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Chapter one: Preliminaries

This chapter serves to provide an overview of the study including the description

of multiple intelligences, self-efficacy, and the possible relationship between them. It

also includes the statement of the problem, the research questions, significance of the

study, and the definition of the terms used in the study. 

1.1. Introduction

Gardner states that unlike traditional general intelligence that focuses on two

linguistic and logical-mathematical intelligences, individuals possess other seven

distinct intelligences considered within a cultural context: visual, kinesthetic, 

musical, interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalist, and existential intelligences. All

individuals apply them to solve problems, invent processes, and create things

(Gardner, 1993; Gokhan & Omer, 2010). According to Smith (2001), Gardner

believes that intelligence is not just a single construct which traditionally was

assumed to be constant throughout a person’s life; individual's profiles of intelligence

differ in terms of encouragement, training, and circumstances  to enquire materials

eliciting particular intelligences. 

The application of multiple intelligences theory (MIT) is suggested as a structured

way to address and understand the holistic nature of learners' diversity. It is a

favorable tool for teachers to increase the attractiveness of language learning tasks

and, therefore, create motivational conditions (Christison, 1996; Arnold & Fonseka, 



2004). Current research provides evidence that learners' multiple intelligences are

more valuable for effective performance than a combination of knowledge, skills, and

capabilities like overall intelligence (Jaeger, 2003). 

Another issue of increasing importance is learner beliefs about their potentials. 

According to Cinkara and Tilfarlio lu (2009), the advent of Bandura's theories was in

the 1960s when he started to introduce his social-behavioral theory.  Learner beliefs, 

known as self-efficacy (SE), is a term used to refer to a person’s beliefs in his or her

ability to organize and execute a required course of action to achieve a desired result, 

which play a key role in the learning process. Bandura posits four sources of self-

efficacy including Mastery Experiences, "Vicarious Experience" or Modeling, Social

Persuasion, and Physiological Factors (Bandura, 1977).

People with high self-efficacy are more likely to make efforts to complete a task, 

and to persist longer in those efforts, than those with low self-efficacy. Efficacy

beliefs help accomplishments motivationally and through strategic thinking (Schunk, 

1990; Caprara, et al., 2008). 

Efficacy is individuals’ future-oriented judgment about their competence rather

than their actual level of competence. This is an important distinction since people

usually overestimate or underestimate their actual abilities (Woolfolk Hoy & Burke

Spero, 2005, p.344). In the past two decades, researchers have found links between

student achievement and three kinds of efficacy- the self-efficacy of students, the

sense of efficacy of teachers, and the collective efficacy of schools (Goddard, et al., 

2000; Pajares, 1996). The self-efficacy of students is the focus of this investigation.  



Learners' efficacy for academic activities can be improved by the belief that they

are capable to regulate their own learning procedure (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994).  

According to Zimmerman, et al., (1992), self-efficacy for self regulated learning

affects academic achievement through its influence on academic self-efficacy. They

note that training learners to set goals for themselves strengthens their self-efficacy

and academic performance. Because self regulatory efficacy and academic self-

efficacy are two prominent aspects influencing the extent of learners' self-efficacy, 

this study aims to measure these two constructs besides participants' generalized self-

efficacy with the purpose of investigating the relationship of the proposed three

factors, generalized self-efficacy, academic self-efficacy, and self regulatory efficacy, 

with the learners ' multiple intelligences.  

Through the implementation of the multiple intelligences, teachers will see an

increase in their students' performance and ability to learn (Kolata, 2003). Thus, by

integrating multiple intelligences, there will be possibilities of considering diverse

learners and empowering their sense of responsibility and efficacy as learners.  

Although many studies on MI have been conducted during the last two decades, 

few of them have explored the interrelationship between MI and self-efficacy, 

especially in foreign language learning situations. The present study seeks to

investigate the role of multiple intelligences in predicting the learners' sense of self-

efficacy. As far as exploring such a relationship in an Iranian context is concerned, to

the researchers’ best knowledge, no such research has been conducted. Thus, this



study aims to discover which type of multiple intelligences is a better predictor of

self-efficacy. 

1.2. Statement of the problem

Many researchers have explored the relationship between emotional intelligence

and self-efficacy of EFL teachers (Gürola, et al., 2010; Nikoopour, et al., 2012;

Schutte, et al., 1998; Yalçın, 2010) and learners (Hashemi & Ghanizadeh, 2011). 

Besides, few studies like Chan (2003), have explored the relationship between

teachers' multiple intelligences and their self-efficacy. Although many studies have

been conducted on these areas, rarely they have taken into consideration the different

levels of intellectual abilities the leaner possesses, such as the types of intelligences. 

This justifies the need for studies relating MI theory aimed at fostering learners'

intelligence profiles to learners' self-efficacy.  Therefore, the purpose of the present

study is two-fold. First, it examines the existence of relationships among learners'

multiple intelligences and their self-efficacy. Second, it attempts to see to what extent

or in what combination Gardner's intelligence types are predictors of self-efficacy. 

1.3. Significance of the study

Most previous studies in the field of second and foreign language learning have

been conducted from the learners' perspective, and learners play a vital role in

investigations. So, learner variables such as self-efficacy and multiple intelligences

assume considerable importance. Since there are few studies done before in Iran



investigating these two constructs, namely self-efficacy and multiple intelligences, 

the researcher believes that they need to be explored to see the role of MI in

predicting the self-efficacy of Iranian learners. Given the paucity of research on

multiple intelligences, which affect learners' self-efficacy, the results of the present

study can be fruitful for Iranian teachers and learners. Furthermore, there is no study

showing the existence of a relationship between self-efficacy and multiple

intelligences in Iran; therefore, the findings can assist teachers in using the new

information in their teaching.

1.4. Research questions and hypotheses

1.4.1. Research questions  

The present study aims to answer the following research questions:

1. Which type of multiple intelligences is a better predictor of generalized self-

efficacy?

2. Which type of multiple intelligences is a better predictor of academic self-

efficacy?

3. Which type of multiple intelligences is a better predictor of self regulatory

efficacy?

1.4.2. Research hypotheses

To answer the above research question, the following null hypotheses are tested:  



1. There are no differences among different types of Multiple Intelligences as

predictors of generalized self-efficacy. 

2. There are no differences among different types of Multiple Intelligences as

predictors of academic self-efficacy. 

3. There are no differences among different types of Multiple Intelligences as

predictors of self regulatory-efficacy. 

1.5 Definition of key terms

Before progressing further into limitations and delimitations of the study, it is

important to define the terms that are essential to the understanding of the presented

information. The following terms which have been variably defined in the literature

need to be first defined for the purpose of this study:  

Multiple Intelligences: According to Gardner (1991), MIT has emerged from

recent cognitive research and includes the extent to which individuals possess

different kinds of minds and, therefore learn, remember, perform, and understand in

different ways. Individuals differ in their strengths, and the ways in which they are

invoked to carry out different tasks and progress in various domains. Gardner (1993)

characterizes human intelligence as having multiple dimensions that must be

acknowledged and developed in education. He has identified nine distinct

intelligences: linguistic, logical/mathematical, visual, musical, bodily/ kinesthetic, 

interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalist, and existential. In this study, MI is



operationally defined as the obtained scores from an MI test based on Gardner's MI

Model.

Self-efficacy: Bandura (1997) defines self-efficacy as, "beliefs in one’s capabilities

to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments"

(p.3). According to Bandura, a person’s attitudes, abilities, and cognitive skills

comprise what is known as self-system. This system plays a major role in how we

perceive situations and how we behave in response to different situations. For the

purpose of the present study, self- efficacy is operationally defined as the participants'

scores on the General Self-Efficacy, Academic Self-Efficacy, and Efficacy for Self

Regulated Learning questionnaires. 

1.6. Limitations and delimitations

There were a number of limitations in this study. One of the most important ones

was finding 150 homogenous students at the same level of language proficiency. In

this study, the participants were homogenized in terms of their language proficiency

based on their obtained score on the Michigan test; other elements affecting their

proficiency level were not considered here.

Furthermore, the participants were selected from among B.A. level learners of

English majoring in TEFL and translation. Therefore, care must be exercised in

generalizing the results to other learners.  



Finally, the participants of the present study included both female and male

learners; so gender was not a variable. Besides this variable, the findings of the study

may have been affected by some other variables like cultural and social factors, 

which were not considered in this study.



Chapter Two: Literature Review

2.1. Introduction

This chapter includes a review of the history and theories in the areas of multiple

intelligences and self-efficacy. It also attempts to present relevant studies on these

fields. Then studies investigating the relationship between MI and self-efficacy are

reported to explain areas that need further investigation.   

2.2. Multiple Intelligences

2.2.1. Historical overview of Intelligence

Galton's study was the first systematic study of intelligence. It determined the

extent of differences in intelligence caused by "hereditary"(Colman, 1990, p.326) or

differences in environmental conditions.  This sensory - motor approach to the

measurement of intelligence is based on the premise that the ability to discover minor

differences is measured through appropriate tests of intelligence all of which measure

the same general intellectual ability. Galton could not develop a standardized

intelligence test and his idea was rejected by Binet' s "commonsense, pragmatic"

(p.327) approach. Binet and Simon designed the first useful intelligence test known

as IQ test in 1905 (Colman, 1990). These two traditional views are categorized within

the Psychometric Approach since they focus on a single, unitary, quantitative concept

of intelligence called general intelligence. This approach concentrates mainly on two

linguistic and logical-mathematical methods (Teele, 2000).  



Spearman's two factor theory, which is the first psychometric theory of

intelligence, applied statistical tools in the study of human intelligences. According to

this theory, intelligence is the combination of general intelligence (g factor) and

specific factors (s factors) (Williams, et al., 2003). General factor is "central and

supreme in all tests of intelligence" (p.38) while a specific factor is unique to that test

(Carroll, 1982). John Horn has developed another classical theory of intelligence that

specifies two broad factors of general intelligence fluid and crystallized intelligences

(Beauducel, Brocke & Liepmann, 2001).  

The second approach to intelligence is called Developmental Progressions. One of

the followers of this approach is Piaget, who claims that intelligence is based on

gradual development of human thinking activities.  The proposed developmentally-

based concept of intelligence occurs in four separate stages. Intelligence is not an

ability but a form of interaction between organism and its environment including

biological, physiological, sensory-motor adaptations and thinking (Naidenova, 2001;

Teele, 2000). According to Naidenova (2001), Piaget’s theory of intelligence was

useful in educational settings and methods of teaching children.  

Another approach is called Psychobiological Approach. According to Selçuk, et

al., (2002), the psychobiological approach to intelligence is based on a multifaceted

view opposing the general intelligence. This theory, studying brain from the

biological point of view, believes in the existence of specific parts in the brain which

are influenced by the combination of genetics, individual experiences and contextual

factors. 



Beyond the traditional view of intelligence, multiple forms of intelligences are

categorized as the fourth approach. Sternberg's Triarchic Theory and Gardner's

Multiple Intelligences Theory (MIT) are within this intelligence model.  

According to Tirri and Komulainen (2002), Sternberg identifies Gardner's MIT as

a system approach to his Triarchic Theory of Intelligence. This theory was developed

about the same time as Gardner's Theory of Multiple Intelligences. It proposes three

interdependent, but different subtheories of human intelligences. The first one is

componential subtheory; it offers analytical intelligence with underlying mechanisms

of metacomponents, performance components, acquisition components, retention

components, and transfer components (Sternberg, et al., 2005). This intelligence is

involved when components are applied in relatively familiar problems with abstract

nature of judgments. A second experiential subtheory posits creative intelligence

(Sternberg, et al., 2005) "dealing with the importance of coping with relative novelty"

(Sternberg, 2005, p.192). The third subtheory is called contextual; it reflects practical

intelligence which is needed to apply the components to implement, and apply

problem-solving processes in real-world environments.  

Howard and his colleagues restate that these three kinds of intelligences can be

applied in any content area, and indeed, in all aspects of life (Howard, et al., 2001). 

As Sternberg and Clinkenbeard (1995) avow, these three kinds of thinking can be

applied in any content area, and indeed, in all aspects of life. On the other hand, 

Gardner's MIT is based on three evidences including neurological, evolutionary, and

cross-cultural. In 1983, during his first edition of MIT, he posited a more



individualistic view regarding different intelligences while in the later edition in

1999, cultural and contextual factors were emphasized (Gardner, 1999; Tirri &

Nokelainen, 2008). These two models will be discussed in details in the following

sections.  

2.2.2. Multiple Intelligences Theory  

The Multiple Intelligences Theory (MIT) was proposed in the early 1980s by

Gardner.  He provided evidence that the traditional intelligence quotient (IQ), which

was measured using a test originally designed by Alfred Binet and his colleagues, 

was too limited concentrating on a narrow range of two logical-mathematical and

linguistic intelligences. He redefined the concept of intelligence as a

"biopsychological potential to process information that can be activated in a cultural

setting to solve problems or create products that are of value in a culture" (Gardner, 

1999, pp. 33-34). 

The Theory of Multiple Intelligences (MIs) was proposed as an alternative to

traditional classroom designs as a need for recognizing the variety of ways people

learn (Shore, 2004). Gardner (1983) held that intelligence should not be considered as

a single construct.  He suggested several intelligences to be at work simultaneously;

so he changed the perception of a general factor of intelligence which became known

as the "g" factor. He claims that humans possess a number of distinct intelligences

that are manifested in different skills and abilities. These intelligences are applied to



solve problems, generate processes and offer a service that is valued within one's

culture (Gardner, 1993; Gökhan& Ömer, 2010).  

Howard Gardner's MIT has a learner-based philosophy that is becoming

increasingly popular as it characterizes the ways in which learners are unique and

develops instruction in response to this uniqueness (Richards & Rodgers, 2001).  

Smith (2001) describes Gardner's view toward the degree of function of

intelligences in human beings. Gardner believes that all people from all cultures

possess basic abilities in each of the intelligences within a degree of operation. The

function of intelligences varies from exceptionally talented individuals, who use most

of the intelligences in a high level of performance, to people with extreme

disabilities. Gardner claims that most people function somewhere in the middle, with

one or two highly developed intelligences and a moderate level of some intelligences, 

and the other undeveloped ones (Gardner, 1993, p.28). The surrounding culture of

individuals affects the development of intelligences in both their extent and type of

intelligences. McClaskey (1995) argues that students' strengths can be used to

develop other intelligences in which they may show less capability. 

