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Abstract

This study is aimed at comparing the effects of teaching English to Thai undergraduate teacher-students through
cross-curricular thematic instruction program based on multiple intelligence theory and through conventional
instruction. Two experimental groups, which utilized Randomized True Control Group-Pretest-posttest Time
Series Design and statistical data analysis using MANOVA with repeated measures, #-test for independent
samples, basic statistical analysis and figures, showed significantly higher development in English performance
(reading, listening-speaking and writing), expressed significantly positive opinions at a much higher level on the
learning program, and identified more experiences in using each and every aspect of multiple intelligences than
what the two control groups did. The results thus show that prospective teachers whose English language
performance was enhanced with integrated content areas can benefit their students for learning English across
the curriculum.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background and Description of Problem

According to the report of National Testing Bureau in Thailand (2010), the average scores of Thai students at
primary and secondary school levels, during the past few years, were below the standard level of about 50% in
English as well as in other subjects. Even though the Ministry of Education in Thailand has been implementing
the national educational strategic plan according to the Asean Declaration to improve the process of teaching
English to Thai students, there has been little improvement. This is mainly because most Thai English teachers
are poor both in spoken and written English. They speak mostly Thai in classes using grammar translation
methods and other teacher- centered approach. Although the Ministry of Education fully supports the training of
teachers in current teaching trends following student-centered approach and other active learning programs, the
English teachers find it difficult to adopt the new approach of teaching techniques, because they lack the
communication skills required. In addition, the teachers fail to provide students sufficient opportunities in
integrating other subject matters across the curriculum to enable them to acquire well-rounded knowledge of
English including vocabulary, idioms, and expressions that can be used in different contexts. The students are
poor in their English communication skills because they do not get enough exposure to the variety of learning
settings, especially those relevant to today’s on-line world of new technology. There is thus an urgent need for
conducting an effective English teaching program to undergraduate teacher-students who will soon start teaching
Thai students in both primary and secondary schools around the country. This would enable Thai students to
improve their communication skills and knowledge, besides inducing them in self-motivation to improve their
English that will eventually become their life-long learning experience (Office of the Education Council,
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Ministry of Education, 2008).
1.2 Objectives of the Study

1) To compare the improvement achieved in English performance (listening-speaking, reading, and writing) by
teacher-students taught through the program of cross-curriculum thematic instruction based on multiple
intelligence theory with that achieved through conventional instruction.

2) To compare the teacher-students’ opinion on learning through the program of cross-curriculum thematic
instruction based on multiple intelligence theory with that through the program of conventional instruction.

3) To compare the teacher-students’ experience of using multiple intelligences through the program of cross
curriculum thematic instruction based on multiple intelligence theory with that of learning through conventional
instruction.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Language Learning Development Theory

For any individual, the core process in developing any language consists of understanding the meaning or sense
it conveys in different contexts of its usage. Whenever a language activity is conducted by any speaker or writer,
the process of making sense will be performed by that speaker or writer himself or herself. He or she will
interpret the meaning from the spoken voices or from the written symbols or even from the body language or
facial expressions. Language is, therefore, a system comprising meanings, words, sounds, grammar, and symbols.
The text of communication can be either a spoken or a written language, conveyed by an individual to another
person or a group of persons. The text can be short or long, and formal or informal, depending on the context in
which the language is used as the background of knowledge that enables one to clearly understand the meaning
conveyed by one to another. To facilitate effective communication, depending on the contexts and cultures, the
language register comprises three components: language activities, relationship of language users, and the mode
of language use (spoken, written or body language, such as facial expressions or gestures.) (Halliday, 1978;
Sebeok, 1991; Walker, 1994; Christie, 1994). Learning of the language is, therefore, related to personal practices
and decisions of when and why to use it. Language and thought are thus interwoven in communication
(Goodman, 1986: 26-28). Understanding the text types or genres in different contexts can help learners,
especially second language or foreign language learners, to learn better schematic structure or text organization
and linguistic features of the spoken and written texts. Genres in different contexts of language use can help
students learn English as a second or foreign language in a sample format of language organization for different
purposes for communication. In addition, learners can learn better the use of language elements in a naturally
integrated way covering contextual meanings, different types of text structure, functional grammatical points,
and idiomatic words or sentences that are frequently used in different language situations ( Christie, 2005).

