Ho6 so Pa tri tué cha sinh vién nam nhat khéng chuyén ngiv
tai Trwong Pai hoc Quy Nhon

TOM TAT

Thuyét Pa tri tué cua Howard Gardner da kh'fmg dinh mdi nguoi déu s& hitu mot vai kiéu tri tué riéng biét. Dya
trén khung 1y thuyét nay, nghién ciru tién hanh khao sat hd so Da tri tué cta 203 sinh vién nim nhat khong chuyén
ngir tai Truong Pai hoc Quy Nhon trong nam hoc 2024-2025. Dit liéu dugc thu thap thong qua bang hoi theo thang
do Likert 5 mtrc va duoc phan tich bang thong ké mé ta va kiém dinh t cho hai miu doc 1ap. Két qua cho thiy ca tim
loai hinh trf tué déu hién dién & sinh vién tham gia khao sat. Tri tué Noi tam, tri tué Khong gian - thi giac va tri tué
Van dong - co thé 1a nhiing loai hinh nbi troi nhat, trong khi tri tué Ngon ngit va tri tué Logic- toan hoc ¢6 mirc do thé
hién thap nhét. Nghién ctru ciing chi ra sy khac biét vé gidi tinh & cac loai hinh tri tué Ngon ngir, Am nhac va Noi
tdm, tuy nhién yéu td do tudi khong tao ra su khac biét. Nhitng két qua nay nhin manh gia tri su pham cua viéc tich
hop hd so da tri tué ca nhan ciia ngudi hoc vao hoat dong giang day trén 16p, dong thoi ing ho viée van dung 1y thuyét
Pa tri tu¢ nhu mot khung 1y thuyét nham nang cao hiéu qua day va hoc & bac giao duc dai hoc.
T khoa: Thuyét Pa tri tué, ho6 so Pa tri tué, sinh vién nam nhat



Multiple intelligences profiles of first-year non-English
majors at Quy Nhon University

ABSTRACT

Howard Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences (MI) theory posits that individuals possess distinct profiles of
intellectual strengths. Building on this framework, this study investigates the M1 profiles of 203 first-year non-English
majors at Quy Nhon University during the academic year 2024-2025. Data were collected using a five-point Likert
scale MI questionnaire and analyzed via descriptive statistics and independent samples t-tests. The findings indicated
that all eight intelligence types were represented among students. The most dominant intelligences were Intrapersonal,
Visual/Spatial, and Bodily-Kinesthetic, while Verbal/Linguistic and Logical-Mathematical intelligences were the least
prominent. Gender differences were observed in Verbal/Linguistic, Musical, and Intrapersonal domains, but no
significant differences were found regarding age. The findings underscore the pedagogical value of incorporating
learners’ individual MI profiles into classroom instructions and support the application of MI theory as a framework

for enhancing teaching and learning in higher education.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The field of English Language Teaching (ELT)
has witnessed a profound transition from teacher-
centered  approaches to  student-centered
pedagogies recently. While the former prioritized
content delivery and the teacher's instructions, the
latter emphasizes addressing the unique needs
and learning styles of individual learners. As a
result of this shift in teaching and learning
paradigms, the concept of individual
differentiation has emerged as a novel topic of
discussion in ELT.

Various categorizations have been proposed to
highlight the prominence of different types of
intelligence in different individuals, among
which is the Theory of Multiple Intelligences
(MI) by Howard Gardner. First introduced in
1983, Gardner® proposed that there are several
independent ability areas, and individual
differences reflect multiple intelligences of
human beings. In other words, everyone
possesses a unique intelligence profile that
distinguishes them from others. Moreover, what
the Multiple Intelligences theory offers is not
only significant from a theoretical perspective,
but it also has important practical implications for
teaching practice in language teaching.

Leveraging MI Theory principles allows
educators to provide personalized instruction. By
identifying  students’ strong and  weak
intelligences, they can individualize the learning
process to activate less developed domains?.
Some researchers such as Altan® and Christison*
indicated in their studies that Gardner’s theory
offered a wide variety of practical applications to
teachers and educators so that they can improve
language classroom practices and match
intellectual profiles with educational
opportunities.