Besides many other theorists, Sternberg has also supported this new trend. He has

expanded his theory of intelligence in about two decades from a theory of

components of intelligence (Sternberg, 1980) to a more elaborated successful

intelligence. In his more comprehensive definition, intelligence is the ability to

achieve one’s goals in life by focusing on strengths and compensating for weaknesses



in which environment is adapted through a combination of analytical, creative, and

practical abilities (Sternberg, 2005).

2.2.3. Types of intelligence  

In identifying the potentials of Multiple Intelligences, several criteria should be

met rather than relying on the results of a narrow psychometric approach. Gardner

described eight criteria or signs for a potential to be identified as intelligence:

1. potential isolation by brain damage

2. the existence of idiots, savants, prodigies and other exceptional individuals

3. an identifiable core operation or set of operations

4. a distinctive developmental history

5. an evolutionary history and evolutionary plausibility

6. support from experimental psychological tasks

7. support from psychometric findings

8. susceptibility to encoding in a symbol system (Ahmadian & Hosseini, 2012;

Arnold & Fonseka, 2004 ; Gardner 1983,pp.62-69; Hajhashemi & Eng, 2012). 

Based on the above eight criteria, Gardner (1983; 1999) proposed several types of

intelligences.  He initially formulated a list of seven intelligences; then he outlined

eight ones, and continued to investigate additional possibilities.  

Gardner's last categorization contains nine intelligences including: linguistic, 

logical/mathematical, visual, musical, bodily/ kinesthetic, interpersonal, 



intrapersonal, naturalist, and existential intelligences which will be discussed in more

detail. 

2.2.3.1. Linguistic/verbal Intelligence

Gardner (1983) refers to this ability as the intelligence of words as it is mainly

concerned with the ability to perceive and generate language effectively both orally

and in writing. Although very few roles rely on just an individual intelligence, the

focus of each occupation is mostly on a single intelligence. This intelligence is

exemplified by the poets. Other typical roles include linguists, translators, journalists

and English teachers. Based on Thurstone's Seven Primary Mental Abilities (1938), 

this intelligence seems to enclose a variety of more specific abilities including verbal

comprehension and word fluency. The first ability is knowledge of vocabulary, 

concepts, and words and the second one, word fluency, is the ability of using words

quickly and fluently.  

2.2.3.2. Logical/mathematical intelligence

This intelligence requires the ability to calculate and understand various patterns or

reasons in a systematic and logical manner. It involves the ability to appreciate and

utilize numerical, abstract, and logical reasoning to solve problems. It shapes the

main part of the IQ test content. This intelligence involves skill in calculations as well

as logical reasoning and problem-solving (Gardner, 1999). Students with this type of

intelligence can easily explore patterns and relationships. These groups of students



enjoy learning by reasoning and working with data bases on computer (Teele, 2000). 

Inductive reasoning and numerical facility, which are two of the Thurstone's (1938)

proposed mental abilities, are subsumed within the definition of Gardner's

logical/mathematical intelligence. Gardner's first two intelligences have been

typically valued in schools. 

2.2.3.3. Visual/Spatial intelligence

It includes solving problems by the ability to perceive, modify, transform, and

create visual and/or spatial images (Gardner, 1999). According to Armstrong (1994, 

2009), students with this intelligence have high ability to visualize ideas and to

recognize form, space, color, line, and shape. Artists, designers, architects, 

photographers, inventors and cartoonists are highly capable in this type of

intelligence. 

2.2.3.4. Musical intelligence  

Musical intelligence includes the ability to recognize pitch, rhythm, and the

emotional aspects of sound. It also involves the capacity to perceive, discriminate, 

transform, and express musical forms. Those people having this intelligence are

capable in the performance, composition, and appreciation of musical patterns

(Gardner, 1999). Those with musical intelligence like music, and are affected by the

sound in the environment even when they are busy doing a specific task like



studying. They are capable of keeping and applying information by musical processes

(Teele, 2000). 

2.2.3.5. Bodily/kinesthetic intelligence

This intelligence suggests the ability to control one's body movements and to

handle objects including specific physical skills such as coordination, skillfully

working with objects, interaction with the surrounding environment and other

psycho-motor skills (Gardner & Hatch, 1989). It is defined as the potential of using

the whole body or parts of the body in problem-solving or the creation of products.  

This means that, both gross motor skills (i.e., involving the whole body or the larger

muscle groups) and fine motor skills (i.e., involving smaller muscle groups, 

especially those controlling the hands and fingers) are included in this domain

(Gardner, 1999).   

  

2.2.3.6. Intrapersonal intelligence

It is the ability to have self-knowledge including emotions, desires, and strengths, 

and also to recognize one's similarities and differences from others. It involves having

an effective working model of ourselves, and regulating our lives through the

application of this knowledge (Gardner, 1999). The students with this intelligence are

usually self-reflective, willing to be alone and study in a quiet place. They are aware

of their own inner feelings, powers and weaknesses (Teele, 2000). 



2.2.3.7. Interpersonal intelligence

It is described as the ability to recognize and appreciate the feelings, beliefs, and

intentions of other people.  Some occupations need a well-developed form of this

intelligence, like educators, therapists, and religious and political leaders (Gardner, 

1999). According to Teele (2000), interpersonal intelligent people are friendly and

participating in social activities. Cooperative learning, exchanging information and

studying in groups are the most appropriate ways of learning for this group. They feel

empathy for the other members of group and grasp their perspectives easily. These

two intelligences (intra/interpersonal) in Gardner's terms are called "personal

intelligences"; a combination of these equals emotional intelligence. (p. 41-43)

2.2.3.8. Naturalistic intelligence

It allows individuals to recognize and classify the natural world around them. The

students having this kind of intelligence will be successful in jobs like farming, 

hunting, gardening and biology. They live in harmony with nature, being able to

listen and hear the environmental sounds (Teele, 2000). 

2.2.3.9. Existential intelligence

Gardner added existential intelligence to his earlier list of intelligences in 1999. 

This intelligence includes the sensitivity and knowledge of deep questions about the

existence of human beings like the meaning of life, the concept of death and the



reason for existence (Mckenzie, 2009; Armstrong, 2009). Therefore, people who

question the meaning of life are included in this group. 

2.2.4. Sources of MI theory  

The MIT, which provides a new approach in education, is the most important

theory in

the area of personal development area (Terri & Komulainen, 2002). 

Gardner argues that that there is both a biological and a cultural basis for MIT. 

Neurological studies have shown that each of the intelligences has its own

independent operating system within the brain and that learning is the result of

change in synaptic connections among nerve cells. Besides biological basis, MI

focuses on a particular culture, which means that depending on which kind of

intelligence is considered valuable, in different cultures, different types of

intelligence are developed and some intelligences are rejected because they are not

highly valued within the culture (Gardner 1983; Buraldi, 1996). 

MIT, along with humanistic psychology, is based on the assumption that learning

involves physical, affective, and cognitive sides of individuals (Arnold & Fonseka, 

2004). 

According to Gardner and Hatch (1989), to indicate that every individual has a

particular profile of intelligence, it is necessary to assess each of the intelligences. In

contrast with traditional paper and pencil tests, focusing on linguistic and logical

skills, intelligences are best measured through contextually based 'fair measures'



considering different ways of thinking and performance for assessing every

intelligence. Unlike standard approaches which treat intelligence in isolation from a

particular set of activities, MIT is conceptualized with reference to learners'

manifestation in specific domains of attempt. For example, linguistic skills are not

assessed in terms of vocabulary knowledge, but as a result of individual manifestation

in storytelling.  All these intelligent fair assessments are based on culturally valued

endeavors and happen in a familiar context. It causes learners to experience a feeling

of success and engagement in their society. 

Mckenzie (2002) proposes the Wheel of MI domain to show the relationships

among different intelligences and how multiple intelligences work with one another. 

He declares that the intelligences are classified into three regions or domains

including the analytical, introspective and interactive. He states that each domain has

its sub–branches. The analytic domain includes the musical, logical and naturalist

intelligences which promote the processes of analyzing and incorporating data. 

Although these three intelligences have introspective and interactive components, 

they fundamentally increase the analysis of data into existing schemata; the analytic

intelligences are systematically heuristic processes. The interactive domain contains

the interpersonal, kinesthetic and linguistic intelligences, which are used by learners

to express themselves and the environment. These three intelligences invite and

encourage interaction to achieve understanding; they are by nature social processes. 

The introspective region includes existential, visual and intrapersonal intelligences. 

"These three intelligences require a looking inward by the learner, an emotive



connection to their own experiences to make sense of new learning" (p.27). These

domains are not separate entities showing the balance of activities with regard to the

intelligences with interactions among them. This view helps to have a lesson with a

broad range of intelligences and to accommodate learning in different ways.  

Bodrova and Leong (2007) describe intelligences which are related to as well as

different from psychological constructs like process and domain. Intelligence is not a

process, but it is a capacity to process specific kinds of information in some ways. 

Furthermore, intelligence differs from domain in that intelligence is a

biopsychological potential within an individual while domains are bodies of

knowledge applied within cultures. Every individual can be organized within many

domains. In the same way, more than one intelligence may be needed for the

operation of domains.  

Armstrong (2002) proposed different lists of intelligences including spirituality, 

moral sensibility, sexuality, intuition, creativity, etc. These intelligences must meet

Gardner's eight criteria to be considered as a specific type of intelligence. According

to Gardner, psychological and cognitive studies have shown that intelligences work

independently from each other. For example, a person who has mastered the reading

skill may be unable to transfer it to another area. Some individuals may have a

perfect perception of musical sounds but not verbal ones. 

Sternberg (1997; 2005) also developed his theory of intelligence as including four

aspects: analytical, creative, practical and successful intelligences. Analytical

intelligence refers to the ability to remember facts; analytical thinkers typically score



very high on tests and quizzes. Those people having creative intelligence typically do

not score so well on standardized tests, but they show a lot of creativity not only in

art subjects but in all subjects of school. Sternberg refers to practical intelligence as

“simple common sense” (1997, p.141).  

Armstrong, (2002, pp. 15-16) adds four important key points in MI model to his

description. First, "each individual possesses all eight intelligences" which are unique

for every person. Second, everyone "can develop each intelligence to an adequate

level of complexity". Third, intelligences working together in "complex ways"

interact with each other, and they should be regarded in their specific cultural context. 

Fourth, "there are many ways to be intelligent within each category". In other words, 

there is no standard feature for a person to be considered intelligent. According to

MIT, there are various ways to show intelligence within intelligences or between

intelligences. 

According to Dreeben (2010, p.215), Gardner's main principles of MIT include:

1. Individuals should be motivated to use their favorite intelligences in learning. 

2. Instructional activities should include different forms of intelligence. 

3. Different types of intelligence should be measured in learning assessment  

Considering every day activities of these intelligences, Torresan (2007) explains

that the intelligences do not act independently but in relation with others in which

each intelligence is comprised of many elements, or subintelligences. However, it

needs a long debate to distinguish which subintelligences are related to any one

intelligence. He continues, on the basis of the information provided by Armstrong



(2004) in the case of linguistic intelligence, that the various subintelligences forming

any individual intelligence shape characteristics related to all intelligences. Gardner

(1999b) explains that the subintelligences making up each intelligence are not

certainly congruent. For example, in cases in which walking and conversing are

happening simultaneously, there will be no problem since the involved intelligences

are separate. Nevertheless, "we often find it very difficult to converse while we are

working on a puzzle or listening to a song" consisting of words. In these instances, 

"two manifestations of linguistic intelligence are competing" (p.40). 

2.2.5. MI and second/foreign language learning and teaching  

A number of studies have investigated the effects of MI on various aspects of

second and foreign language learning and teaching. MIT serves as an alternative

classroom design to traditional classroom contexts.  Traditional education systems

prioritized rote learning and passive involvement of learners in learning processes

with the emphasis on logical mathematical intelligence.  The idea that students

generally make use of this intelligence lies in the fact that teachers teach the materials

and activities related to the development of this intelligence (Schneider & Arikan, 

2009).

Nowadays, teachers apply the MI-based educational program since it addresses a

variety of ways people learn (Shore, 2004; Kallenbach, 1999). Similarly, it is

acknowledged that MIT contributes to understanding intelligence rather than

operating as a determined teaching method, curriculum, or technique which helps



teachers to develop classroom activities based on multiple ways of learning and

knowing. Furthermore, teachers adapt the language and supplementary activities to

suit the needs of language learners in the classroom (Christison, 1999b; Christison &

Kennedy, 1999).  

Along the same lines, MIT suggests a new tool for effective teaching and learning

at all levels. Unlike traditional teaching and learning strategies expecting all students

to learn in the same way, in MIT, teachers should consider the cognition, language, 

and culture of each student (Mbuva, 2003). According to Arnold and Fonseka(2004), 

in the MIT instructional perspective, teachers offer a choice of tasks, not to teach

specific intelligences but to give learners the opportunity to develop their other

intelligences and propose  a balanced approach where different "windows on the

same concept" are incorporated (Gardner, 1993, p. 204).  

However, among students whose cultural or educational backgrounds emphasize

more traditional ways of teaching and learning, teachers may experience some

opposition in reaction to these modern ways of MIT based instructions (Costanzo &

Paxton, 1999).  

In Haley’s (2004) research on learner-centered instruction from the perspective of

MI, the application of MIT in shaping and informing instructional strategies, and

curriculum development in foreign and second language classrooms were

investigated. Results showed that through the implementation of MIT, students

achieve greater success rates and develop a high degree of satisfaction and positive

attitude toward the content. 



McClaskey (1995) presented a practical example of multiple intelligences in the

classroom. He used Gardner’s model of multiple intelligences for developing lessons. 

He claims that one way of teaching intelligences is through providing opportunities

for students to understand their own learning process.  He notes that recognizing

types of intelligence is not sufficient for teachers; they should share that knowledge

with students to make them aware of their intelligences, so the learners will be able to

use their skills in situations outside the classroom.  Christion (1998) argues that the

first step in using MIT in EFL context is that teachers should identify the learners' MI

profile to find appropriate teaching strategies to take into account their individual

differences.

