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 Abstract 

The present study aimed at investigating the relationship between 

interpersonal intelligence of Iranian bilingual and multilingual EFL learners 

and their reading comprehension achievement. To do so, 60 intermediate 

EFL students were selected from a group of 80 based on their Oxford 

Placement Test (OPT) scores. They were non-randomly divided into two 

experimental groups. Data collection took place during the summer semester 

2017. Once the interpersonal intelligence questionnaire and the reading 

comprehension test scores had successfully been collected, the results of 

Pearson product correlation coefficient analyses showed that there was a 

significant relationship between Iranian bilingual and multilingual EFL 

learners’ interpersonal intelligence and their reading comprehension 

achievement: higher interpersonal intelligence was associated with higher 

levels of reading comprehension achievement and higher statistical 

significance among bilingual learners. Therefore, it was suggested that 

Multiple Intelligence Theories could still serve as determining factors in 

planning programs to teach reading in spite of the theoretical, conceptual, 

and empirical criticisms of the idea.   

Keywords: bilingual, interpersonal intelligence, multilingual, reading 

comprehension                                                               
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1.  Introduction 

Cognitive merits in bilingualism have been mostly discussed in studies conducted after the 1960s, especially over the 

past thirty years. Regarding the results of comparative research, bilingual samples outperformed their monolingual 

counterparts considering constructs of intelligence and nonverbal tests. The bilingual participants were superior in 

performance on cognitive capabilities such as advanced concept formation, classification, attentional tasks, divergent 

thinking, problem solving, and different verbal skills (Andreou & Karapetsas, 2004; Cummins, 1979, 1991; Diaz, 

1983; Hakuta, Ferdman, & Diaz, 1987; Peal & Lambert, 1962; Wodniecka, Craik, Lou, & Bialystok, 2010).  

It is worth noting that a lot of studies done in the first half of the 20th century were not perfect in that they did not have 

sound methodologies and, therefore, many researchers claimed that the results of the earlier studies on bilingualism 

were not usually reliable (Cummins, 1976). In their research, Peal and Lambert (1962) investigated the earlier 

researches and tried to shed light on the reasons why the researches before 1960 were not well-designed. In order to 

challenge their validity, Peal and Lambert (1962) contended that these studies suffered from some complex constructs 

influencing the results of the studies which the researchers were unable to control.  

The major pitfalls in this field were associated with their methodologies: bilingual and monolingual subjects belonged 

to different socioeconomic and ethnic backgrounds, i.e., in most cases, bilingual participants were from low-income 

families and were new immigrants to the United States. Furthermore, the same intelligence quotient (IQ) tests that 

were developed and intended for mainstream monolingual participants were also utilized with minority bilingual 

participants. Peal and Lambert (1962) argued that the participants were not truly “balanced bilinguals” but possibly 

belonged to “pseudo-bilinguals” with little proficiency in their second language. In this regard, Diaz (1983) mentioned 

that the degree of bilingualism was determined by “foreignness of parents” (p. 26), and family names or even residency 

were so unstable and inaccurate variables that they could not be accounted for in scientific research.  

In their comparative mono-bilingual study of kids, Peal and Lambert (1962) stated that, in contrast to previous 

researches on bilingualism, bilinguals outranked monolinguals on both verbal and non-verbal exams of intelligence. 

The logic behind this difference associated with the attention which was paid in the way the previous studies were 

conducted (Hamers & Blanc, 2000). Peal and Lambert (1962) tried to compare balanced bilinguals with monolinguals 

and to monitor the socioeconomic status, parental education, years of schooling, and other related variables which 

they believed could confound the outcomes (Hakuta, Ferdman, & Diaz, 1987). Since Peal and Lambert’s (1962) study, 

a variety of studies have considered the effects of bilingualism on the intellectual constructs confirming the cognitive 

merit in several cognitive abilities among bilinguals in comparison to monolinguals. 

Multiple intelligences seem to be a good solution to reading problems since bilingual and multilingual people have 

different characteristics and for each person based on their special talent and aptitude, there should be a method or 

strategy to improve reading skill. Therefore, investigating the relationship between interpersonal intelligence and 

reading comprehension should be considered an important issue in addressing the problems pertaining to the skill of 

reading. Thus, this study aimed at answering the following research question: 

RQ: Is there any relationship between the interpersonal intelligence of Iranian bilingual and multilingual EFL learners 

and their reading comprehension achievement? 