2.2 Cross Curricular Thematic Instruction

Developed from the concept of “Thematic Instruction”, the teaching method that provides students opportunity
to explore wider areas of study on a specific theme is the “Cross-Curricular Thematic Instruction”. It allows
students to integrate content and skills from multiple content areas into one cohesive learning experience.
Through the process of teaching, the students can experience their school subjects as connected and interrelated,
rather than isolated and fragmented. The learning activities are designed around topics of themes, as also across
numerous areas of students’ critical thinking process with different styles of learning and teaching. This
instructional approach in the language class or learning of literacy enables the students to integrate their
language skills in listening-speaking, reading and writing, as well as in learning other language components such
as genres, idioms, expressions, etc. Planning of the lesson includes four main principles: 1) selecting the theme
that can provide an easy link to other relevant and interesting topics; 2) choosing a key concept for instruction by
selecting tasks that encourage students to investigate, speculate, problem-solve, and discuss or ask questions,
which in turn enable them to explore other relevant topics of interest; 3) identifying skills and strategies to be
taught through structured and carefully planned mini-lessons or interactive lessons; and 4) identifying
appropriate resources for students that help them in further learning (Kovalik,1994; Vogt, 1994;
http://www.funderstanding.com).

Through the cross-curricular thematic instruction, the teacher can use different learning styles and different
learning approaches that are appropriate for different types of lessons, such as cooperative learning, inquiry
learning, problem-based learning, research—based learning, project-based learning, etc. Through this, students
can get better opportunities to evaluate themselves frequently from their own language activity involvement,
both inside and outside the class.
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2.3 Multiple Intelligence Theory

The Theory of Multiple Intelligences, proposed by Howard Gardner (1983) in his book, Frames of Mind, states
that intelligences are languages which are spoken by all people and are influenced, in part, by cultures in which
people are born. Intelligences are life-time tools for learning, problem solving, and creating. Gardner defined
intelligence as the ability to solve problem that one encounters in real life, the ability to generate new problems
for solving, and the ability to make something or offer a service that is considered valuable in one’s culture. As
an educational researcher and psychologist, he emphasized the integral concept that all learners can learn
through communication by listening, thinking, looking, moving, and working independently or in group.
Fundamentally, Gardner’s eight intelligences include the following: 1) linguistic intelligence consisting of the
ability to think in words and to use language to express and appreciate complex meanings; 2)
logical-mathematical intelligence consisting of the ability to calculate, quantify, consider propositions and
hypotheses, and to carry out complex mathematical operations; 3) visual/spatial intelligence instilling the
capacity to think in three-dimensional ways as do sailors, pilots, sculptors, painters and architects, to perceive
external and internal imagery, to recreate, transform or modify images, to navigate oneself and objects through
space, and to reproduce or decode graphic information; 4) bodily kinesthetic intelligence consisting of the ability
to manipulate objects and fine-tune physical skills; 5) musical intelligence instilling the sensitivity to pitch,
melody, rhythm, and tone; 6) interpersonal intelligence consisting of the capacity to understand and interact
effectively with others; 7) intrapersonal intelligence consisting of the ability to construct an accurate perception
of oneself and to use such knowledge in planning and directing one’s life; and 8) naturalist intelligence
consisting of observing patterns in nature, identifying and classifying objects, and understanding natural and
human-made systems (Gardner, 1983, 1993; Campbell, L; Campbell, B; and Dickinson, D., 2004).