Christison and Kennedy (1999) identified four ways in which the MI theory can be

used in the classroom:  

1. "As a tool to help students develop a better understanding" and recognition of

their own strengths.  

2. "As a tool to develop a better understanding of learners' intelligences" which

enlarges teachers' awareness of their students' knowledge, skills, strengths, and

potentials. 

3. "As a guide to provide a greater variety of ways for learners to students and to

manifest their learning".   

4. "As a guide to develop lesson plans" considering "the full range of students'

need (pp.3-6). 



In Green's study (1999), it was found that the implementation of MIT in the

classroom successfully produced environments with rich materials. It was also noted

that learners were more willing in the process of their learning experiences. On the

whole, his study supports the view of improving motivation and achievement among

learners through the application of MIT. 

Chan (2001) assessed giftedness of 192 Chinese secondary students from a

multiple intelligences perspective by using a self-report checklist. Using conventional

standardized measures, their IQs, creativity, and leadership characteristics were

assessed to be compared with self-estimates of the seven intelligences. He concluded

that the seven intelligences and the conventional measures provided independent and

complementary information on the aspects of giftedness in which self reports of

intelligences did not generally predict the conventional measures. 

2.2.6. MI and language skills and components  

The relationship between multiple intelligences and the learning of second

language skills

is a burgeoning area of research. Some of the related studies are presented below, 

particularly with regard to writing and reading abilities. 

In a study by Ahmadian and Hosseini (2012), the possible relationship between L2

learners’ MI and their writing performance was examined. The participants included

33 female homogeneous Persian speaking EFL learners. The results showed a

statistically significant relationship between the participants’ MI and their



performance on writing. In addition, the results of regression analysis revealed that

the linguistic intelligence made the greatest contribution to writing performance. 

Similarly, Marefat (2007) investigated the relationship between students’ MI Profile

and their writing product on the basis of their average scores on three essay writings. 

The results showed that kinesthetic, existential, and interpersonal intelligences were

the best predictors of writing scores. The findings of some studies like the one

reported by Sadeghi and Farzizadeh (2012) are contrary to the mentioned studies. 

Their results indicated that the components of MI did not have a significant

relationship with the writing ability of the participants.  

In another study, Eng and Mustapha (2010) tried to see the extent to which MI-

based strategies and instructions improve students’ writing ability. Findings revealed

that students’ overall writing ability in the experimental group significantly improved

after two months of training. Furthermore, Owolabi and Okebukola (2009) explored

the effects of appropriate pedagogical skills including study groups and multiple

intelligences on 90 science students' efficiency in reading skills. A significant

difference in the performance of the study groups and multiple intelligences methods

groups was reported. In an investigation by Rahimi and Qannadzadeh (2010) the

logical/mathematical intelligence was found to be significantly related to the use of

more logical-connectors in their essay writing. 

Regarding the skill of reading, Hajhashemi and Eng (2012) showed that there was

no significant correlation between MI and the performance in reading competency. In

addition, the results of the correlation analysis showed that there was a significant but



low negative relationship between musical-rhythmic intelligence and reading. 

Generally, it was reported that three categories of MI (musical-rhythmic, verbal-

linguistic, and bodily-kinesthetic) were significant predictors of reading proficiency. 

In addition, Motallebzadeh and Manoucheri (2009), who compared the results of the

reading comprehension section of IELTS and MIDAS scores of participants, had a

similar conclusion in which there was no significant relationship between multiple

intelligences and reading score, except for logical mathematical intelligence, which

showed a positive relation.  

Many MI based investigations have been conducted in the area of vocabulary and

grammatical knowledge including the following studies. 

Javanmard (2012) investigated whether there is any relationship between types of

intelligence and language learners' performance on a vocabulary test. The

participants, 100 junior students, were asked to answer the MIDAS and four different

formats of vocabulary tests. He found no significant relationship between intelligence

profile of the participants and their scores on different formats of vocabulary tests as

well as their total vocabulary score, except for the bodily kinesthetic intelligence, 

which had a positive relationship with vocabulary score.  

On the other hand, Razmjoo, Sahragard, and Sadri (2009) in a study attempted to

identify the relationship between MI, vocabulary knowledge and vocabulary learning

strategies among Iranian EFL learners, by administering three instruments: Nation's

Levels Tests, Schmitt's vocabulary learning strategies, and an MI questionnaire. The

findings of the study showed a statistically significant relationship between linguistic



and natural intelligences and vocabulary knowledge. As to the relationship between

MI and vocabulary strategies, it turned out that among the five strategies, social, and

memory strategies had a significant relationship with several domains of MI.  

In a study by Panahi (2011), the relationship between MI and the grammar

knowledge of male and female EFL learners was examined. Results showed a

significant relationship between the MI of the learners and their grammar knowledge. 

In addition, no difference was found between the grammar performance of male and

female EFL learners whose dominant intelligence was linguistic intelligence. 

To investigate the relationship between four types of intelligence and grammatical

and writing accuracy of EFL learners, Zarei and Mohseni (2012) administered a

multiple intelligence questionnaire, a Michigan grammar test, and a writing test to

190 homogenous Iranian students. The results of the multiple regression analyses

indicated that intrapersonal and interpersonal intelligences were predictors of

grammar accuracy, and intrapersonal intelligence was also a significant predictor of

the learners’ writing accuracy. 

Other studies in this area conducted by Hanafiyeh (2013) and Schneider and

Arikan (2009) indicated a negative relationship between grammar and bodily-

kinesthetic, spatial, and intrapersonal intelligences; and a positive relationship

between writing and musical intelligence.  

Similarly, Schneider and Arikan (2009) found significant but negative

relationships between grammar and bodily-kinesthetic, spatial, and intrapersonal

intelligences while the relationship between musical intelligence and writing was



reported to be significant and positive. Similar findings have been reported by

Hanafiyeh (2013) in Iranian EFL setting. 

Many researchers have investigated the relationship between gender and

intelligence profiles. In an attempt to discover the existence of this relationship, 

Schneider and Arikan (2009) found no significant gender differences in the

intelligence types of the participants, except for a positive relationship between

gender and the linguistic intelligence. In another study, Razmjoo (2008) investigated

the relationship between MI and English language proficiency emphasizing the

prominent role of gender. He concluded that there was no significant relationship

between MI and language proficiency in the Iranian context. While he found that the

use of intrapersonal intelligence by females was higher than that of the males. He also

found out that none of MI types were predictors of language proficiency. On the other

hand, Loori (2005) reported that males scored higher in the logical/mathematical

intelligence. The study by Hanafye (2013) revealed that differences between the

intelligence types of male and female participants were not statistically significance, 

except for the linguistic intelligence which was positive. 

In a study by Neto, Ruiz and Furham (2008), the relationships among sex, attitude

toward intelligence, and self-estimation of multiple intelligences for self and parents

were explored. The participants were 242 adolescents who estimated their own and

their parents' IQ scores on each of Gardner's multiple intelligences. Sex differences in

self-estimated IQ were reported: males evaluated themselves higher on overall, 

mathematical, spatial, intrapersonal, spiritual, and naturalistic IQ in comparison with



females. Multiple regressions showed that verbal, logical, and intrapersonal

intelligences were significant predictors of self and parents' IQ estimations. On the

whole, males believed in sex differences on intelligence more than females. 

A number of studies have focused on the application of MI-based instructional

methods. In one such study, Bas and Omer (2010) reported that multiple-

intelligences-supported project-based learning is a comprehensive approach to

classroom teaching and learning. Their study revealed that this method is more

effective in the positive development of students’ attitudes, and it brings about more

successful learning in which learners use different types of intelligence and develop

many skills and show higher motivational level than the traditional instructional

methods.

Green and Tanner (2005) examined the applications of MI theory in online teacher

education. They concluded that: First, MI theory is a useful tool for evaluating an

online course. Second, designing online courses using MI theory contributes to

innovation. Third, designing tasks based on MI theory helps learners to engage and

learn better. Finally, learners are assumed to have more responsibility for their own

learning. 

Barnard and Olivarez (2007) conducted a study with the purpose of examining the

correlation between school-valued intelligences and general factor intelligence as

self-estimated by individuals. The participants were 321 students at a public

university in the southwestern United States. They concluded that there was



significant but low relationship between self-estimates of these school-valued

intelligences and g-factor intelligence.  

Ahmadian and Jalilian (2010) tried to figure out the relationship between Iranian

EFL learners’ level of spatial Intelligence and their performance on analytical and

perceptual cloze tests. They compared participants' scores, 41 male Iranian EFL

learners, on an spatial intelligence and two cloze tests. A significant correlation was

found between the variables. 

Kagan (1998) believes that philosophically there are important connections

between cooperative learning and multiple intelligences; both of them share the goal

of helping students to succeed in school and beyond. He introduces three main links

as instructional strategies, celebrating diversity, and the connection between

interpersonal intelligence and cooperative skills. First, incorporating simple

instructional strategies into any lesson through cooperative learning and multiple

intelligences will be influential. Second, both multiple intelligences and cooperative

learning appreciate each individual for his or her uniqueness. Third, both the

interpersonal intelligence and cooperative learning involve an understanding of the

feelings, motives, values, and points of view of others. 

Applying MIT in classrooms creates a more student-centered atmosphere of

learning through the use of informed teaching strategies (Christison & Kennedy, 

1999). A number of studies have tried to verify this claim.   

With the aim of finding whether there is any relationship between the use of

language learning strategies and multiple intelligences scores of EFL learners, Akbari



and Hosseini (2008) administered MIDAS to measure the participants’ multiple

intelligences and Strategy Use Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) to check

their strategy use. The results indicated a significant relationship between them. 

However, musical intelligence did not correlate with any aspect of learning strategy, 

and kinesthetic intelligence correlated with only memory strategies.  

In a similar study (Hajhashemi, et al., 2011), a low positive correlation between

MI and different strategy types was reported. It was also revealed that the highest

correlation was between meta-cognitive strategies and MI, followed by compensation

and cognitive strategies. Furthermore, Kallenbach (1999) argues that by focusing on

problem-solving activities taken from multiple intelligences, teaching strategies

strengthen learners and provide knowledge to learn new areas and skills. 

In Rahimian's (2005) study, the relationship between MI and learner types was

examined. The participants answered MIDS (Multiple Intelligence Development

Scale) and Reid's learning style inventory. He reported that subjects' language

proficiency correlated with their dominant learning styles and participants' dominant

intelligences correlated with their age. 

2.2.7. MIT in education

The use of MI in education is one of the fundamental aspects of its application by

focusing on learners' different intelligences and the role it might play in learning

environments (Javanmard, 2012). Gardner (1993) states that MIT has very important

implications in educational settings. According to Nolen (200), foreign language



teaching materials should include all or most of the intelligences due to the fact that

each of the intelligences is potentially available in every learner. Furthermore, 

Armstrong (1994) believes that MIT makes its greatest contribution to education by

suggesting the idea that there are various ways to teach. Kagan and Kagan (1998)

recognize MIT as a powerful “catalyst” in education. It incites activities for a more

authentic, and student-centered approach to curriculum, instruction, and assessment.

Several studies provide evidence for the possibility of improving the educational

practices through MIT. As Kagan and Kagan (1998) claim, MI can be used to meet

three visions for improving the way teachers teach and the way students learn:

matching, stretching, and celebrating (p.182). 

1. Matching: It means matching teaching with the best way of students' learning. 

As every student is unique, no single teaching methodology will be effective for all. 

On the whole, academic success is achieved by matching instruction to students'

multiple intelligences. 

2. Stretching: This vision is aimed at developing each human intelligence to its

maximum by focusing on the development of each of the intelligences in the

curriculum. So, it focuses on the shift for the curriculum rather than instruction. 

3. Celebrating: It means that through the application of MIT, a new respect for the

uniqueness of each individual is generated among teachers in which the

understanding and celebration of the unique pattern of intelligences of each

individual is emphasized. 



Temiz and Kiraz (2007) tried to find out whether the implementation of MIT has

any effect on Literacy Education (LE). The results showed a positive relationship

between them. It was also concluded that teachers should be encouraged to

participate in both the dominant domain of intelligence and their weak domain in

order to improve their intelligences in a holistic manner. 

Sharifi (2008) used a multi-sided intelligence questionnaire adapted from Douglas

and Harms Questionnaires, Bell Adjustment Questionnaire, and a researcher- made

questionnaire on the sample group. Based on his research, different kinds of

intelligences are not totally independent from each other, and there is significant

correlation among them. 

According to Sharifi (2008), Gardner believes that for the educational goals to be

achieved, the following points should be considered in the learning process:

1. Learning cannot be gained by just utilizing cognitive abilities; other types of

intelligence also play a vital role in the process of learning. 

2. In the process of learning, individuals, based on the type and level of their

intelligence, use different strategies to process information and take part in problem-

solving.  

3. The teachers will be able to provide suitable learning experiences for students if

they guide them to utilize the maximum capacity of their intelligence and talent while

directing those to educational goals. Nevertheless, Gardner (1983, p. 389) declares

that establishing a match between students and the teaching method is a challenge

since there is a variety of cultural goals and different profiles of intellectual abilities



among learners. So, a matching system between students and appropriate teaching

techniques is essential. 

IKiz and Çakar (2010) studied the relationship between multiple intelligences and

the academic achievement levels. The study was conducted with a group of 250

secondary school students in Turkey. Academic achievement scores turned out to be

related to students' multiple intelligences. Results also contribute awareness to the

self knowledge and self- efficacy of the students and to developing programs to

improve their academic achievement. 

This section provides a summary of historical and theoretical areas of multiple

intelligences as well as relevant studies in this field. Through the application of MIT, 

learners' performance and capabilities of learning will increase (Gardner, 1993;

Jaeger, 2003; Kolata, 2003). Self-efficacy has also been associated with increased

individual, organizational and academic performance (Bandura, 1997; Chyung, et al,. 

2010; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998; Zimmerman, 1995). The purpose of this study is to

investigate the existence of relationship between multiple intelligences and self-

efficacy as well as to find which type of multiple intelligences is a better predictor of

self-efficacy.  Therefore, in the next section, a review of the concept of self-efficacy

with relevant studies in this area is presented. 