Concerning the education context in Vietnam, the
application of Multiple Intelligences theory in
ELT has received increasing attention from
educators and researchers recently. Don®
conducted research aiming to investigate the
effect of using an Ml-based training program on
developing English-speaking skills for university
students. In Hanh and Tien's® study, the
researchers discovered the correlation between
students multiple intelligences and their
vocabulary learning strategy use and concluded
that different intelligences correlated with
different types of vocabulary learning strategy
use.

Previous studies have primarily focused on the
application of the Multiple Intelligences theory



within the ELT field locally and internationally;
however, they only investigated its relationship
with language skills and other language areas,
with little attention paid to EFL learners’ profiles
at the tertiary level. Hence, there is a limited body
of research in the Vietnam context that
specifically examines the distribution of multiple
intelligences among tertiary students in the
context of English language learning.
Understanding the distribution of students' Ml
profiles is crucial as it can inform instructional
practices and curriculum development, allowing
educators to create more effective and engaging
learning  experiences for their students.
Therefore, this study aims to explore and describe
in detail the MI profiles of non-English major
EFL learners at a tertiary institution in Vietnam.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. The Multiple Intelligences Theory by
Howard Gardner

1Q (Intelligence Quotient) has long been used as
a standard measure to assess a person’s
intellectual ability. However, the introduction of
Multiple Intelligences Theory challenges the
notion that 1Q scores are the only way to measure
human ability to reason and solve problems.
When Gardner published the book entitled
“Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple
Intelligences” in 1983, he argued that humans
possess several distinct intelligences beyond
verbal and logical abilities, which manifest in
various skills and abilities. Gardner initially
proposed seven profiles, namely
Verbal/Linguistic, Logical-Mathematical,
Visual/Spatial, Bodily-Kinesthetic, Musical,
Interpersonal and Intrapersonal, and later he
added Naturalistic intelligence. He also suggested
an Existential intelligence might exist but
dismissed the hypothesis of a Spiritual
intelligence. Considering Ml theory, the 1Q test,
therefore, only measures Verbal/Linguistic and
Logical-Mathematical intelligence.” To validate
his theory, Gardner® claims that human cognitive
competence is better described in terms of a set of
abilities, talents, or mental skills which is referred
to as intelligence. All normal individuals possess
each of the skills to some extent; however,
individuals differ in the degree of skill and their
combinations.

Specifically, Gardner® carefully defines the
theory by providing explanations of the eight

“intelligence” profiles, as mentioned earlier, and
the learning skills associated with them.

2.1.1. Verbal/Linguistic Intelligence

This domain encompasses the capacity to
manipulate syntax, phonology, and semantics
effectively. Individuals with strong linguistic
intelligence are sensitive to the meaning and
order of words, excelling in rhetoric, explanation,
and written expression. Pedagogically, these
learners thrive in environments that prioritize
reading, textual analysis, and verbal debate.
2.1.2. Logical-Mathematical Intelligence
Characterized by the ability to utilize inductive
and deductive reasoning, this intelligence
involves detecting patterns, logical chains, and
cause-and-effect relationships. Learners with this
profile are often drawn to abstract problem-
solving, hypothesis testing, and quantitative
analysis, preferring tasks that require critical
thinking and systematic categorization.

2.1.3. Visual/Spatial Intelligence

Visual/spatial intelligence involves the ability to
form mental images and visualize spatial
relationships. Learners with this intelligence are
often creative and enjoy designing or interpreting
visual information. In educational settings, they
may prefer learning through diagrams, videos,
drawings, and graphic representations.

2.1.4. Musical Intelligence

Musical intelligence is characterized by
sensitivity to rhythm, pitch, melody, and sound
patterns. Individuals strong in this area often
enjoy listening to and creating music, composing
songs, and playing musical instruments. They
tend to respond well to melodies and rhythmic
structures in learning contexts.

2.1.5. Bodily-Kinesthetic Intelligence
Bodily-Kinesthetic intelligence refers to the
ability to use the body skillfully for expression or
to manipulate objects. Learners with this
intelligence prefer hands-on experiences and
physical activities. They often learn best through
movement, role-play, and practical tasks.