Multiple intelligences can be used as a tool to identify the learner’s strong points in learning and to help the
learner realize his or her strong and weak points in learning, while the teacher is able to integrate other content
areas in the learning program, such as Arts, Music, Physical Education, Cultural Studies, etc. The Theory of
Multiple Intelligences is an effective practical approach in developing curriculums or learning units, especially
when it is applied to all learning activities to cover all the eight aspects of multiple intelligences that are relevant
to learner’s interest, attitude, and need. Using multiple intelligences in learning activities affects learner’s inner
motivation and stimulates the learner to practice autonomous learning (Lee, 2007; Starnes, 2007; Vaiou, 2010;
BaS & Beyhan, 2010). Various research studies in different countries on using multiple intelligences in
integrated language learning programs with different content areas showed that the results are positive in
students’ language performance (Summerville, 1984; Drury, 1994; Drake, 2001; Chen, 2005). Educational
researchers like Stephens (2007) and Kovalik (1994) strongly recommend that the teacher be able to help
students memorize a variety of information and explore new knowledge by encouraging them to integrate the
theory of multiple intelligences with cross-curriculum thematic instruction.

2.4 The Program of Teaching English Using Cross-Curricular Thematic Instruction Based on Multiple
Intelligence Theory versus Conventional Instruction

As all the eight aspects of multiple intelligences can be adapted to design an effective activity program in
learning, the teacher can open several windows of opportunity for students to use their potential in learning
according to their interests and aptitudes and can enable the teacher to motivate and integrate more effectively
language teaching across the curriculum through different activities, related to students’ needs. By this approach,
students can experience a broader vision of learning and can more actively practice the language used in
different contexts and cultures. Through multiple intelligence activities, both the teacher and the student can
evaluate their own strengths and weaknesses in teaching and learning which help them in finding better solutions
to improving learning of English as well as learning other content areas in the curriculum around any special
topic as a theme in each learning unit, based mainly on active language practices through different intelligences.
Through self-initiated academic experiences, students enrich their content while learning to be autonomous
learners, thinkers, and creators. As language and thought are interwoven, learning the use of their higher—level of
thinking skills throughout the unit is doubtlessly beneficial to all types of students. They can eventually
generalize what they learn, provide examples, connect the content to their personal experiences, and apply their
knowledge to new situations.

Developing the program of teaching English to undergraduate teacher-students, the prospective teachers after
graduation, through cross-curriculum thematic instruction based on multiple intelligence theory, can prove that
the improvement in teacher-students’ English language performance is much more as compared to the
performance achieved through conventional instruction using student-centered approach. For this comparative
investigation, students’ attitudes to learning through teaching programs, as also their multiple intelligence

3
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activity experiences in English classes of both instructional programs were considered to ascertain which English
program and integrated curriculum or other pre-in-service teacher program would be more beneficial.

2.5 Conceptual Framework of the Study

Comparison
Independent variable Independent variable
Principle of thematic
Instruction
Program of Teaching Program of Teaching
Principle of » English through » English through
Cross-curriculum Cross-Curricular Conventional
Thematic Instruction Thematic  Instruction Instruction
Based on Multiple
Intelligences
Theory of Multiple
Intelligences

\ /

Dependent Variables

1. English Performance (Listening-Speaking, Reading and
Writing)

2. Opinions on learning through the instructional program

received

3. Experiences in using multiple intelligences

2.6 Hypotheses of the Study
Based on the research objectives and literature review, the following hypotheses were formulated for this study:

Hypothesis 1. Development of English performance (listening-speaking, reading and writing) of teacher-students
taught through the program of cross-curricular thematic instruction based on multiple intelligence theory is
higher than that taught through conventional instruction after the experiment.

Hypothesis 2. Teacher-students have higher positive opinion for the program of cross-curricular thematic
instruction based on multiple intelligence theory than that for the learning program through conventional
instruction.

Hypothesis 3. The teacher-students, taught through the program of cross-curricular thematic instruction based on

4
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multiple intelligence theory, find their experience of using multiple intelligences in each and all the eight aspects
better than do the teacher-students taught through the conventional instruction after experiment.

2.7 Research Questions
According to the hypothesis, the questions of this research are stated as follows:

Question 1. Is there a significant difference in language performance (listening-speaking, reading and writing)
between the development of experimental groups (B02 & B04) and that of the control groups (B0l & B04), and
what is the percentage of the language performance of each group after development through the treatment
given?