2. Review of the Related Literature  

2.1 Multiple Intelligences 

General intelligence ‘g’ or general factor which was formerly recognized to be stabled at birth was known for many 

years by the term “IQ.” After the Second World War, efforts were made to develop the scales employed in assessing 

the general intelligence that were operationally defined as the capability to respond to questions on an IQ test. Such 

definition does not answer some questions particularly in school contexts. Accordingly, Gardner’s multiple 

intelligences (MI) theory (1983) was adopted as a choice with the merit of considering individual needs.  

Via the MI theory, Gardner (1983) stated that each individual has a different degree of intelligence and therefore, has 

a unique cognitive state. He also mentioned that the intelligences were completely independent of each other. He states 

that everyone has the capability and capacity to improve all the nine intelligences to a reasonably high level of 

performance. He further declared that intelligences could be trained or improved via schooling and learning and they 

required to be nurtured with suitable encouragement, enrichment, and instruction. 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

29
25

2/
ijr

ee
.3

.3
.1

3 
] 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 m

ai
l.i

jr
ee

on
lin

e.
co

m
 o

n 
20

26
-0

7-
04

 ]
 

                               2 / 8

http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/ijree.3.3.13
https://mail.ijreeonline.com/article-1-111-en.html


Mobashshernia et al.  International Journal of Research in English Education  (2018) 3:3                              15 

 

 Website: www.ijreeonline.com, Email: info@ijreeonline.com                       Volume 3, Number 3, September 2018 

Gardner (1983) did not agree with the old models of intelligence as they insisted on verbal-linguistic and logical-

mathematical intelligence and condoned other capabilities. Gardner considered intelligence as “the capacity to solve 

problems or to fashion products that are valued in one or more cultural settings” (Gardner & Hatch, 1989). Suggesting 

the theory of MI, he developed a list of seven intelligences. Then, he could add two more to the list. The nine 

intelligences include verbal-linguistic, musical-rhythmic, logical-mathematical, visual-spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, 

interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalist, and existential.  

2.2 Interpersonal Intelligence 

Gardner proposed his theory of multiple intelligences in 1983 as an alternative viewpoint to g factor to indicate that 

here is not just one way to learn, and not just one way to be categorized as “intelligent” (Klein, 1997). Gardner realized 

intelligence goes beyond being able to learn and retain information. That was why he added interpersonal and 

intrapersonal intelligences to his original seven intelligences (Gardner, 2002). According to Gardner, “Interpersonal 

intelligence is concerned with the capacity to understand the intentions, motivations, and desires of other people. It 

allows people to work effectively with others” (Smith, 2008, p. 7). 

Interpersonal intelligence is salient in daily life. It is necessary for relating with family members at home, with 

classmates and teachers at school, and with others in a person’s career (Kanazawa, 2010). Having the ability of 

associating with other people and effectively communicating with them is needed, inside and outside of school. 

Interpersonal intelligence is a life skill, and many educators specifically teach this skill to their students (Klein, 1997). 

It is noteworthy that some researchers have questioned interpersonal intelligence despite its significance. Behjat 

(2012) put the importance and role of interpersonal intelligence in language learning to question. Her research results 

illustrated that there was a relationship between interpersonal intelligence and language learning. Nemat Tabrizi's 

(2016) research, on the contrary, tried to underscore the role of interpersonal intelligence on learners’ reading 

comprehension abilities. His results showed that all types of the learners’ MI profile had significant relationship with 

the reading comprehension scores. 

In the classroom, teachers can augment students’ interpersonal intelligence via problem-based learning. This, 

however, is not the only form of interpersonal intelligence educators can use in class. Assisting students to develop 

interpersonal intelligence can occur via the use of plays, debates, small and whole class discussions, or, a video with 

a small group. These are just a few ways to include other elements of interpersonal intelligence in class. 

3. Method  

3.1. Design of the Study 

The present study enjoys a quasi-experimental design because it specifically lacked the element of random assignment 

to treatment or control groups. 

3.2 Participants  

The participants of this study were selected based on availability (convenience) sampling and language proficiency 

from among bilingual and multilingual EFL learners with age range of 19-22 learning English in Shokoh Language 

Institute in Tehran, Enghelab Branch, Iran. The native language of the most of the multilingual learners was Azari and 

that of bilingual learners was Persian. The population comprised 80 EFL students in intermediate classes. After 

administering Oxford Placement Test (OPT), 60 male/female students whose proficiency level was intermediate based 

on their OPT scores were selected for the study. Then they were divided into two groups: bilingual group (experimental 

group 1) and multilingual group (experimental group 2). Considering their languages, 30 (50%) of the students were 

Azeri speakers and were multilingual, and 30 (50%) were Persian speakers and were bilingual.   