2.1.6. Interpersonal Intelligence

Interpersonal intelligence involves the capacity to
understand and interact effectively with others.
Individuals strong in this domain are socially
active, empathetic, and often demonstrate
leadership qualities. Their learning is enhanced
through collaboration, group discussions, and
cooperative activities.



2.1.7. Intrapersonal Intelligence

Intrapersonal intelligence relates to self-
awareness and reflective thinking. Individuals
with a dominant intrapersonal profile are highly
aware of their internal states and prefer to work at
their own pace. They tend to be deep thinkers
who benefit from quiet time, journaling, and
independent research projects.

2.1.8. Naturalistic Intelligence

Naturalistic intelligence refers to an individual’s
ability to recognize and categorize elements in
the natural environment. Those who possess this
intelligence are often interested in nature,
wildlife, and environmental patterns. They learn
effectively through observing natural phenomena
and exploring relationships among living
organisms.

2.2. Applications of Ml theory in ELT

As mentioned in the previous part, the
implementation of MI theory could be seen in
some aspects of ELT such as teaching practices
and curriculum design. Chen, Moran, and
Gardner support this view by asserting that Ml
Theory facilitates a necessary expansion of the
educational landscape. By integrating subjects
and teaching methods that cater to a wider
spectrum of intelligences, they suggest that
educators can extend beyond conventional
linguistic and logical assessments to address the
unique profiles of all learners.

Concerning  teaching  practices,  Haley™
conducted a study aiming to analyze applications
of MI Theory to create and update teaching
practices and instructional strategies. The
findings revealed that there was a significant
change in terms of pedagogy, teaching, students’
and teachers’ attitudes, classroom and
instruction. Specifically, the application of Ml
Theory promoted learner-centeredness, student
involvement and interest in the lessons and
teacher eagerness in teaching. In the same vein,
Kong'? also reported the positive outcomes of
applying MI Theory in ELT. He claimed that Ml
Theory allows English language teachers to
recognize that students bring their distinct
strengths and learning potentials with them, and
they should teach in multiple ways to cater to the
needs of different students.

With a view to curriculum design, Ml theory has
been incorporated into the curriculum at different
levels, ranging from kindergarten to tertiary

levels (Botelho®?; Snider'*). Weiner® also claims
that many educational institutions began to center
curricula on the theory of Ml after its introduction
in 1983. Recently, in a study carried out at the
kindergarten level, Murad et al.* evaluated the
effectiveness of an educational program based on
MI theory in enhancing communication skills and
learning retention in kindergarten children. The
findings revealed that the suggested educational
program  was  effective in  improving
communication skills and learning retention.

2.3. Previous related studies on EFL learners’
M1 profiles

Research on students’ MI profiles has attracted
the attention of educators and researchers to
improve the quality of teaching and learning.
Emmiyati et al.'’ identified the Multiple
Intelligences profiles of junior secondary school
students in Indonesia, using the Multiple
Intelligences Inventory. The findings revealed the
presence of all nine intelligence domains among
students. Differences in MI profiles were found
between male and female groups, regarding
Logical-Mathematical, Bodily-Kinesthetic,
Musical, Interpersonal, Intrapersonal and
Existential domains.

A descriptive quantitative study conducted by
Tawalbeh'® aimed to investigate EFL learners’
MI profiles in the Saudi Arab context, and to
provide suggestions for EFL instructors to
integrate M1 in their lesson plans for instructional
use in the classroom. From the findings, it is
suggested that students do not tend to have
interests in  Musical and  Naturalistic
intelligences. The researcher also synthesized
literature and suggested several techniques and
activities to help instructors integrate MI into
their plans.

Abdelkarim®® investigated the differences in Ml
profiles among students at a university in Oman
according to gender and the field of specialization
and explored the possible application of MI
theory to students’ choice for their university
program. The results indicated that Intrapersonal
intelligence ranked first among MI domains and
MI  profiles of students from certain
specializations aligned with the MI profiles
required by their specialization.