2.3. Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is grounded in a larger theoretical framework known as Social

Cognitive Theory (SCT) emphasizing a triadic reciprocal causal interaction in human



physiological functioning. It is illustrated in Figure 1 (Wood and Bandura, 1989;

Cooper, 2000).  

  

   

Figure 2.1. Bandura’s reciprocal determinism model (Adapted from Wood and Bandura, 1989)

In this Triadic Reciprocal Determinism model, there are bidirectional interactions

between the cognitive, behavioral and environmental or situational contexts (Wood &

Bandura, 1989). According to Parajes (2002), social cognitive theory is recognized as

the cognitive, vicarious, self-regulatory and self-reflecting processes in human

adaptation. Efficacy beliefs determine peoples' choice of activities, amount of effort

allocated to an activity and degree of perseverance encountering obstacles (Gürola, 

Özercana, & Yalçin, 2010; Nikoopour, et al., 2012; Pajares, 2002). The theory of

self-efficacy proposes that behavior changes by different modes of influence by

developing and strengthening percepts of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Schunk, 

1981). Self-efficacy increases with accomplishments rather than personality and

traits, which are relatively stable human characteristics (Kumar & Uzkurt, 2010). 

Bandura (1997) defines self-efficacy as "the belief in one's capabilities to organize

and execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations" (p. 3 . 

Self-efficacy beliefs are not a stable attribute of an individual, but they are an active

and learned system of beliefs held in context. According to Bandura (1982), "self

percepts of efficacy influence thought patterns, actions and emotional arousals"

Personal factors

Environmental factorsBehavioral factors



(p.122), the higher the self-efficacy, the higher performance achievements and the

lower the emotional arousals. 

The concept of self efficacy is concerned with judgments of one's capability to

produce a given pattern of behavior (Schunk, 1981). Bandura (1994) proposed the

concept of self-efficacy as domain or task-specific self-confidence in which students

who feel more confident in specific domains will try to improve and master learned

skills in specific areas. Self-efficacy includes a series of different self-beliefs specific

to varying areas of functioning (e.g., social self-efficacy, academic self-efficacy)

(Bandura, 1997; Carroll, et al., 2009; Valentine, et al., 2004). According to Choi

(2005), the social cognitive theory holds that self-constructs are better predictors

while the specificity levels of self-constructs (as predictors) and the criterion variable

closely correspond.  

The concept of self-efficacy is related to efficacy expectations which are different

from outcome expectations.  Efficacy expectations represent one’s beliefs on the

behaviors to obtain certain outcomes, the efforts people will make, and the amount of

persistence when encountering obstacles (Bandura, 1977; Kuo, 2010). While

outcome expectations include judgments about the outcomes that are likely to flow

from such performances (Bandura, 2006), according to Schunk and Pajares (2002), 

outcome expectations are the consequences expected from one’s own actions which

have three different forms including the positive and negative physical, social, and

self-evaluative outcomes (Bandura, 1986). 



As self efficacy is advocated to have motivational impacts, it would be relevant to

children's achievement behavior. Children with a strong sense of efficacy in a specific

subject matter would be expected to display strong achievement attempts, while

inefficient children tend to avoid achievement tasks and easily give up by the

existence of obstacles. This reality is drawn from the theory that experiences

designed to raise self efficacy should also increase persistence and skillful

performance (Schunk, 1981). 

According to Bandura (1994, 1997; 2003), learners can construct their self-efficacy

beliefs through four sources of experiences:  

Mastery experiences: Students' successful experiences increase self-efficacy, while

failures destroy it (Bandura, 1994, 1997). It is developed by "visualizing successful

outcomes instead of dwelling on personal deficiencies or ways in which things might

go wrong" (Bandura, 2003, p. 4). According to Bandura (1997), it is the most

influential factor for developing self-efficacy because it is based on authentic mastery

experience (Bandura, 1986), and it helps learners determine the level of effort

necessary for a success.  

Vicarious experience or Modeling: It allows a person to imagine oneself in

someone else’s situation without the possible negative outcomes (Bandura, 1994;

1997). "Observing that others perceived to be similarly competent fail despite high

effort lowers observers' judgments of their own capabilities and undermines their

efforts" (Bandura, 1986, p. 399). While vicarious experiences are likely to be less

strong than direct factors, they produce significant, enduring changes on



performance. Some factors cause more sensitivity to vicarious influence including

uncertainty about ones' capability, little prior experience, and criteria by which ability

is evaluated-mostly social criteria since most performances are evaluated in terms of

social information (Bandura, 1986).  

Social persuasion: Social persuasion including verbal persuasions is the process by

which individuals are persuaded of their ability to accomplish certain tasks through

the support of their peers. Individuals who receive social persuasion more probably

follow a desired goal and succeed even when they do not believe they are able to do

so (Bandura, 1994).  In such a situation, they will be more likely to put forth more

effort and sustain the effort more than when they have self-doubt on personal

deficiencies (Bandura, 1986; 1994). Verbal persuasion, when accompanied with

action, can help increase self-efficacy of people with low self-esteem (Bandura, 

1977). 

Physiological and emotional states: Mood or attitude is necessary for developing

high self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994). Positive moods give individuals good feelings

about their personal self-efficacy and can increase students’ perception of what she or

he can accomplish. While negative emotional states cause feelings of stress, 

"Treatments that eliminate emotional arousal to subjective threats heighten perceived

self-efficacy with corresponding improvements in performance" (Bandura, 1986, p. 

401). 

According to Liu and Wilson (2010), although there is an abundant literature on

efficacy beliefs, sources of efficacy belief have not been fully researched. On their



research, two scales for the two main sources of self-efficacy belief: past performance

and social persuasion were developed. They showed that the two scales displayed

satisfactory psychometric properties. 

2.3.1. General self efficacy

Self-efficacy is mainly defined as perceived capabilities within specific domains

(Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Schunk & Pajares, 2002). Although Bandura (1997)

originally focused on task-specific self-efficacy with a stronger predictive power than

general self-efficacy, numerous experiences in different domains of functioning have

generated more generalized beliefs of self-efficacy that have explanatory value as

well (Bosscher & Smit, 1998).  This has been supported by many studies (Chen, et al. 

2001; Scholz, et al,. 2002; Sherer, et al., 1982; Yildirim & Ilhan, 2010). General self-

efficacy (GSE), which is a broad and stable sense of personal competence, reflects a

generalization across various domains of functioning in which people judge how

efficacious they are and how they cope effectively with a variety of stressful or

challenging situations (Luszczynska, et al., 2005; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995;

Sherer, et al., 1982).

Generalized sense of self-efficacy appears to be a universal construct producing

meaningful relations with other psychological constructs (Luszczynska, et al., 2005). 

The General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES), developed by Sherer, et al., (1982), is an

instrument designed to assess self efficacy in different areas, while in task-specific

self-efficacy, specific scales are utilized.  



In a study, Garipa ao lu (2013) attempts to clarify the relationship between the

general self-efficacy and the lifelong learning tendencies of CEIT (Computer

Education and Instructional Technologies) students. It was concluded that individuals

with high self-efficacy are more likely to have higher lifelong learning tendencies. 

2.3.2. Academic self efficacy

Bandura defines self-efficacy as a construct describing the degree of individuals'

confidence, the amount of control they believe they have in their ability to reach a

goal or accomplish a task (Bandura, 1997; Lampert, 2007) and the belief in one’s

capabilities to exercise control over actions (Bandura, 1977, 1994; Mezei, 2008).This

sense of control plays a great role  in everyday life since, theoretically, individuals

who lack this sense of control will have little inducement to put forth any effort

towards achievement. In academic contexts, individuals' beliefs in their personal

efficacy to control their educational processes and outcomes and their engagements in

different subject matters, influence their academic incentive, interest, and

achievement (Lampert, 2007). In another words, knowledge of one's abilities to

operate given activities show perceived self efficacy which influences behavioral

functioning by affecting people's choice of activities, degree of effort, and persistence

in the face of difficulties.  

Academic self-efficacy is defined as the individual perceptions considering the

effectiveness with which one can perform academic tasks or achieve academically

(Chemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001). In this regard, many researchers show that academic



self-efficacy significantly influences academic achievement (e.g., Bandura, et al., 

1996; Chemers, et al., 2001; Lent, Brown, & Larkin, 1984; Pajares, 1996; Schunk, 

1995). Schunk(1995)discusses on the relation of self efficacy to motivation and

performance in the cognitive and sport domains. 

According to Lent et al., (1984), students with higher levels of academic self-

efficacy achieve higher grades and persist longer in their academic major. Their study

also showed that academic self-efficacy was related to standardized tests and high

school rankings.  Similarly, Valentine, et al., (2004) investigated the possible effect

of self-beliefs on academic achievement. It was concluded that the stronger effects of

self-beliefs were achieved in areas with self-beliefs specific to the academic domain

and when measures of self-beliefs and achievement were relevant to that domain

(e.g., same subject area). 

In another study, Schunk (1981), in a self efficacy analysis investigating modeling

and attributional effects on children's achievement, reported perceived efficacy as an

accurate predictor of arithmetic performance across levels of task difficulty and

modes of treatment. The proposed treatment combining modeling with effort

attribution created the highest congruence between efficacy judgment and

performance. Covington and Omelich (1979) has also reported similar results, 

indicating a significant relationship between people's expectations of successful

performance and their following accomplishment.  

Another study in this area conducted by Lampert (2007) investigated the

relationship of self-efficacy and self-concept to academic performance as measured



by grade point average. Three instruments were used including College Academic

Self-Efficacy Scale, which measured self-efficacy specifically for academics in

college; the Self-Efficacy Scale, which was designed for measuring more general

self-efficacy as well as social self-efficacy; and Academic Self-Concept Scale, which

measured academic self-concept. It was reported that academic self-efficacy, which is

a specific construct, is a better predictor of GPA than academic self-concept or

general self-efficacy. 

2.3.3. Self regulated learning

Although the importance of self regulation is acceptable by all scholars, there is

disagreement about its definition and analysis. In the traditional theoretical

perspective, it was defined as a singular internal construct or stage that was

genetically inborn or individually discovered. However, based on the cognitive

perspective, self regulation is context-specific involving triadic processes that are

used proactively and retroactively for the attainment of personal goals (Zimmerman, 

2000).  

According to Pintrich (1999), self-regulated learning (SRL) is defined as the

strategies that students use to regulate their cognition (i.e., use of various cognitive

and metacognitive strategies) as well as the resource management strategies that

students use for controlling their learning. Academic self-regulation is "a way of

approaching academic tasks that students learn through experience and self-

reflection" (Pintrich, 1995, p. 7). Self regulatory beliefs influence the use of self



regulation process as academic learning strategies (Zimmerman, Bandura, &

Martinez-Pons, 1992). Based on Zimmerman (1990), the common feature of self-

regulated learners is that they are active participants in their own learning. 

The findings of studies have reported significant, positive relationships between

self-efficacy and self-regulated learning (Bandura, 1986; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). 

Good self regulated learners will have a better academic performance than those who

are not, since they have a higher sense of efficacy for self-regulated learning and

academic mastery (Bandura, et al., 2003).  For briefness, self efficacy for self-

regulated learning referred to as "self regulatory efficacy" (Caprara, et al., 2008, p. 

525). 

Recent evidence suggests that self regulatory efficacy affects academic

achievement, through its influence on perceived academic self efficacy (Zimmerman,

Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). According to Chyung, et al., (2010), students’

self-efficacy is also an important self regulated learning characteristic that influences

academic self-regulation and performance.  

Zimmerman (2000, p. 18) asserts that goal setting and self efficacy can influence

each other. Self regulated learners feel self efficacious since they have adopted

process goals by the help of their mastery experiences which provide a sense of

satisfaction instead of making it necessary to achieve the final goals to feel success. 

Pintrich (2003) proposed a motivational perspective on the role of student

motivation in learning and teaching contexts. According to his study on SRL (2003), 

motivation is emphasized in all aspects of self-regulation. Pintrich (1999) claims that



there is also a relationship between motivation and self-regulated learning among

students in academic settings. Zimmerman, et al., (1992) studied learners' academic

goals and self-efficacy beliefs in self-motivated academic achievement. They

concluded that learners’ beliefs in their efficacy for self-regulated learning influenced

self-efficacy for academic achievement, which influenced their ultimate academic

goals and attainments. Pintrich and De Groot (1990) examined the relationships

between motivational orientation, self-regulated learning, and classroom academic

performance. They noted that using cognitive and metacognitive strategies was not

sufficient without considering individual differences in motivation, implying that

both motivational and self-regulated learning components should be considered for

successful academic achievement. 

2.3.4. Self-efficacy in language learning

The concept of self efficacy has been widely investigated in various aspects of

second and foreign language learning.  Some of the related studies are presented

below.

Pintrich and De Groot (1990) showed that self-efficacy facilitated cognitive

engagement. They also found a negative relationship between worry and self-efficacy, 

but no significant relationship between test anxiety and self-regulation. In their study, 

self-efficacy turned out to be more related to performance than self-regulation and its

variables. It was also concluded that worry had a significant negative relationship

with both self-efficacy and self-regulation. They found that students with higher self-



efficacy, cognitive strategy use, and use of self-regulating strategies

(metacognition/effort) had significantly higher grades. 

The study conducted by Mohsenpour, et al., (2008) revealed a negative

relationship between self-efficacy and learning strategies. However some other

researchers were against this claim by finding a positive relationship between these

variables (e.g. Ames & Archer, 1988; Elliot, 1999). The study by Abdi-Nia (1998)

supported the findings of these studies by reporting self-efficacy as a positive

predictor of learning strategies. 

According to Brown (2000), motivation is a powerful personality factor in second

language acquisition. Many studies have explored self efficacy in relation to

motivation. According to Caban (2004), Bandura believes that self-efficacy is related

to motivation as it determines the goals which are set, the amount of effort used to

accomplish the goals, and the amount of time and resilience spent during difficulties

and failures.  