3.3 Instruments 

In order to have homogeneous groups and real-intermediate level students, the first part of the OPT containing 40 

questions was administered to the participants. The test helped the researchers to make sure if all of the participants 

were at the intermediate level of proficiency. The interpersonal inventory extracted from MI Inventory and validated 

and modified for the Iranian respondents by Hajhashemi and Wong (2010) was employed in this study.  It consisted 

of 10 five-point Likert-type statements designed to assess the interpersonal intelligence of students. The standardized 

reading comprehension tests from modified paper-based TOEFL® were selected. The tests consisted of five short 

passages, each followed by 9 to 11 multiple-choice questions and 50 in total. It was piloted to 20 EFL students who 
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were the same as the main participants of the study. The result of the pilot study showed a reliability of 0.89 (split-

half). 

3.4 Data Collection  

Data collection took place during the summer semester 2017. At the initial phase, the researchers contacted Shokoh 

Institute for approval and the selection of classes in Tehran. To ensure an unbiased data collection, the classes were 

selected randomly. Meetings with the manager of the selected institute were held in order to gain the permission for 

their students’ participation. This completed the administrative procedure and a letter of consent was obtained. The 

process of data collection was then done in two sessions. In the first session, the interpersonal questionnaire was 

administered and the students were asked to complete it within 30 minutes. In the following week, the reading 

comprehension test was given to the students, which was completed in about 75 minutes. 

3.5. Data Analysis 

The collected data were fed into SPSS v.24 for the analysis. Regarding the nature of tests and the hypotheses of the 

research, Pearson product correlation coefficient was applied to calculate the correlation between interpersonal 

intelligence questionnaire results and reading comprehension scores. “Pearson product-moment coefficient is designed 

for interval level (continuous) variables. It can also be used if you have one continuous one dichotomous variable” 

(Pallant, 2005, p. 121). 

4. Results  

4.1 Results of the OPT 

As stated earlier, the OPT was used to homogenize the initial participants. Table 1 presents the results of the 

homogeneity test.  

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the homogeneity test   

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

80 17.00 33.00 22.72 4.72 

 

The mean value and standard deviation of the OPT were 22.72 and 4.72, respectively. Therefore, those participants 

whose scores were one standard deviation below and above the mean were retained as the final participants of the 

study (18 ≤ s ≤ 27.54). 

4.2 Normality of the research data 

Like any other quantitative research, the first step in data analysis was to check the normality assumption. To 

determine the normality of distribution, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality was run on the intelligence scores 

and reading comprehension score, the results of which are presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality for the interpersonal intelligence as well as reading comprehension 

scores 

 Statistic df Sig. 

Bilingual Interpersonal Intelligence .151 30 .078 

Multilingual Interpersonal Intelligence .152 30 .075 

Bilingual Reading Comprehension .146 30 .102 

Multilingual Reading Comprehension .093 30 .200 

 

As displayed in Table 2, the scores were normally distributed, p > 0.05. 
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4.3 Testing H1 

The research hypothesis assumed that there is a significant relationship between the interpersonal intelligence of 

Iranian bilingual and multilingual EFL learners and their reading comprehension achievement. In order to test the 

hypothesis, the Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated, since the distribution of the data for all the scores was 

normal and running a parametric test was allowed. Tables 3 to 6 represent the results of descriptive and inferential 

statistics for testing the research hypothesis. 

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the bilingual participants’ scores on the interpersonal intelligence and reading 

comprehension tests 

 Bilingual Interpersonal Intelligence Bilingual Reading Comprehension 

Mean 66.66 32.26 

Std. Deviation 15.61 5.53 

Minimum 40.00 24.00 

Maximum 90.00 41.00 

 

As Table 3 represents, the mean value and standard deviation of the bilingual participants on the interpersonal 

intelligence inventory were 66.66 and 15.61, respectively. The minimum and maximum scores on the interpersonal 

intelligence inventory were 40 and 90, respectively. In addition, their performance on the reading comprehension test 

was reported to have a mean value of 32.26 with a standard deviation of 5.53. The minimum and maximum scores on 

the reading comprehension test were 24 and 41, respectively. 

 

Table 4. Correlation coefficients between the interpersonal intelligence and reading comprehension for the bilingual 

participants 

 Reading Comprehension of Bilinguals 

Interpersonal Intelligence of 

Bilinguals 

Pearson Correlation .549** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .002 

N 30 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

As seen in Table 4, there was a significant, positive correlation between the bilingual EFL learners’ interpersonal 

intelligence and their reading comprehension achievement, r =.549, N = 30, p < 0.001. Thus, the hypothesis is 

confirmed, and there is a significant relationship between bilingual EFL learners’ interpersonal intelligence and their 

reading comprehension achievement, i.e., higher interpersonal intelligence is associated with higher levels of reading 

comprehension achievement among bilingual EFL learners. 