Question 2. Are the experimental groups’ opinions on instructional learning program significantly more positive
than those of the control groups?

Question 3. Do the experimental group teacher-students really identify their experiences in using multiple
—intelligences more than the control groups do after treatment?

3. Methodology

3.1 Research Design

A Randomized True Control Group-Pretest-Posttest Time Series design was used in the study.
RET, X T, X T; X T

RCT, ~ T, ~ T; ~ T4

[RE = Randomized Experimental group RC = Randomized Control group

X= Experimental group treatment ~ = Control group treatment

T, = pretest T, = posttest 1 T; = posttest 2 T4 = posttest 3]

In 12 weeks with 36 teaching hours (excluding pretest and posttest sessions), the experimental groups were
taught through the program of cross-curriculum thematic instruction based on multiple intelligence theory, and
the control groups through conventional instruction. Both experimental and control groups were administered the
pretest, followed by the posttest after every 2 weeks of treatment or one completed learning unit. The
experimental and control groups were simultancously administered the same three posttests after treatment in
each unit.

3.2 Sample of the Study

The study sample comprised four groups of Srinakharinwirot University undergraduate teacher-students in
Education, enrolled for the 2010 second semester (November 2010-March 2011) course of English for Learning
Development (ED 352). They were assigned, through simple random sampling technique, to two experimental
groups (B02 and B03) and two control groups (BO1 and B04), each consisting of 20 students.

3.3 Research Instruments

The research instruments employed for data collection included three multiple-choice and cloze test-type reading
equivalency tests (with a reliability of 0.85, 0.93, and 0.81 respectively, calculated by Pearson’s Correlation
Coefficient), one listening-speaking interview test (with a reliability of 0.89, calculated by Cronbach Alpha
Coefficient), one essay writing test (with a reliability of 0.81, calculated by Cronbach Alpha Coefficient),
five-choice Likert scale questionnaires on opinions about learning through the instructional programs (with a
reliability of 0.95, calculated by Cronbach Alpha Coefficient) and self-evaluation questionnaires on using 8
multiple intelligence activities (with a validity value between .67-1.00, calculated by Rovinelli & Hambleton’s
Index of Item-Objective Congruence). The activities concerned mainly linguistic intelligence, logical and
mathematical intelligence, visual/spatial intelligence, bodily kinesthetic intelligence, musical intelligence,
interpersonal intelligence, intrapersonal intelligence, and naturalist intelligence.

3.4 Treatment of the Study

In 12 weeks, with 36 teaching hours (excluding pretest and posttest sessions), the experimental groups were
taught through the program of cross-curriculum thematic instruction based on multiple intelligence theory, and
the control groups through conventional instruction. The program of instruction to both groups was planned as 6
learning units for 36 teaching hours, 3 hours/week. The steps of the lesson for each program were planned as
follows:

Experimental groups (B02 & B03):
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Step 1. Let students listen to or read the thematic text and summarize the text orally or in writing.

Step 2. In small groups, let students work on different activities mainly in listening-speaking, reading and writing
from related topics in different content areas across the curriculum by emphasizing each activity and covering
each aspect of eight multiple intelligences (For example, listening to the news/reading a short new text/ article
related to the topic in step 1(linguistic); discussing concepts/reasoning about the issues, using computer to search
for answers (logical/mathematical); drawing pictures about the text, using map and diagram/charts for learning
( visual spatial); role playing /acting mini drama, using gestures to express bodily information /feeling (body
kinesthetic); listening to/singing the songs related to the learning issue, imitating voices or sounds (musical);
brainstorming/discussing in group activities, group working with friends ( interpersonal); self-testing, answering
questionnaires or self-attitudes evaluation after learning ,expressing personal feelings to others (intrapersonal);
searching natural issues about nature on humans, animals, and environments, observing natural phenomenon in
actual/simulation situations (naturalist), etc.)