Agbaria (2013) examined the link between learning motivation among teacher

trainees and self-efficacy and the rate of choosing the profession of teaching. A

significant relationship was found between motivation and its variety of elements and

participation in the process of choosing the academic institution. In another study by

Pajares (2003), the relationship between writing self-efficacy, the motivation

constructs related to writing, and writing outcomes in academic settings were

explored. It was concluded that students’ confidence in their writing abilities

influenced their writing motivation as well as various writing outcomes in school. 



Many studies have investigated the concept of self efficacy in the academic

settings. Schunk (1984) found that mathematics self efficacy influenced

mathematics performance directly. In another study, the role of students’ intrinsic

goal orientation, self-efficacy, and e-learning was explored in an engineering class.  

It was concluded that students' learning was significantly improved by the end of

the course and students’ intrinsic goal orientation and e-learning practice made

significant contributions to their learning (Chyung, et al., 2010). 

Carroll, et al., (2009) examined the structural relations among self-efficacy, and

academic aspirations, in the academic achievement of 935 students. Instruments like

the Children’s Self-Efficacy Scale, and Children’s Academic Aspirations Scale were

administered to participants prior to academic achievement, which was assessed by

mid-year school grades. The results showed that academic self-efficacy and self-

regulatory efficacy had a strong relationship with academic achievement. However, a

negative relationship between social self-efficacy and academic achievement was

reported. 

In another study, Khanehkeshi (2012) investigated the relationship between

academic stress, depression and self-efficacy with academic performance among 120

high school student. The results indicated a significant relationship between academic

stress and academic performance, depression and academic performance and self-

efficacy and academic performance. Results also showed a significant difference

between academic grades in academic stress, depression and self-efficacy. According

to Newby-Fraser and Schlebusch (1997), self-efficacy has a significant negative



correlation with level of stress. Consequently, higher self efficacy may perform as a

moderator of stress for high school students. 

2.3.5. Previous studies

Many studies (Chan, 2007; Mikolajczak & Luminet, 2007; Penrose, Perry & Ball, 

2007; Rastegar & Memarpour, 2009) have explored the connection of emotional

intelligence and self-efficacy of teachers. 

Penrose, et al., (2007) and Rastegar and Memarpour, (2009) concluded that there is

a positive significant relationship between emotional intelligence and self efficacy of

teachers. Another study (Moafian & Ghanizadeh, 2009) in Iranian context supported

the findings of this study, reporting a significant relationship between teachers'

emotional intelligence and their self-efficacy while three subscales of emotional

intelligence were found to be good predictors of teacher self-efficacy. 

However, Nikoopour, et al., (2012) examined the relationship between 336 Iranian

EFL teachers’ trait EI and self-efficacy. The participants were asked to complete the

Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire and the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale

(TSES). Results revealed that all subconstructs of trait EI were moderate predictors of

self-efficacy. In addition, in the investigation of the effect of teachers’ age and gender

on EI and Self-efficacy, no effects were observed. However, results indicated that

teachers with more years of teaching experience showed higher levels of trait EI and

self-efficacy. 



Gürola, et al., (2010) conducted a research to investigate the relationship between

pre-service teachers’ emotional intelligence (IE) and their self-efficacy. Furthermore, 

these two variables were also examined in terms of gender. The obtained results from

among 248 pre-service teachers showed a positive significant correlation between

perceived EI and self-efficacy, but no support for gender differences in EI and self-

efficacy was reported. Chan (2007) also found that individuals who exhibited higher

emotional intelligence had higher self-efficacy. 

In an attempt to investigate the effect of emotional intelligence and self-efficacy

beliefs on high school students' achievement, Yazici, Seyis and Altun (2011) found

gender, age and self efficacy as the major predictors of learners' academic

achievement. In addition, they reported an interaction between academic achievement

and the learners' socio-economic status. Regarding gender as a variable, they reported

a significantly higher academic achievement for females in comparison to male

participants. 

Through the use of MI, students' sense of responsibility and efficacy as learners

will be improved (Kolata, 2003). Traub (1998) showed that MI theory should be

implemented with caution since educators have adapted MIT and applied its concepts

in class without evidence about its efficacy. Many studies have examined the

relationship between multiple intelligences and self-efficacy of learners. 

In a study conducted by Pamela (2003), it was concluded that multiple

intelligences theory should be implemented because of its positive effect on reading

self efficacy. In another study, Mahasneh (2013) investigated the relationship



between multiple intelligence and self-efficacy of 576 male and female students. 

Results indicated that there was a significant positive correlation between self

regulatory and the bodily/ kinesthetic, intrapersonal, logical, interpersonal, visual, 

musical, existential, and verbal linguistic intelligences. Self confidence was

positively related to the bodily/ kinesthetic, intrapersonal, interpersonal, visual, 

musical, existential, naturalist, and verbal/ linguistic intelligences. And the task

difficulty preference was positively related to the intrapersonal, logical, interpersonal, 

visual, existential, and verbal/ linguistic intelligences.  

Young (2003) suggested a new approach to improving mathematics achievement

by the integration of MIT and Self-efficacy theory. He claimed that learning through

intellectual strengths increases students' mathematics achievement both directly from

their increased understanding and indirectly by raising students’ self-efficacy for

mathematics.  

In Yazdanimoghaddam and Khoshroodi's (2010) study, the possible relationship

between English language teachers' teaching efficacy and their multiple intelligences

were examined. 101 participants were asked to fill out the two related questionnaires;

i.e. a 116- item multiple intelligences known as MIDAS and a 24- item teaching

efficacy. Based on the results, it was concluded that the linguistic and musical

intelligences were the two main predictors of teachers' teaching efficacy whereas the

other domains of intelligences, although intercorrelated, did not significantly

contribute to the construct of teachers' teaching efficacy. 



Teacher self efficacy construct, which refers to teachers' beliefs about their abilities

to control the reinforcement of their actions within themselves or in the environment

(Bandura, 1977; Rotter, 1990), plays a major role across diverse teaching conditions

(Kla n, et al., 2009). It has been related to students’ own sense of efficacy

(Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988; Tschannen-Moran, et al., 1998) as well as

student outcomes such as achievement and motivation (Tschannen-Moran, et al., 

1998) and their enhanced mastery of cognitive and affective goals (Ross, 1994).  

Although many studies have been done on MI during the last two decades, few of

them have dealt with the interrelationship between MI and self-efficacy, especially in

foreign language learning situations. In an attempt to partially fill the existing gap, 

the present study aims to investigate different types of intelligences as predictors of

self-efficacy. 



Chapter 3: Method

3.1. Introduction

This chapter specifies the methodological details and overall research design of the

study. It includes participants of the study, data collection instruments, the applied

procedures, design, and data analysis. 

3.2. Participants

The initial number of participants in the present study was 180 male and female

Iranian B.A. students majoring in TEFL and Translation at Islamic Azad University

of Takestan, Zanjan University, Islamic Azad University of Zanjan, Payame Noor

University of Zanjan, Payame Noor University of Abhar, and Shaheed Rajaee

Teacher Training University. 10 of the students did not answer the Michigan test, 

leaving a total number of 170 participants. 18 other participants were excluded from

the study because of extremely high or low levels of proficiency measured through by

the Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency. Therefore, the final number of

participants included 148 students. 

3.3. Instruments

In this research, 5 instruments were utilized:

1. A Michigan test (MTELP)

2. A MI questionnaire



3. General self-efficacy scale  

4. Academic self-efficacy  

5. Self-efficacy for self regulated learning  

3.3.1. Michigan test of English language proficiency (MTELP)

A MTELP (Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency) was used to specify

the participants' level of proficiency and to homogenize them. The MTELP in the

present study included a 100-item multiple choice test consisting of three subparts, 

vocabulary, grammar, and reading comprehension (GVR). It consisted of 40

grammar items; 40 vocabulary items in the form of completion of a sentence or the

selection of synonyms or antonyms; and four reading passages containing 4 texts

of between 400 and 600 words with 5 multiple choice questions for each (A

sample of the test is given in Appendix A).

3.3.2. Multiple intelligences questionnaire

A Multiple Intelligences test based on Howard Gardner's MI Model was

administered to the participants to specify their intelligence profile. It measured seven

dimensions of Gardner’s MI theory: linguistic, logical/mathematical, musical, spatial, 

bodily/kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal intelligences. It comprised a set of

35 statements with 5 statements specified for assessing each of the intelligences. The

participants were asked to indicate their personal feelings about each statement by a

tick mark ( ) or dash (-) in the provided box next to each statement. ( meant that it



corresponded to the participants and - showed that it did not). This questionnaire is

available at http://www.businessballs.com /freepdfmaterials /free_multiple_

intelligences_test_ young_people.pdf (see Appendix B). 

3.3.3. General self-efficacy scale

This scale, which is the modified version of Sherer's General Self-Efficacy

(SGSES), consisted of 12 items (Bosscher & Smit, 1998). Sherer's original scale had

23 items consisting of two factors: general self-efficacy and social self-efficacy.  

Sherer and his colleagues suggested the application of General Efficacy Scale alone, 

in assessing the psychometric properties of the scale (Sherer & Adams, 1983; Sherer, 

et al., 1982; Yildirim & Ilhan, 2010). Sherer's general self efficacy (SGSES) was a

likert format 17-item scale which was developed to measure "a general set of

expectations that the individual carries into new situations" (Sherer, et al., 1982, p. 

664). The SGSES was primarily developed for clinical and personality research, later

it has also been used in organizational settings (Imam, 2007). Bosscher and Smit

(1998) excluded five items because of low item-rest correlations and ambiguous

wording, resulting in a 12-item version of the scale (GSES-12). Chen, et al., (2001)

proposed another NGSE.  According to Chen, et al., (2001) studies in two countries

found that this scale has higher construct validity than the SGSES. Although shorter

than the SGSE scale, the NGSE scale demonstrated high reliability and predicted

specific self-efficacy (SSE) for a variety of tasks in various contexts. 



The GSES-12 is interpreted as a broad unidimensional construct, which is in

accordance with the aim of the scale, i.e. to tap general expectations of self-efficacy

(Bosscher & Smit, 1998). Several studies have also investigated the

unidimensionality of SGSES. They have found that SGSES items measure three

distinct empirical factors including initiation, effort, and persistence (e.g., Bosscher &

Smit, 1998; Chen, et al., 2001; Woodruff, & Cashman, 1993; Yildirim & Ilhan, 

2010). Conceptually, these factors are not self-efficacy; rather, they are its

consequences (Bandura, 1997). It has also been concluded that instead of considering

each factor as a subscale, it is more appropriate to consider the whole items together

and to estimate a total score from the entire scale (Bosscher & Smit). 

The response format is a 5-point scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly

agree). Sum of the item scores reflect general self-efficacy. The higher the total score

is, the more self efficacious the respondent. The total score ranges from 12 to 60 in

which any increase in the scores means the increase in the general self efficacy level

(see Appendix C). 

3.3.4. Academic self efficacy

The academic self efficacy (ASE) is the individual perceptions about the

effectiveness with which one can perform academic tasks or achieve academically

(Chemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001). In this study, a measurement proposed by Chemers, 

et al., (2001) consisting of 8 items with reported range of internal consistency of =

0.74 was utilized. The students were asked to report on a scale of 1 to 5 (strongly



disagree to strongly agree). According to Thomas (2011), theoretically, academic

self-efficacy beliefs should illustrate a positive correlation with expectations of

academic outcomes and actual performance. It is in line with the study by Chemers, 

et al., (2001) since participants' scores on academic self efficacy correlated positively

with their recent academic performance and expectations. This is an indication of the

measure’s construct validity (See Appendix D). 

3.3.5. Self-efficacy for self regulated learning

This study used Bandura's self-efficacy for self regulated learning scale composed

of 11 items that measure participants' perceived capabilities to use a variety of self

regulated learning strategies.  For each item, the participants rated the strength of

their efficacy to execute the designed activities using a 5-point scale ranging from 1

(disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). A coefficient of 0.87 was reported by

Zimmerman, et al., (1992) the validation of the scale was also previously investigated

on different samples (Bandura, et al., 1996; Caprara, et al., 2001) (See Appendix E). 

3.4. Procedures

Initially, the participants were explained about the study procedures, and they were

asked to complete the study materials and then to return the completed pack to the

researcher directly or via the mail system. The number of packs distributed was 180, 

and of those, 170 were returned. 

Then, a pre-test, which was a multiple choice test of MTELP, was administered to  



make sure that there was no significant difference among learners in terms of their

proficiency level. In order to select a homogeneous group of participants, their scores

on the general proficiency test were summarized, and the mean and standard

deviation were computed; those students whose scores were less than one standard

deviation away from (above or below) the mean were selected as the sample of the

present study, and those with extremely high or low levels of proficiency were

excluded from all subsequent analyses. 

In another session, Gardner's MI questionnaire and three other questionnaires

including General self-efficacy scale, Academic self-efficacy, and Self-efficacy for

Self regulated learning were administered.  

The MI questionnaire was used to measure the participants’ MI profiles. They were

required to place a tick mark for statements with which they agreed and a dash for

those they disagreed. In the following session, the self-efficacy scales consisting of 3

types of self-efficacies - general self-efficacy, academic self-efficacy , and self-

efficacy for self regulated learning - were used to measure the learners' efficacy. 

Students rated their general self-efficacy according to a five-point Likert scale.  The

descriptions were 1, disagree strongly, 2, disagree moderately, 3, neither agree nor

disagree for 3, 4, agree moderately, and 5, agree strongly. The approximate time for

the completion of the MI questionnaire and the self-efficacy scales were between 15

to 20 minutes. 



3. 5. Data analysis

After the collection of the data, to analyze the obtained data and to answer the

research questions, multiple regression analyses were used to see which types of

multiple intelligences were a better predictors of the participants' self-efficacy.





Chapter Four: Results and Discussion

4.1. Restatement of the Problem

This study investigates types of multiple intelligences as predictors of self efficacy. 

In this chapter, the results of multiple regression analysis are presented in tables for

clear illustration. 

4.2. Results

4.2.1. Investigation of the first research question

The first question attempted to see which types of MIs are predictors of general

self-efficacy scale. To this end, a multiple regression analysis was used. The results

of the descriptive statistics for the general self-efficacy scale and the types of

intelligences of the learners are presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1. Descriptive statistics for general self efficacy and multiple intelligences

Mean
Std. 