 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of the multilingual participants’ scores on the interpersonal intelligence and reading 

comprehension tests 

 Multilingual Interpersonal Intelligence Multilingual Reading Comprehension 

Mean 75.00 35.43 

Std. Deviation 12.79 5.89 

Minimum 50.00 23.00 

Maximum 100.00 48.00 
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As Table 5 represents, the mean value and standard deviation of the multilingual participants on the interpersonal 

intelligence inventory were 75.00 and 12.79, respectively. The minimum and maximum scores on the interpersonal 

intelligence inventory were 50 and 100, respectively. In addition, their performance on the reading comprehension 

test was reported to have a mean value of 35.43 with a standard deviation of 5.89. The minimum and maximum scores 

on the reading comprehension test were 23 and 48, respectively. 

 

Table 6. Correlation coefficients between the interpersonal intelligence and reading comprehension for the 

multilingual participants 

 Reading Comprehension of Multilinguals 

Interpersonal Intelligence of 

Multilinguals 

Pearson Correlation .363* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .048 

N 30 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

As seen in Table 6, the relationship between multilingual EFL learners’ interpersonal intelligence and their reading 

comprehension achievement was investigated using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. There was a 

positive correlation between the two variables, r =.363, N = 30, p < .05. Thus, the hypothesis was confirmed and there 

was a significant relationship between multilingual EFL learners’ interpersonal intelligence and their reading 

comprehension achievement, i.e., higher interpersonal intelligence was associated with higher levels of reading 

comprehension performance among multilingual EFL learners. 

5. Discussion 

Research works completed concerning the relationship between intelligence and learning during the past few decades 

has relatively consistently shown that learning is closely related to a higher IQ level and positive cognitive 

achievements (Sadighi, Yamini, & Mobashshernia, 2011). Following the same line of research, the present study 

revealed that there was a positive correlation between the interpersonal intelligence of both bilingual and multilingual 

learners and their achievement in the reading comprehension test.  

This finding supports Richards and Rodgers’s (2001) arguments that “language learning and use are obviously closely 

linked with what MI theorists label Linguistic Intelligence” (p. 117). This finding is indirectly consistent with what 

Ahmadian and Hosseini (2012), Marefat (2007), Naseri and Nejad Ansari (2013), and Yeganehfar (2005) who found 

significant correlations between linguistic intelligence and writing tasks, writing strategies, and so forth. Further, in 

general, the finding is consistent with Marefat (2007) who concluded that interpersonal intelligence could also 

contribute to the prediction of the language-related issues. He concluded that kinesthetic, existential, and interpersonal 

intelligences made the biggest contribution to predicting the writing scores.  

Again, in general, this finding is in partial consistency with a number of previous studies (Looi Lin & Ghazali, 2010; 

Naoe, 2010; Nolen, 2003; Saricaoglu & Arikan, 2009), which confirmed the existence of relationships between 

different types of intelligence as predictors of language-related variables in general and writing in particular. However, 

the results are contrary to some other studies (Razmjoo, 2008; Smith, 2001) which found that MI types could not 

predict language variables. Nevertheless, to the best knowledge of the present researchers, no specific study was found 

to show the relationship between the interpersonal intelligence and reading comprehension achievement.  

6. Conclusion 

The relationship between the interpersonal intelligence and reading comprehension achievement of Iranian bilingual 

and multilingual EFL learners can be accounted for via several explanations. A widely-known explanation belongs to 

Peal and Lambert (1962) who attribute higher intelligence scores of bi/multilingual speakers to greater mental 

flexibility and a greater facility in concept formation. They further believe that this can also be attributed to the 

bi/multilinguals’ ability in manipulation of two or more symbolic systems and simultaneous analysis of the underlying 

semantic features in greater details. 
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Intelligence is flexible and prone to improvement or decline. Human beings are born with an established set of 

genetically predisposed intelligences, which could be developed later in life, conditional on familial, social, cultural, 

and educational practices and experiences (Stanciu, Orban, & Bocos, 2011). Hence, the teaching-learning process 

plays a substantial role in developing, cultivating, and optimizing EFL learners’ MI profiles. Every single learner is 

capable of displaying all the intelligences with different levels, and “the challenge in education is for teachers to create 

learning environments that foster the development of all the intelligences” (Haley, 2004, p. 163). Actually, on the one 

hand, the findings of this study could discrepantly contribute to the current body of literature on the MI theory and 

reading, and on the other hand, it could bold the interrelationships of MI, as psychological constructs, and EFL 

education. Approaching EFL instruction with MI deliberations paves the way for more fruitful education. 
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