In Vietnam's education context, Phan® explored
the MI profiles of Vietnamese university EFL
learners and evaluates the extent to which the



activities in the Life textbook reflect these
profiles. Findings revealed a notable mismatch
between students’ dominant intelligences and
those predominantly targeted by the textbook.
Specifically, Intrapersonal intelligence emerged
as the most prominent among learners, followed
by Logical-Mathematical and Naturalistic
intelligences. In contrast, the Life textbook was
found to place primary emphasis on Verbal-
linguistic intelligence, with secondary focus on
Logical-Mathematical and Intrapersonal
domains.

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. Setting and participants

The research was conducted at Quy Nhon
University, Vietnam, in the second semester of
the academic year 2024 - 2025. As per the official
curriculum for first-year students, all non-English
majors are required to enroll in two English
courses, namely English 1 and English 2. The
language proficiency level input ranges from Al
to A2, and the expected outcome for students
upon completion of the two courses is to reach a
A2 - B1 level of English according to the
Common European Framework of Reference
(CEFR). In addition, for some majors, the English
courses serve as a foundation to enter the English
for Special Purposes courses in the next academic
year.

Two hundred and three first-year non-English
majors, selected from four English 2 classes
under the instruction of the researcher in the
second semester of the academic year 2024 -
2025, responded to the MI questionnaire. The
respondents were selected for the two following
reasons: (a) they had at least 5 to 10 years of
studying English as a mandatory subject at
primary and secondary education and passed the
National Entrance Exam to get accepted to
university; thus, they were expected to possess
the similar language proficiency (b) the students
had finished the course English 1 in the first
semester of the academic year 2024 - 2025.
Therefore, they were presumed to be familiar
with the learning and teaching styles at Quy Nhon
University.

Regarding gender distribution, the number of
male students participating in the study was 77,
accounting for 37.9%, whereas female students
comprised 62.1% with 126 respondents. Most
respondents were aged 18 - 20 (90.2%), while

only 9.8% were between 21 and 23 years old. In
terms of academic affiliation, students from the
Faculty of Education accounted for the largest
group (56.1%, N = 114), followed by the
Department of Political Education and State
Management (27.1%) and the Department of
Information Technology (16.8%).

3.2. Data collection instrument

The instrument employed in the research was the
MI questionnaire adapted from that of Tirri and
Nokelainen. All the items were translated into
Vietnamese to make the questionnaire more user-
friendly. Part 1 included 3 items related to
participants’ background information, namely
their ~ gender, their age and their
department/faculty at Quy Nhon University. Part
2, the adapted MI Inventory, contained 40 items
including items representing eight intelligence
types based on Gardner's MI theory. The
respondents were asked to complete the survey
by putting a check next to each statement that
accurately described them. This was made
possible through using a 5-Likert scale ranging
from 1 to 5. "1 = Strongly Disagree”, "2 =
Disagree", "3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree", "4
= Agree", and "5 = Strongly Agree”.

The statements were categorized into eight
subparts, each part having 5 items. The following
items in the questionnaire are categorized into the
eight intelligences.

1.Verbal/Linguistic: Items 1,2, 3, 4,5
2.Logical/Mathematical: Items 6, 7, 8, 9, 10
3.Visual/Spatial: Items 11, 12, 13, 14, 15
4.Bodily/Kinesthetic: Items 16, 17, 18, 19, 20
5.Music: Items 21, 22, 23, 24, 25

6. Interpersonal: Items 26, 27, 28, 29, 30

7. Intrapersonal: Items 31, 32, 33, 34, 35
8.Naturalistic: Items 36, 37, 38, 39, 40

3.3. Data analysis

Upon the completion of quantitative data
collection, the data analysis process commenced.
All students’ responses were categorized, coded,
and then analyzed gquantitatively by the Statistical
Package for Social Science (SPSS) software
Version 25. To determine the participants’
different MI profiles, the researcher used the
mean scores and the standard deviations obtained
from their responses to the questionnaire
statements. The interval mean scores were
interpreted as 1 - 1.80: Strongly Disagree; 1.82 -



2.60: Disagree; 2.61 - 3.40: Neutral; 3.41 - 4.20:
Agree, and 4.21 - 5.00: Strongly Agree.