Deviation N

GSE 38.2905 7.53699 148

Linguistic 2.8176 1.31985 148

Logical/math 2.8514 1.03256 148

Musical 2.9797 1.17496 148

Bodily/kinesth 3.5068 1.22611 148

Spatial/visual 3.0608 1.10796 148

Interpersonal 3.6622 1.09764 148

Intrapersonal 3.3378 1.23748 148

Table 4.1 shows that interpersonal intelligence group's mean score is the highest

( =3.66) and linguistic and logical/mathematical intelligences group's mean scores



are the lowest ( =2.8). A correlation coefficient was run between general self-

efficacy of the students and their types of MI to see the degree of the relationship

between them. The results are shown in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2. Correlations among general self efficacy and multiple intelligences

G
SE

L
inguistic

L
ogical/m

ath

M
usical

B
odily/kinesthetic

Spatial/visual

Interpersonal

Intrapersonal

Pearson

Correlation

GSE 1.000 .249 -.025 .287 .106 .023 -.016 .046

Linguistic 1.000 .100 -.011 .049 .170 .056 -.133

Logical/math 1.000 -.120 .098 -.040 .207 .141

Musical 1.000 .234 -.276 .163 -.089

Bodily/kinesth 1.000 -.158 .143 -.082

Spatial/visual 1.000 .073 .079

Interpersonal 1.000 .065

Intrapersonal 1.000

Sig. 

(1-tailed)

GSE .001 .381 .000 .100 .390 .423 .288

Linguistic . .114 .446 .277 .019 .250 .054

Logical/math . .073 .119 .316 .006 .044

Musical . .002 .000 .024 .141

Bodily/kinesth . .028 .041 .160

Spatial/visual . .189 .169

Interpersonal . .218

Intrapersonal . 

N GSE 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148



As it is shown in Table 4.2., of all the seven predictors, only linguistic and musical

intelligences account for a statistically significant correlation with general self

efficacy (p < .05). 

To further analyze the data, a stepwise multiple regression was used the result of

which is presented in Table 4. 3. It indicates that among the seven components of the

MI profile, only two of them, i. e. musical, and linguistic intelligences predict general

self-efficacy. The other types of intelligences did not contribute to the regression

model. (Stepwise criteria: probability of F<= .05).

Table 4.3.Variables Entered/ Removeda

Model Variables
Entered

Variables
Removed

Method

1 musical . Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-of-F-
to-enter <= .050, Probability-of-F-to-
remove >= .100). 

2 linguistic . Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-of-F-
to-enter <= .050, Probability-of-F-to-
remove >= .100). 

a. Dependent Variable: GSE

Table 4.4. Model Summaryc

a. Predictors: (Constant), musical

b. Predictors: (Constant), musical, linguistic  

c. Dependent Variable: GSE

The result of the model summary (Table 4.4) shows that musical intelligence

shared 0.08 % of variance with general self-efficacy while, together, the linguistic

Model R R Square Adjusted R

Square

Std. Error of the

Estimate

1 .287a .082 .076 7.24414

2 .382b .146 .134 7.01293



and musical intelligences account for around 0 .14% of the total variance with

general self efficacy.

The results of the ANOVA (Table 4.5) indicates that both F-values are statistically

significant (F (1, 146) = 13.12, p < .05; F (2, 145) = 12.39, p < .05). The results show that

the predictive power of the model is significant. 

Table 4.5. ANOVAc on general self efficacy

Model Sum of
Squares

df Mean
Square

F Sig. 

1 Regression 688.778 1 688.778 13.125 .000a

Residual 7661.729 146 52.478   

Total 8350.507 147    

2 Regression 1219.236 2 609.618 12.395 .000b

Residual 7131.271 145 49.181   

Total 8350.507 147     

a. Predictors: (Constant), musical
b. Predictors: (Constant), musical, linguistic
c. Dependent Variable: GSE

Table 4.6 contains the unstandardaized as well as standardized coefficients of the

two models, along with the observed t-values and significance levels. The first model

shows that for every one standard deviation of change in one's musical intelligence, 

there will be about .28 of a standard deviation change in one's general self efficacy. 

The second model shows that when musical and linguistic intelligences are taken

together, for every one standard deviation change in one's musical and linguistic

intelligences, there will be .29 and .25 of a standard deviation change in one's general

self-efficacy, respectively. Meanwhile, all the standardized coefficients are

statistically significant.  



Table 4.6. Coefficientsa of multiple intelligences

Model Unstandardized        
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta   
1 (Constant) 32.801 1.628 20.148 .000

musical 1.842 .509 .287 3.623 .000

2 (Constant) 28.692 2.012 14.258 .000

musical 1.860 .492 .290 3.779 .000

linguistic 1.439 .438 .252 3.284 .001

a. Dependent Variable: GSE

These results indicate that two types of intelligences including musical and

linguistic intelligences are predictors of general self efficacy. Therefore, the first null

hypothesis is rejected.

4.2.2. Investigation of the second research question

The second research question of the present study aimed to find out which

intelligence types were the best predictors of academic self efficacy. To this end, a

standard multiple regression and a stepwise regression analyses were run on the data

with academic self efficacy as a criterion variable and the seven types of MI as

predictor variables.  

A correlation was run to see the degree of the relationship among academic self

efficacy and types of MI (Table 4.7). The results indicated that none of the

intelligence types had any significant correlation with academic self efficacy. In

addition, none of the 7 intelligences entered into the regression model. Therefore, the

second null hypothesis was supported.



Table 4.7. Correlations among academic self efficacy and multiple intelligences

4.2.3. Investigation of the third research question

The third research question attempts to see which types of MIs are the best

predictors of self efficacy for self regulated learning. 

A
SE

L
inguistic

L
ogical/m

ath

M
usical

B
odily/kinesthetic

Spatial/visual

Interpersonal

Intrapersonal

Pearson

Correlation

ASE 1.000 .043 -.030 -.132 -.032 .101 -.076 .125

Linguistic 1.000 .100 -.011 .049 .170 .056 -.133

Logical/math 1.000 -.120 .098 -.040 .207 .141

Musical 1.000 .234 -.276 .163 -.089

Bodily/kinesth 1.000 -.158 .143 -.082

Spatial/visual 1.000 .073 .079

Interpersonal 1.000 .065

Intrapersonal 1.000

Sig. 

(1-tailed)

ASE .302 .359 .055 .351 .110 .180 .064

Linguistic .114 .446 .277 .019 .250 .054

Logical/math .073 .119 .316 .006 .044

Musical .002 .000 .024 .141

Bodily/kinesth .028 .041 .160

Spatial/visual .189 .169

Interpersonal .218

Intrapersonal

N ASE 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148



Table 4.8. Descriptive statistics for self regulatory efficacy and multiple intelligences

Mean Std. 
Deviation

N

SRE 36.7297 8.17961 148

Linguistic 2.8176 1.31985 148

Logical/math 2.8514 1.03256 148

Musical 2.9797 1.17496 148

Bodily/kinesth 3.5068 1.22611 148

Spatial/visual 3.0608 1.10796 148

Interpersonal 3.6622 1.09764 148

Intrapersonal 3.3378 1.23748 148

Table 4.8 shows the results of descriptive statistics for the self regulatory efficacy

and the types of intelligences of the learners. Table 4.8 shows that the intrapersonal

intelligence group's mean score is the highest mean ( = 3.66) and the linguistic and

logical/ mathematic intelligences have the lowest mean ( = 2.8).  

To see the degree of the relationship between self efficacy for self regulated

learning and the seven types of intelligences, a correlation coefficient was run. The

results are shown in Table 4.9. As it is shown in Table 4.9, only spatial/visual

intelligence accounts for a statistically significant correlation with self regulatory

efficacy (p < .05).  

The result of a stepwise multiple regression is presented in Table 4.10. It shows

that among the seven intelligences, spatial/visual intelligence is the only predictor

entered into the regression equation. The other components of MI profile did not

contribute to the regression model (Stepwise criteria: probability of F<= .05). 



Table 4.9. Correlations among self regulatory efficacy and multiple intelligences

The result of the model summary presented in Table 4.11 shows that spatial/visual

intelligence shared 0.047 of the variance with self regulatory efficacy.  

SR
E

L
inguistic

L
ogical/m

ath

M
usical

B
odily/kinesthetic

Spatial/visual

Interpersonal

Intrapersonal

Pearson

Correlation

SRE 1.000 -.002 -.049 -.146 .013 .217 .036 -.016

Linguistic 1.000 .100 -.011 .049 .170 .056 -.133

Logical/math 1.000 -.120 .098 -.040 .207 .141

Musical 1.000 .234 -.276 .163 -.089

Bodily/kinesth 1.000 -.158 .143 -.082

Spatial/visual 1.000 .073 .079

Interpersonal 1.000 .065

Intrapersonal 1.000

Sig. 

(1-tailed)

SRE .490 .277 .038 .437 .004 .332 .421

Linguistic .114 .446 .277 .019 .250 .054

Logical/math .073 .119 .316 .006 .044

Musical .002 .000 .024 .141

Bodily/kinesth .028 .041 .160

Spatial/ visual .189 .169

Interpersonal .218

Intrapersonal

N SRE 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148



Table 4.10. Variables Entered/ Remove

Mode
l

Variables
Entered

Variables
Removed

Method

1 Spatial/visu
al

. Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-of-
F-to-enter <= .050, Probability-of-
F-to-remove >= .100). 

  a. Dependent Variable: GSE

Table 4.11. Model Summaryb

Mo
del

R R Square Adjusted R
Square

Std. Error of the
Estimate

1 .217a .047 .041 8.01153

a. Predictors: (Constant), Spatial/visual

The result of ANOVA test presented in Table 4.12 shows that F-value is statically

significant (F (1, 146 = 7.23, p < .05). The results show that the predictive power of the

model is significant. 

Table 4.12. ANOVAb on self regulatory efficacy

Model Sum of
Squares

df Mean
Square

F Sig. 

1 Regression 464.228 1 464.228 7.233 .008a

Residual 9370.962 146 64.185   

Total 9835.189 147    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Spatial/ visual

Table 4.13 contains the unstandardaized as well as standardized coefficients of the

two models, along with the observed t-values and significance levels. The model

shows that for every one standard deviation of change in one's spatial/visual

intelligence, there will be about .21 of a standard deviation change in one's self

regulatory efficacy. The standardized coefficient is statistically significant.



Table 4.13. Coefficients of multiple intelligences

Model Unstandardized          

Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta  

1 (Constant) 31.820 1.941 16.397 .000

Spatial/ visual 1.604 .596 .217 2.689 .008

a. Dependent Variable: SRE

These results indicate that spatial / visual intelligence is a predictor of self-efficacy

for self regulated learning. Therefore, the third null hypothesis is also rejected. 

4.3. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine the types of MIs as predictors of self

efficacy. The findings of some previous studies (e.g. Beichner, 2011; Shore, 2001;

Yazdanimoghaddam & Khoshroodi, 2010) are partially similar to the results of the

present study, which emphasize MI as predictors of self efficacy. 

Yazdanimoghaddam and Khoshroodi (2010) concluded that linguistic and musical

intelligences are the two main predictors of teachers' teaching efficacy. This is in

partial accordance with the findings of the present study since the same two types of

intelligences turned out to be predictors of general self efficacy.  

Furthermore, the findings of the present study partially approve those of Shore

(2001), and Beichner (2011). Shore (2001) investigated the relationship between MI

and student self-efficacy. It was concluded that MI-based classrooms would have a

positive effect on self efficacy in ESL courses. Although a relationship was found

between MIs and self efficacy, the present study does not lend full support to that



finding. Shore's study showed a relationship between writing self-efficacy and

interpersonal, intrapersonal, bodily-kinesthetic, and linguistic intelligences.

Beichner (2011) showed a relationship between multiple intelligences and students'

academic self-efficacy. He reported higher self efficacy for students in classrooms

where teachers used two of their three dominant MI than the other two groups, 

classrooms where the teacher used one of their three dominant MI and the other

group in which none of students' dominant MI were emphasized. His study is

compatible with the aim of the present study to find the existence of relationship

between multiple intelligences and academic self efficacy but without taking into

account the types of MIs. However, the finding of the present study shows that

learners' types of intelligence have no role in predicting their academic self efficacy. 

The findings of the present study are different from a number of previous studies

presented in the review section. According to the present study, there is a positive

correlation between self regulatory efficacy and only the visual intelligence, but

Mahasneh (2013) concluded that there is a significant positive correlation between

students' self regulatory efficacy and all kinds of intelligence.  

A number of factors might have contributed to the results obtained in this study. 

This study was conducted with a small sample size of participants (180) while in

studies like Mahasneh (2013), the number of participants was 576, and in Carroll, et

al., (2009), the participants included 935 learners. According to Caban (2004), the

more significant change in self efficacy is evident with a larger sample of

participants.  



The other possible factor resulting in different findings may be gender differences. 

In the present study, gender was not considered as a variable, but the previous studies

on multiple intelligences like Nikoopour, et al., (2012), Schneider and Arikan (2009),

Razmjoo (2008), Hanafye (2013), and Neto, et al., (2008) have emphasized gender

differences among the participants in MI-based instruction.   

The other significant factor seems to be learners' level of proficiency. The present

study only focused on B. A. students majoring in translation and TEFL. Most of the

previous studies were conducted with advanced and upper-intermediate level

participants. 



Chapter Five: Conclusion and implications

5.1. Introduction  

In this final chapter, the findings of the study are summarized. After a brief

summary, some pedagogical implications and suggestions for further studies are

presented.  

5.2. Conclusion

The present study attempted to investigate types of multiple intelligences as

predictors of self efficacy. The first question investigated the type of intelligence as

the predictor of general self efficacy. Findings showed that musical and linguistic

intelligences are predictors of general self efficacy. 

The second research question examined the intelligence types which predicted

academic self efficacy. The result indicated that none of the intelligence types

contributed to predicting academic self efficacy. 

The third question was concerned with the relationship between self regulatory

efficacy and multiple intelligences. Based on the finding, spatial/visual intelligence is

the only significant predictor of self efficacy among the other types of intelligence.  

