most well-established scientific findings. Let’s have a brief overview.

One Intelligence or Many

The debate over inteliigence and intelligence testing focuses on the question of
whether it is useful or meaningful to evaluate people according to a single major
dimension of cognitive competence. Is there indeed a general mental ability we
commonly call "intelligence," and is it important in the practical affairs of life?
Today, there are two major schools of thought on the nature of intelligence. The
first, supported by such psychologists as Eysenck(1982), Galton (1870) , Jensen
(1997), and Spearman (1973), believe that all intelligence comes from one general
factor, known as g. The proponents of the other school of thought include Gardner
(1983), Sternberg (1982), and Thurstone (1938) think that there is more than one
general type of intelligence, or in other words, that there are different types of

intelligences.

One General Intelligence
There are strong arguments to support the theory of one general type of
intelligence. The most convincing evidence for a single general inteiligence model

is the fact that there is proof of a single general factor that governs the level of