4. FINDINGS

4.1. Overview of MI profiles among first-year
non-English majors at Quy Nhon University

The 40 items in the MI questionnaire were
employed in the present study to identify
students’ MI profiles. After data analysis and
interpretation, the findings are presented and
discussed in the form of descriptive statistics

Table 1. Students” MI profiles.

(mean and standard deviations).

MI Type N Min Max Mean St. Deviation % of M
Intrapersonal 203 2.00 5.00 4.22 .598 84
Visual/Spatial 203 2.00 5.00 4.01 .657 80.2
Bodily-Kinesthetic 203 1.60 5.00 3.89 122 77.8
Musical 203 1.00 5.00 3.75 718 75
Interpersonal 203 1.00 5.00 3.61 732 72.2
Naturalistic 203 1.40 5.00 3.45 .903 69
Verbal/Linguistic 203 1.00 5.00 3.27 735 65.4
Logical-Mathematical 203 1.60 5.00 3.06 .666 61.2

As can be seen from Table 1, the mean scores for
the eight intelligence domains varied from 3.06 to
4.22, revealing that there is a relatively balanced
presence of eight MI types among students.
Particularly, Intrapersonal Intelligence emerges
as the most popular MI profile, attaining the
highest mean score (M =4.22). Following closely
behind, Visual/Spatial Intelligence secures the
second position among dominant intelligence
types, with a mean score of 4.01. Ranking third,
with a mean score of 3.89, is Bodily-Kinesthetic
Intelligence, succeeded by Musical Intelligence
and Interpersonal Intelligence, which attain mean
scores of 3.75 and 3.61, respectively. Naturalistic
Intelligence takes the sixth position, obtaining a
mean score of 3.45. On the other hand,
Verbal/Linguistic and Logical-Mathematical
Intelligence types are found to be the least

dominant, having mean scores of 3.27 and 3.06,
respectively.

Overall, the findings from Table 1 provide deeper
insights into the MI profiles of the participating
students.  Intrapersonal Intelligence  and
Visual/Spatial Intelligence emerge as the highest-
ranking intelligence types, whereas Logical-
Mathematical Intelligence shows the lowest
mean score.

4.2. Differences in multiple

between male and female groups
The descriptive quantitative data highlighted the
discrepancies in the distribution of Multiple
Intelligence (MI) between the two gender groups.
The results of data analysis and interpretation
across eight intelligence domains are shown in
Table 2 below.

intelligences

Table 2. Gender representation regarding students” MI profiles.

MI type Gender | N

Mean

St. Deviation | T-value Sig. (2-tailed)

Verbal/Linguistic Male 77

3.10

.833 -2.62 .003




Female 126 3.48 .650

Logical- Male 77 3.59 .661 .597 551

Mathematical
Female 126 3.53 671

Visual/Spatial Male 77 3.78 .642 -.463 .644
Female 126 3.82 .668

Musical Male 77 3.55 773 -3.105 .002
Female 126 3.87 .658

Bodily-kinesthetic Male 77 3.76 .660 -.388 .698
Female 126 3.80 .760

Interpersonal Male 77 3.63 173 -1.302 195
Female 126 3.77 .704

Intrapersonal Male 77 3.88 .628 -2.461 .004
Female 126 4.35 567

Naturalistic Male 77 3.65 .887 .041 .968
Female 126 3.64 .916

The findings presented in Table 2 give an in-
depth understanding of the gender disparities in
eight distinct intelligences among male and
female students. To explore any possible
difference between students' M1 profiles and their
gender, an independent samples t-test was
employed. In this analysis, the significance level
(p-value) was set at 0.05 to determine whether
there were statistically significant differences
between the groups. A p-value of less than 0.05
indicates a significant difference between
dependent variables and independent variables,

while a p-value greater than 0.05 suggests no
significant difference.