Based on the results of this research, it is concluded that learners' multiple

intelligences made a contribution to predicting self efficacy and some of the

intelligence types are a better predictor of self efficacy. This means that the



enhancement of learners' MI will increase their level of self- efficacy and attention to

learners MI profiles will raise learners' beliefs about their ability. 

5.3 Implications  

The findings of the present study may have implications for teachers, learners and

materials developers.

The present study helps teachers to become familiar with the relationship between

EFL learners' multiple intelligence and their self-efficacy beliefs. Teachers can play a

vital role in helping learners to understand their multiple intelligence profiles. When a

teacher recognizes the students’ strengths and weaknesses by their intelligence

profiles, s/he can develop different activities according to their intellectual

capabilities. Furthermore, teachers can find better ways to help learners explore their

ability as language learners and support them in developing their sense of self-

efficacy. According to Zimmerman, et al., (1992), training learners to set goals for

themselves strengthens their self efficacy and academic performance. Teachers, with

the application of MI, can improve learners' performance (Gardner, 1993; Jaeger, 

2003). In addition, self-efficacy has been associated with increased individual, 

organizational and academic performance (Bandura, 1997; Chyung, et al., 2010). The

findings of the present study help learners and teachers in planning activities to relate

students' self efficacy and their MI profiles and support learners with the best possible

instruction.  



This study is also helpful for materials developers and syllabus designers. They

should develop materials and course books to improve the specific MI types that are

directly related to self-efficacy. 

5.4. Suggestions for further research

For those who are interested in carrying out research in the area of MI and self-

efficacy, the following points are suggested:  

The relationship between teachers' multiple intelligence and their sense of self

efficacy is an area suggested for further research, because teachers’ sense of efficacy

appears to be a belief  

that affects teaching and learning. Another suggestion in this regard, is to find

whether there is any relationship between teachers' multiple intelligence and learners'

self efficacy. 

In this study how teachers may alter learners' sense of self-efficacy was not

considered, so further research can take this into consideration.  

The relationship between academic, generalized, and self regulatory efficacies can

also be investigated in further studies. 

The age and gender of the participants were not considered as variables, so they

may be considered in further investigations. 

This study focused on B. A level students, the same study is suggested for M.A

and Ph.D. level students, as well as school students.  
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Appendices:

Appendix A: Michigan test of English language proficiency (MTELP)

Name............................

Instruction: This part of the examination contains 100 problems, numbered 1-100. There are 40

grammars, 40 vocabularies, and 20 reading comprehension problems. The examiner will not explain

any test problem. If you don't understand how to do the problems, raise your hand. Do not spend too

much time on any one problem. Each problem counts the same. If you do not know the answer to a

problem, you may make a reasonable guess. Each problem had only one correct answer. Work fast

but carefully. You have one hour (60 minutes) to answer all 100 problems. Fill in the circle on your

answer sheet that corresponds to your answer choice. Do not write in this test booklet.

GRAMMAR

1. “Sorry I was late again this morning.”

“Well, don't let it happen again. I expect you ____ on time.”

a. be                         b. are                              c. being                     d. to be

2. “John’s remark was very strange.”

“Yes. I was completely____ by what he said.”

a. amaze                   b. amazing                    c. amazingly             d. amazed

3. “Why is Jane upset?”  “She’s disappointed because her son's low test scores prevented _____to

the university.”

a. him from being admitted                   b. him to admit

c. to admit him                                      d. him from admitting

4. “Do you know where Barb is?” “Strange___  sound. She is in Timbuktu.”

a. may it                 b. as it may                   c. like it may                  d. does it

5. “I understand you don't like opera.”

“____ . I go at least once a month.”

a. On the contrast          b. In contrary        c. On the contrary           d. In the contrast



6. “How did you decide what kind of car to Buy? “After ___ all the alternatives, I chose the fastest

car I could find.”

a. considering from            b. considering       c. I consider              d. consider

7. “Who did you invite to dinner?”“No one___ than Frank and his family.”

a. rather                      b. except                     c. besides                   d. other

8. “Will you write my term paper for me?”

“No. The only thing I can do is_____ you write it.”

a. are                            b. being                      c. to be                       d. help

9. “Did Bob take the test?”

“Yes. And_____, he passed it easily.”

a. surprisingly            b. surprised                  c. so surprising           d. by surprise

10. “Why are you calling the weather service?”

“I want to see how much rain___ in Florida this month.”

a. has there been          b. had been there        c. there has been         d. it has been

11. “Jack is quite a scholar.”

“Yes. In addition ____ Latin he also speaks Greek.”

a. to know                    b. to knowing            c. knowing              d. knows

12. “Why is that building closed?”

“The police are looking for a___ bomb.”

a. timing                      b. timer                      c. timed                     d. time

13. “The teacher said the test would be easy.”

“Despite____, we'd better study hard.”

a. what she said            b. she said it             c. she said                  d. that she said

14. “There’s a lot of traffic here!”

“Yes. A lot of people ___ here find it too crowded.”

a. Live                          b. living                      c. were living               d. lived



15. “It’s really cold today!”

“Yes, I didn’t want to get out of bed,____ go outside.”

a. even though              b. much less                c. aside from                d. not only

16. “Is John a good student?”

“He is,_____ an excellent student.”

a. in most parts                                      b. for most parts    

c. for the most part                                d. in most of the parts

17. “Has Jennifer ever been to Paris?”

“No, but ____. She’s going next week.”

a. interestedly                                          b. interested enough        

c. interesting enough                               d. enough interesting

18. “What math class are you taking next term?”

“My advisor recommended____  Algebra II.”

a. me to take              b. to take                     c. me                       d. that I take

19. “What do you know about your new roommate?”

“Well. She prefers tea_____ coffee.”

a. than                      b. to                               c. as                        d. instead

20. “Was Jack wearing a seat belt?”

“Yes. He would have ____ without it.”

a. been injured           b. injured                   c. been injure             d. injure

21. “Are you coming to the party?”

“I’m not sure. But there’s a good chance _____ there.”

a. we are                    b. of us                      c. of our being            d. we would be

22. “What did the paper say about the president’s plans for next week?”

“He ___ to  South America then.”

a. will be fly             b. has flown                 c. is flown                  d. is to fly



23. “What are they talking about?”

“They are discussing problems___ the budget.”

a. concerning            b. concerning to          c. concerned              d. concerned to

24. “Do you think John is smart?”

“He is ____ can be.”

a. more clever as         b. as clever as        c. more clever than        d. so clever he

25. “Do you like frog’s legs?”

“_____ them. I don’t really know.”

a. Never trying                                            b. Not to have tried

c. Never having tried                                   d. Never had tried

26. “Did the painter say when he would finish the work?” “No. he _____ to tell me.”

a. yet has              b. has yet                  c. hasn’t yet                        d. yet hasn’t

27. “Was the test long?”

“Yes, John was the only one ____it.”  

a. to finish              b. finished               c. could finish                    d. has finished

28. “Why did Johnny buy that fumy looking shirt?”

“That’s one of____ that teenagers like this year.”

a. style                          b. styles                     c. the styles                   d. the style

29.”Are there any dinosaurs living now?”

“Oh. No. They have____  for millions of years.”

a. been made extinct        b. been extincted        c. extincted          d. been extinct

  

30. “Why didn’t they buy the vase?”

“It was too expensive ____ it was on sale.”

a. however               b. despite                       c. even                 d. although

31. “Have you been to Chicago recently?”

“No. not since ____ here last May.”

a. moving                   b. I move             c. I had moved        d. I had been moved



32. “I couldn’t take the history class I wanted last semester.”

“Why didn’t you talk to your advisor?

She ____ able to help you get in.”

a. wasn’t               b. might have been          c. might be      d. couldn’t have been

33. “Is this Mary’s original copy of the letter?”

“No. it’s the ____ one.”

a. rewrote                  b. rewritten            c. rewrite             d. rewriting

34. “The reservations weren’t made on time.”

“Sorry. The computers were down; it____.”

a. couldn’t be helped                               b. didn’t help

c. couldn’t help                                      d. wasn’t helped

35. “What point does Ganger make in her Book?”

“She says that snakes are perceived ____being evil in some societies.”

a. of                           b. by                        c. as                   d. like

36.” traffic should we do this?”

“It should be done ____ we did it yesterday.”

a. the same way as                                 b. as the same way as  

c. as the same way than                         d. as the same way

37. “Is your new house large?” “Not really, but ___ to this apartment; it seems large.”

a. comparing               b. in comparing        c. compared              d. by comparing

38. “All these desserts look delicious.”

“Yes, but___ the pie looks the best.”

a. of them                    b. of them all          c. from them                 d. from all

39. “Is it hard to get around because you don’t have a car?”

“Not since I got used_____ the bus.”

a. to riding                   b. to ride                 c. riding                        d. ride



40. “What did John do after he fell?”

“He kept running ____ his pain.”

a. even though            b. unless                  c. however                    d. despite

VOCABULARY

41. “Sally said she would paint the house for a_____ fee.”

a. formulaic               b. miniature               c. superfluous              d. nominal

42. “No one can visit her because she has a very _____ disease.”

a. intoxicating            b. contagious            c. corporal                   d. exasperating

43. “He tried to explain how he felt. But he was unable to ____ his true feelings.”

a. articulate               b. evolve                     c. inhibit                       d. inflict

44. “That popular magazine has many ______ .”

a. denominations      b. prescriptions            c. subscribers               d. spectators

45. “John tried to eat a large piece of meat too fast and began to ____ on it.”

a. exploit                  b. lash                          c. gauge                        d. choke

46. “Jane is a very _____ student.”

a. eventual                b. foregoing                 c. conscientious           d. admissible

47. “Jenny is _____ of the mistakes of others.”

a. tolerant                 b. benevolent                c. cordial                    d. cooperative

48. “Frank _______ to travel the world.”

a. conspires                b. inspires                    c. asserts                     d. aspires

49.”Those two countries have always ____ the location of their shared border.”

a. disputed                 b. dissented                c. dissolved                  d. declined

50. “He received a silver _____ for winning the contest.”

a. trophy                     b. technique                c. chasm                    d. grant



51. “Inflation has risen in _____ years.”

a. current                      b. recent                    c. the latest                     d. the last

52. “No one knew what to do because his instructions were so ______.”

a. unconscious              b. precarious              c. ambiguous         d. restrictive

53. “The noise of the traffic is a real ____ when I’m trying to study.”

a. epidemic                   b. outburst                  c. nuisance           d. fragment

54. “After Eric had run the race. His shirt was ______ sweat.”

a. overcome by             b. reinforced with        c. invaded by      d. saturated with

55. “He took a second job to _____ his income.”

a. engender                  b. augment              c. exploit                   d. hasten

56. “Bill’s teachers ______ him as a troublemaker.”

a. regard                      b. remind                 c. conclude              d. measure

57. “Because John didn't take good care of himself, it was ____ that he would get sick.”

a. invariable               b. notorious               c. inevitable           d. conclusive

58. “He said it would never work, that all our efforts had been _____.”

a. distracted                 b. vacant                  c. futile                  d. convertible

59. “Jane was _____ that an unqualified person got the job.”

a. infected                    b. beset                     c. bold                   d. resentful

60. “Don’t use that airline. Its safety record is______.”

a. brazen                      b. appalling              c. terminal              d. existential

61. “Fred bought his new car on _____ quickly and without thinking.”

a. impulse                b. expectation          c. prejudice                 d. reaction

62. “They did not believe the candidate’s_____.”

a. apertures                 b. assertions              c. imperatives         d. resumptions



63. “Bill just doesn't fit in here: he's like ____.”

a. a bird in the hand                                     b. a fish out of water  

c. a fly in the ointment                                 d. water on a duck’s back

64. “When Helen told me she was mad at her boss, I asked her not to do anything

____.”

a. incidental                 b. distorted               c. crucial                    d. drastic

65. “The old man’s health was improving. But then some ____ developed.”

a. complications          b. implications        c. terminations             d. conclusions

66. “John couldn’t say a word: he was ____ by the shocking news.”

a. jammed                 b. clamped              c. stunned                  d. clenched

67. “When we heard the criminal was released from prison we felt nothing but ____ .”

a. infection                 b. revulsion             c. combustion                d. restriction

68. “They didn’t finish the project in time though they had _____ three weeks to it.”

a. accused                  b. adhered               c. aggregated                 d. allotted

69. “Because so much wheat has been sold to other countries, local supplies are ___ .”

a. expanded                b. depleted              c. apprehended             d. preoccupied

70. “Jane wasn’t driving carefully, and had a ____ when she almost crashed into a truck.”

a. last call                     b. look out                   c. knock out                d. close call

71. “Scott _____ his success to luck.”

a. attributes                b. contributes              c. concedes                   d. attests

72. “The teacher told Sue her comments were interesting but not _____ .”

a. stimulating             b. synthetic                  c. relevant              d. peripheral

73. “The papers were easy to find because the files were _____ organized.”

a. progressively          b. intimately                  c. ironically          d. meticulously



74. “If you pay for the movie, I’ll _____ for dinner.”

a. snap                         b. sprout                    c. spark                      d. spring

75. “The politician told _____ lie.”

a. a dense                    b. a sundry                  c. and outright            d. a snug

76. “That scale isn’t correct. It needs _____.”

a. cohesion                 b. calibration              c. resignation         d. approximation

77. “We hope that increasing the size of the police force will act as a _____ to crime.”

a. deterrent                 b. contraction             c. suspension           d. deficiency

78. “When he parked his car in our driveway, he _____ our property rights.”

a. restrained                b. penetrated              c. infringed on            d. invested in

79. “The boy didn't fall even though he was ____ on the edge of the cliff.”

a. peering                   b. presiding                c. perceived                 d. poised

80. “From her accent he ____ that she was from Canada.”

a. deduced                    b. evoked                     c. incurred                    d. implied

READING COMPREHENSION

Like all growing plants, the potato is a product of the seamless cooperation of sun, soil, 

temperature and water. However, while potatoes thrive on moisture, so, too, does the potato's worst

affliction, late blight. After attacking and blackening the leaves, phytophthora infestans spores

move down the stem, eventually reaching and rotting the tubers in the ground. Even those potatoes

harvested and stored may carry the fungus and be wiped out. 