Step 3. In small groups or as individuals, let students independently seek further studies on any topic concerning
the previous lesson, according to their interest, and write the report for presentation in class.

Step 4. Let students take turns in presenting their group work or individual work in class while other students ask
questions and comment on the presentation, discuss and correct the language use appropriately under teacher’s
supervision and recommendation. Allow students to organize their display boards for presentation or other
activity programs such as mini drama, debate, project planning, etc

(As students are nonnative English language users, so the teacher allows the students to first speak in Thai
whenever they feel difficulty in speaking/reading and writing in English and scaffold or assist them to translate
into English afterward. The teacher also organizes the recognition program for students after students’
presentation by using simple but impressive techniques such as listing the names of all the students, who
achieved, on the board of fame in class or outside the class, organizing certificate of recognition ceremony in
class, giving awards, etc)

Control groups (B01 & B04):
Step 1. Let students listen to or read the text (the same one used by the experimental groups).
Step 2. Let students, in small groups, summarize the text they listened to.

Step 3. Let each group of students present their writing and keep it open for discussion and correction of
language use under teacher’s supervision.

Step 4. Let each group of students independently write a new text and discuss its language for correction.
Step 5. The teacher reviews all the mistakes of the students and explains how to correct them.

3.5 Data Analysis

Each hypothesis was tested by using SPSS computer program as follows:

Hypothesis 1. Compared the scores of the three tests of language performance (listening-speaking, reading, and
writing) of the two experimental and the two control groups’ pretest and other three posttests, using MANOVA
with repeated measures for within and between groups analysis through the processes of univariate test,
multivariate test , posthoc test , simple effects analysis , and analysis of effect size results of the treatment in
each group (partial n?). For independent samples, ¢-test was used to compare the significant differences in the
overall development of each language performance (listening-speaking, reading, and writing skills) between the
experimental and control groups. Finally, line figures were used for a summary of the results of data analyses.

Hypothesis 2. The data of the experimental and control groups were analyzed using basic statistics ()_( and SD)
and the opinion results finalized by using the rating criteria (least, little, moderate, much and most) to compare
aspect-wise and overall results between the experimental and control groups.

For independent samples, ¢-test was used to compare the significance of differences for each aspect between the
experimental and control groups.

Hypothesis 3. Compared the scores tallied from self-evaluation forms of multiple intelligence activities used in
classes of both experimental and control groups and analyzed the scores in each item of the two experimental
and the two control groups through basic statistical analysis ( X and S.D.). Summarized and compared
aspect-wise and overall results of multiple intelligence categories between the experimental and control groups
using the rating criteria (least, little, moderate, much and most).Finally, line figures showing the results of overall
differences in Multiple Intelligences between the experimental and control groups were also plotted.
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4. Results of the Study

Research question 1: Is there a significant difference in language development between the experimental and
control groups and what is the percentage of each group’s language performance after treatment?

The data presented in Table 1 and Figure 1 show that both the experimental groups registered significantly
higher development in English language performance (reading, listening-speaking, and writing) than did the
control groups at .01 level.

Table 1. Test of significant differences of the development in reading, writing, and listening-speaking
performances between the experimental and control groups using ¢-test for independent samples

Scores of
Language Skills Groups n Performance t p-Value
X SD
Reading Experimental 40 13.50 0.82
9.327 .000
Control 40 10.33 1.99
Writing Experimental 40 13.35 0.86
10.316 .000
Control 40 11.08 1.10
Listening-Speaking Experimental 40 13.40 0.74
10.798 .000
Control 40 11.48 0.85
15.00
13.50 13.35 13.40
o — *
11.08 11,48
10.00 |
——EX
——CON
5.00 |
0.00 ‘
reading writing Listening-Speaking

Figure 1. Comparison of the development in reading, writing, and listening-speaking performances between the
experimental and control groups after the experiment