What stands out from the results is that female
students exhibited higher levels of Linguistic
Intelligence, Musical Intelligence, and
Intrapersonal Intelligence in comparison to their
male counterparts. As the p-value for all three
intelligences was .003, .002, and .004
respectively, it can be interpreted that there was a
significant divergence between students’ MI
profiles and their gender. However, the
descriptive analysis did not reveal any
statistically significant differences in mean scores




between males and females for

Mathematical
Intelligence,
Interpersonal

Intelligence,

Intelligence,

Bodily-kinesthetic
and Naturalistic

Logical-
Visual/Spatial

Intelligence,

Intelligence, as their p-values were all greater
than 0.05 (Sig. = .551, .644, .698, .195, .968

respectively).

Table 3. Age representation regarding students’ MI profiles.

4.3. Differences in multiple intelligences
between age groups

The descriptive quantitative data findings
investigated the possible differences in the
distribution of Multiple Intelligences (Ml)
between the two age groups. The results of data
analysis and interpretation across eight
intelligence domains are shown in Table 3 below.

MI type Age N Mean St. T-value Sig. (2-
Deviation tailed)

Verbal/Linguistic 18-20 173 3.36 719 -.351 126
21-23 30 3.42 .836

Logical- 18-20 173 3.08 .659 1.321 .188

Mathematical
21-23 30 291 .700

Visual/Spatial 18- 20 173 3.91 .641 .347 129
21-23 30 4.07 .755

Musical 18- 20 173 3.75 733 121 904
21-23 30 3.74 639

Bodily-Kinesthetic | 18 - 20 173 3.89 726 .006 .995
21-23 30 3.89 715

Interpersonal 18-20 173 3.63 126 911 .363
21-23 30 3.60 .769

Intrapersonal 18- 20 173 4,21 579 -.328 743
21-23 30 4.35 .709

Naturalistic 18- 20 173 3.44 917 -.057 .954
21-23 30 3.46 .834

Following the independent sample t-test for
differences in students’ MI profiles and their
gender, a t-test was carried out to examine if there

was any relationship between students’ eight
intelligence domains and their age. The age of the
participants consists of two groups: 18 to 20 years




old and 21 to 23 years old. As Table 3 shows,
there is no statistically significant difference
between the two age groups regarding their Ml
profiles. The p-values associated with the eight
domains were all found to be greater than 0.05,
indicating a lack of statistical significance.
Particularly, the results for the different
intelligence  domains were as follows:
Verbal/Linguistic Intelligence (t = -.351, p =
.726), Logical-Mathematical Intelligence (t =
1.321, p =.188), Visual/Spatial Intelligence (t
=.347, p =.729), Musical Intelligence (t=.121, p
=.904), Bodily-Kinesthetic Intelligence (t =.006,
p =.995), Interpersonal Intelligence (t=.911,p =
.363), Intrapersonal Intelligence (t = -3.28, p =
.743) and Naturalistic Intelligence (t = -.057,t =
.954). Together, these results suggest that age
does not play a significant role in influencing the
students' Ml profiles across the eight domains.

5. DISCUSSION

The 40 items in the MI questionnaire were
employed in the current research to investigate
students’ MI profiles. The results obtained from
the questionnaire were analyzed and students’ MI
profiles  were identified. Intrapersonal
Intelligence was the most dominant intelligence
among the eight intelligence profiles, with amean
score of 4.22. Regarding gender differences,
female students exhibit a higher level of
Intrapersonal intelligence compared to their male
counterparts (Sig = 0.004).

The findings for Intrapersonal Intelligence of the
current study are in alignment with those of
Ibragimova??, who investigated the application of
MI theory in intermediate language classes at a
university in Cyprus. The findings of this study
revealed that Intrapersonal Intelligence accounts
for 73.4%, being the most dominant intelligence
type among participants. Similarly, Adbelkarim?
conducted a study to identify first-year students’
MI profiles regarding gender and specialization.
Intrapersonal Intelligence ranked first in both
gender and specialization categories. The
possible explanations can be attributed to the fact
that the educational system in Vietnam, greatly
influenced by Confucian values, emphasizes
individual learning and self-reflection. This may
contribute to the development and prominence of
Intrapersonal intelligence among students.
Moreover, this gender disparity may reflect
sociocultural conditioning in Vietnam, where

females are typically afforded more opportunities
to cultivate emotional literacy and engage in self-
reflective practices regarding their experiences
and aspirations.