The search for the cause of the blight that ruined the Irish plants in the 1840's and the Polish

plants in 1980 preoccupied researchers for years. M. J. Berkeley, a 19thcentury naturalist, first

recognized that the fungus appearing on the potato plants in 1845 in Ireland and elsewhere was not

the result of the blight but the cause. Working in Germany, another scientist Heinrich Anton de

Bary, proved Berkeley's theory by identifying the fungus as an outgrowth on the host. It took

another hundred years.  However, before the mystery of the origin of the fungus was solved, and the

pathogen itself was traced to central Mexico.  



Late blight has traditionally been held in check with costly chemical fungicides. Unfortunately, 

for many farmers, the chemicals are too expensive, if a valuable at all. Therefore today, identifying

or creating blight-resistant potato species is the major goal of agricultural researchers interested in

late blight.

81. Where does late blight begin?

a. in the stems of potato plants             b. on the leaves of potato plants

c. in potatoes in the ground                   d. in potatoes that are being stored

82. M. J. Berkeley is known for…

a. discovering the cause of late blight. 

b. finding a treatment for late blight. 

c. understanding that the fungus was a result of late blight. 

d. recognizing that the blight in Ireland was the same as the blight in Germany. 

83. The work of Heinrich Anton de Bary supported the theory that …

a. blight was a disease caused by potatoes. 

b. late blight caused a fungus. 

c. the cause of late blight was a fungus. 

d. German potato blight and Irish potato blight had different causes. 

84. Where did the fungus come from originally?

a. Ireland                   b. Poland            c. Germany       d. Mexico

85. According to the passage, current research is primarily aimed at …

a. finding types of potatoes not so affected by late blight. 

b. developing more effective chemical fungicides to fight late blight. 

c. developing less expensive chemical fungicides to fight late blight. 

d. discovering the cause of phytophthora infestans. 

A little more than a hundred years ago, a number of European scholars began to record stories

being told in peasant cottages and compile them into the first great collections of European folk

tales. Written evidence exists to prove that the folk tales they recorded existed long before then. 

Though. Collections of sermons from the 12th to the 15th century show that medieval preachers

knew of some of the same stories as those recorded by the 19th century folklorists.  



The collections of folk tales made in the late 19th and early 20th centuries provide a rare

opportunity to make contact with the illiterate masses who have disappeared into the past without

leaving a trace. To reject folk tales as historical evidence because they cannot be dated and situated

with precision like other historical documents is to turn one's back on one of the few points of entry

into the previous centuries. But to attempt to penetrate that world is to face a daunting set of

obstacles. The greatest of which is the impossibility of listening in on the story tellers. No matter

how accurate they may be. The versions of the tales recorded in writing cannot convey the effects

that the storytellers must have used to bring the stories to life: the dramatic pauses. The sly glances. 

The use of gestures to set scenes, and the use of sounds to punctuate actions. All of those devices

shaped the meaning of the tales, and all of them elude the historian. He cannot be sure that the limp

and lifeless text he holds between the covers of a book provides an accurate account of the

performance that took place in earlier times.

86. The author believes that written versions of folk tales …

a. changed dramatically from the 19th to the 20th century. 

b. are valid historical documents. 

c. show how illiterate the masses were before the 19th century. 

d. should be rejected as historical evidence. 

87. What problem of folk tale collections does the author discuss?

a. There is no way to tell which version of a story is the original version. 

b. They contain historical inaccuracies. 

c. They are used as historical evidence. 

d. They don’t preserve the original performance style of the storytellers. 

88. The author’s main purpose in this passage is to…

a. criticize historians who use folk tales as historical documents. 

b. argue that folk tales are authentic historical documents. 

c. convince readers that modern versions of folk tales are probably not the same as the originals. 

d. explain why historians must study the illiterate masses of the past

89. According to the passage. Peasant folklore was recorded by…

a. 19th century folklorists.                                 b. 19th century preachers. 

c. historians in the 12th to 15th centuries.         d. 19th century peasants. 



90. The author talks about “limp and lifeless” texts because…

a. the original texts have been damaged. 

b. the texts do not reveal how the storytellers presented their folk tales. 

c. some of the texts are no longer relevant to historians. 

d. the texts provide and accurate account of life in earlier times. 

Bioacoustics is a field that cacophony of sound emanating from the animal kingdom. Using the

equipment adapted from the sound recording industry and the military. bioacousticians are learning

how creatures use sound in mating , socializing, and staking out territories. The work of Eugene

Morton of the National Zoological Park exemplifies the interests of scientists in this field. He has

shown that most animals warn others away with a harsh. Low-pitched growl. The reason seems to

be that deep. Lowfrequency sound suggests bigness, in the same way a bass drum sounds mightier

than a snare drum. Conversely, he has found that animals use high-pitched sounds to show

amiability or submissiveness. A pocket mouse. For example, signals appeasement with a whining

squeal. A rhinoceros rumbles when hostile. But whistles when feeling friendly. 

Morton and other scientists owe such findings to the sonograph, the device that helped launch

bioacoustics in the 1950’s Developed for use in creating human voiceprints and submarine

identification. The sonograph converts sound waves in the atmosphere into electrical signals. The

signals drive a stylus. Which makes a two dimensional "picture" of sound on paper. Using the

sonograph, Morton has found that although a bird's warning chirp and a dog's growl sound

dissimilar, pictures of their sounds are much alike. Both reveal a low overall frequency and broad

bandwidth; the sonogram looks like a thick, black bar. At the opposite end of the sound spectrum is

the thin-lined sonogram representing an animal's friendly call, a high tone that makes the producer

seem smaller and unthreatening.  Using sonograms and sophisticated computers.  Bioacousticians

are scrutinizing everything from cricket chirps to lion roars to learn more about why an animal

makes particular sounds in particular situations.

91. What is the importance of the sonograph in biacoustice?

a. It creates human voiceprints. 

b. It sends electrical signals. 

c. It helps scientists compare animal sounds. 

d. It allows the identication of submarines. 

92. The original purpose of sonographs was to …

a. identify submarines. 



b. compare the sounds of birds and dogs. 

c. warn threatening animals away. 

d. learn more about how animals use sound. 

93. What does a sonograph do?

a. It decreases the frequency of sounds. 

b. It makes sounds louder so scientists can study them. 

c. It creates sounds like animals make. 

d. It makes a visual record of sounds. 

94. According to the passage. What does research show about large animals?

a. They may make high pitched sounds to show they are in danger. 

b. They may make low pitched sounds to show they feel friendly. 

c. They may make high pitched sounds to show they feel friendly. 

d. They may have difficulty making high-pitched sounds. 

95. The research mentioned in the passage suggests that low-pitched sounds made by an animal …

a. may mean the animal feels relaxed. 

b. indicate the animal is bigger than a bird. 

c. do not appear on a sonogram. 

d. may mean the animal is giving a warning. 

Printers use the term broadside to refer to a large piece of paper printed on one side. In military

language, it means an attack with all one's forces. Dudley Randall invoked both these senses of the

word when he established the Broadside press in 1965. Randall was a librarian and poet in Detroit

when he began the press with his personal savings as a way to copyright the words to his ballad

about a 163 racial incident in which whites killed three Black children. The poem was printed ad a

broadside.  

"By creating the Broadside press, the most successful poetry institution in the history of African

American literature. Randall created something that had previously not existed in the United States-

an organization that would publish the works of Black poets, “explains professor Melba Boyd, a

poet and former press editor. Historically, work by Black poets had been criticized for emphasizing

political issues and not using the traditional poetic forms of the white literary establishment. Thus, 

Black poets had found it difficult to get published.  



Boyd is producing a film documentary that will present Randall's biography as well as his

poetry. Randall served as general editor of the press from 1965 to 1977. In the mid-seventies. Sky-

rocketing printing costs and the closing of many small bookstores to whom he had extended credit

left the press in financial straits. Randall then sold the press and slumped into a depression. But in

the 1980's. He revived community support for the press through the Broadside Poets Theater. Boyd

hopes her documentary on Randall will introduce more people to African American literature.

96. According to the passage, the Broadside press is most famous as a publisher of…

a. criticism of traditional white poetry. 

b. biographies of famous African American poets. 

c. poetry written by African Americans. 

d. African American documentaries. 

97. Who paid the costs to start the press?

a. An organization of black writers                b. Dudley Randall

c. Professor Boyd                                           d. Many small bookstores

98. according to Professor Boyd. What significant change occurred because of the Broadside Press?

a. black poets returned to traditional poetic forms. 

b. Historical works about African Americans began to appear in print. 

c. The Black literary establishment began to emphasize political issues. 

d. It became easier for Black poets to get their work in print. 

99. What happened to the Broadside Press in the 1980’s?

a. It was renamed the Broadside Poets theater. 

b. It moved into a different community. 

c. It regained popular support. 

d. It helped support small bookstores during a depression. 

100. What did the Broadside Poets Theater do?

a. helped get support for the Broadside Press

b. led Randall into a personal depression

c. led the Broadside Press into financial difficulties

d. supported many bookstores in the community



Appendix B: Multiple intelligences questionnaire

Name: ………………. 

Instructions: Please indicate your own personal feelings about each statement by

marking the statements in the white-out boxes only   :            or   -

=  yes                     -  = no

No. Items Score

1 I can play a musical instrument. 

2 I often have a song or piece of music in my head. 

3 I find it easy to make up stories. 

4 I have been physically well co-ordinated (run, jump, etc). 

5 Music is very important to me.  

6 I am a good liar (if I want to be).  

7 I play a sport or dance. 

8 I am a very social person and like being with other people

9 I find graphs, charts and diagrams easy to understand. 

10
I find it easy to remember quotes, phrases or poems or

song.  

11
I can always recognize places that I have been before, 

even when I was very young.  

12 When I am concentrating I tend to draw.  

13 I find mental arithmetic easy (sums in my head). 

14 At school one of my favorite subjects is / was English. 

15
I like to think through a problem carefully, considering all

the consequences. 

16 I love adrenaline sports and scary rides. 

17 I enjoy individual sports best. 

Next page



18 I find it easy to remember telephone numbers.  

19 I set myself goals and plans for the future. 

20 I can tell easily whether someone likes me or dislikes me. 

21 To learn something new, I need to just get on and try it.  

22 I often see clear images when I close my eyes.  

23 I don’t use my fingers when I count. 

24 At school I love / loved music lessons. 

25 I find ball games easy and enjoyable.  

26 My favorite subject at school is / was math. 

27 I always know how I am feeling.  

28 I keep a diary.  

29 My favorite subject at school is / was art. 

30 I really enjoy reading.  

31 It upsets me to see someone cry and not be able to help.  

32 I prefer team sports. 

33 Singing makes me feel happy.  

34 I am happy spending time alone. 

35
My friends always come to me for emotional support and

advice. 



Appendix C: General self-efficacy scale

Name: ………………. 

Instructions: This questionnaire is a series of statements about your personal

attitudes and traits. Each statement represents a commonly held belief. Read each

statement and decide to what extent it describes you. There is no right or wrong

answers. You will probably agree with some of the statements and disagree with

others. Please indicate your own personal feelings about each statement below by

marking the letter that best describes your attitude or feeling. Please be very truthful

and describe yourself as you really are, not as you would like to be. 

Circle from 1 to 5:

5
Agree

Strongly

4
Agree

Moderately

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

2
Disagree

Moderately

1
Disagree

Strongly

ScoreItemsNo. 

54321When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to it until I finish
it. 

1

54321I avoid trying to learn new things when they look to difficult. 2

54321I do not seem to be capable of dealing with most problems of my
life. 

3

54321When I make plans, I am certain I can make them work. 4

54321If I can't do a job the first time, I keep trying until I can. 5

54321If something looks too complicated, I will not even bother to try it6

54321I feel insecure about my ability to do things. 7

54321Failure just makes me try harder. 8

54321When I set important goals for myself, I rarely achieve them. 9

54321When I decide to do something, I go right to work on it. 10

54321When unexpected problems occur, I don't handle them very well.  11

54321When trying something new, I soon give up if not initially
successful. 

12



Appendix D: Academic self-efficacy

Name: ………………. 

Instructions: This questionnaire is a series of statements about your personal attitudes and

traits. Each statement represents a commonly held belief. Read each statement and decide to

what extent it describes you. There is no right or wrong answers. You will probably agree

with some of the statements and disagree with others. Please indicate your own personal

feelings about each statement below by marking the letter that best describes your attitude or

feeling. Please be very truthful and describe yourself as you really are, not as you would like

to be.

Circle from 1 to 5:

5
Agree

Strongly

4
Agree

Moderately

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

2
Disagree

Moderately

1
Disagree

Strongly

Example: 2 3 4 5

ScoreItems

N

o. 

54321I know how to schedule my time to accomplish my tasks. 1

54321I know how to take notes.  2

54321I know how to study to perform well on tests. 3

54321I am good at research and writing papers.  4

54321I am a very good student. 5

54321I usually do/did very well in school and at academic tasks. 6

54321I find my academic work interesting and absorbing. 7

54321I am very capable of succeeding at this college. 8



Appendix E: Self-efficacy for self regulated learning

Name: ………………. 

Instructions: This questionnaire is a series of statements about your personal attitudes and

traits. Each statement represents a commonly held belief. Read each statement and decide to

what extent it describes you. There is no right or wrong answers. You will probably agree

with some of the statements and disagree with others. Please indicate your own personal

feelings about each statement below by marking the letter that best describes your attitude or

feeling. Please be very truthful and describe yourself as you really are, not as you would like

to be.

Circle from 1 to 5:

5
Agree

Strongly

4
Agree

Moderately

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

2
Disagree

Moderately

1
Disagree

Strongly

ScoreItemsNo. 

54321I finish homework assignments by deadlines. 1

54321I can study when there are other interesting things to do. 2

54321I can concentrate on school subjects. 3

54321I take class notes of class instruction. 4

54321I use the library to get information for class assignments. 5

54321I plan my school work. 6

54321I organize my school work. 7

54321I remember information presented in class and textbooks. 8

54321I arrange a place to study without distractions. 9

54321I motivate myself to do school work. 10

54321I participate in class discussions. 11
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