Most  surprisingly,  Verbal/Linguistic and
Logical-Mathematical types ranked the lowest
among the eight intelligence types, at 65.4% and
61.2% respectively. The notably low mean for
Verbal/Linguistic intelligence (M = 3.27) is
concerning, as it suggests a potential mismatch
between students' natural inclinations and the
demands of their language courses. Following
closely behind was Logical-Mathematical
Intelligence, with 61.2% of the students
displaying logical, mathematical, and scientific
abilities. These findings stand in contrast to the
study conducted by Saricaoglu and Arikan®* and
that of Wilinski and Velanki®, where Logical-
Mathematical intelligence was found to be the
predominant type among participants. In the case
of Verbal/Linguistic Intelligence, despite its
lowest ranking in the present study, research by
Abdelkarima, Hassana, and Abuiyadaa®, who
analyzed the MI profiles of law students,
indicates that Verbal/Linguistic Intelligence
occupies the second position in terms of
prevalence. The possible justification for this
contrast might lie in the difference in students’
backgrounds. The present research was
conducted at a multidisciplinary university, with
the participation of first-year students from
different departments. In contrast, the previous
studies focused solely on one particular major
(i.e., Linguistics, Law). Therefore, the disparities
in Verbal/Linguistic and Logical/Mathematical
Intelligence rankings are understandable.

6. CONCLUSION

The present research aimed to investigate the
Multiple Intelligence (MI) profiles of EFL
learners in a tertiary setting in Vietham. The
findings of the MI questionnaire revealed
interesting findings regarding the distribution and
dominance of different intelligence types among
the participants. It can be concluded that there
was a relatively balanced distribution of eight
intelligence types among students. Particularly,
Intrapersonal Intelligence ranks first among
students” M| profiles. Following closely behind,
Visual/Spatial Intelligence secures the second
position among dominant intelligence types.
Ranking third is Bodily-Kinesthetic Intelligence,



followed by Musical Intelligence and
Interpersonal Intelligence. Naturalistic
Intelligence  occupies the sixth  position.
Surprisingly, Verbal/Linguistic and Logical-
Mathematical Intelligence types are the least
dominant intelligence types among students’ MI
profiles. Furthermore, gender differences were
observed in Verbal/Linguistic, Musical, and
Intrapersonal domains, but no significant
differences were found concerning age.

This research provides noteworthy insights into
the MI profiles of first-year non-English majors
at Quy Nhon University. To improve teaching
and learning outcomes, lecturers of English 1 and
English 2 at Quy Nhon University should utilize
these findings to better understand their students'
learning preferences. Specifically, given the
dominance of Intrapersonal, Visual/Spatial, and
Bodily-Kinesthetic intelligences, instructors
should reduce reliance on solely verbal lectures
and instead integrate more self-reflective
journals, visual aids, and interactive role-plays
into their classroom. This multimodal approach
not only fosters a more inclusive classroom
environment but also scaffolds learning for
students with lower Verbal/Linguistic profiles.
Additionally, helping students acknowledge their
own MI profiles fosters self-awareness regarding
their strengths, allowing them to recognize their
unique potential and build greater academic
confidence.

Despite its contributions, this study is subject to
three primary limitations. First, the sample size of
203 participants is relatively modest compared to
the total population of first-year non-English
majors at Quy Nhon University, potentially
limiting the generalizability of the findings to the
entire cohort. Second, due to logistical
constraints, the study could not achieve a
balanced distribution of participants across all
faculties, which prevented a detailed comparative
analysis of how students' majors might correlate
with their dominant intelligences. Finally, the
research relied exclusively on a self-report
guestionnaire. To mitigate the subjectivity
inherent in self-assessment, future studies should
employ additional evaluative instruments, such as
gualitative interviews, teacher observations, or
performance-based tasks, to triangulate the data
and provide a more holistic assessment of
students' Ml profiles.
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