Data presented in Tables 2, 3, and 4, and in Figure 2, show that after the experiment, the experimental groups
improved their reading performance by 91 % (B02) and 92% (B03), listening-speaking performance by 85%
(B02) and 90% (B03), and writing performance by 91% (B02) and 95% (B03). The control groups improved
their reading performance by 5% (B01) and 50% (B04), listening-speaking performance by 12 % (B01) and 55%
(B04), and writing performance by 72% (B01) and 91% (B04).
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Table 2. Comparison of the development in listening-speaking performance of the experimental and control

groups through the analysis of MANOVA of repeated measures

Variables Within-Subjects Test
L . . Simple Effects Analysis
Listening-Speaking Pretest Posttest 1 Posttest 2 Posttest 3 Multivariate Univariate test
test Pre - Postl Postl - | Post2 -
Post2 Post3
EX-B02 ~ ~ F =[F =[F =
10.55 13.50 14.45 15.00 A= woawwm_ﬂm.ﬂmw_ 174.050%%% | 116254%%% | 16.540%%*
p-value <.001, partia . . .
(1.57) (0.83) (0.83) (0.79) 7= 931 mﬁm_ 7 mmw_m_ 7 mﬁw_ 7
EX-B03 A=031 F =|F =|F =|F =
10.00 13.40 14.10 14.60 A=.101 175.699 192.667%** | 44.333%%% | 13.57]%*
F =219.605 p-value < .001, partial | partial 77 | partial 77 | partial 77
(1.12) 0.75) 0.55) (0.60) p-value 77=.969 =910 =700 =417
CON-BO1 10.60 11.40 12.00 12.30 = .oe A=266 F=15630 | F=2.667 w sxx | F= 4171
Partial U p-value < .001, partial —20.118
(2.19) (0.88) 0.73) (0.80) =899 17=734 mmmw_ 7 mmm_w_ 7 mm_nm_w_ 7
CON-B04 — ~ F = F =[F =
3 11.00 11.55 12.25 13.10 A=093 F=54982 | osonoiun | gq3330m | 603414
g pvalue <001, partial | o 7 | partial 77 | partial 77
5 (0.73) (0.83) (0.97) (0.79) 17=907 g el
Multivariate A =.185, F = 14.358, p-value < .001, Partial QN =.430
test
F = 1495 |F = 38498 | F = 51357 | F = 56.941
p-value >.05 | p-value p-value p-value <.001
Univariate test | Partial 7| <.001 <.001 Partial 7
=.056 Partial 77 | Partial 7| =.692
=.603 =.670
Posthoc test EX-B02> EX-B02 > | EX-B02 >
CON-BO01 CON-B01 CON-B01
w EX-B02> EX-B02 > | EX-B02 >
ﬁ CON-B04 CON-B04 CON-B04
m Not EX-B03> EX-B03 > | EX-B03 >
..mlv. significant CON-BO01 CON-B01 CON-B01
xR EX-B03> EX-B03 > | EX-B03 >
g CON-B04 CON-B04 CON-B04
z CON-B04>C
2 ON-BO1

.) is SD *** = p-value < .001, ** = p-value < .01, * = p-value < .05.

Note: The number in (...
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Table 3. Comparison of the development in reading performance between the experimental and control groups

through the analysis of MANOVA with repeated measures

Variables Within-Subjects Test
. L Simple Effects Analysis
Reading Pretest Posttest 1 Posttest 2 Posttest 3 Multivariate Univariate test - .
test Postl Post2
Pre - Postl | poi Post3
EX-B02 10.30 13.20 14.00 14.75 A= 057, F _ WON Nom**u F | F _
93.330 . 21.714%** | 37.174%**
(1.66) (1.20) (1.41) (1.74) w%um_wmw 03, partial partial e partial s partial s
=. =225 =.
EX-B03 10.25 13.50 14.60 15.30 Az o7 A=041 F _ wwm Bq**u F | F _
muwom 292 132.263 . 38.966*** | [8.255%**
(1.12) (0.83) (1.23) (138) p-value w.NWHMA 05, partial |\ o ol o | partial s | partial 7
<.001 ) =922 =672 =.490
CON-B01 9.95 10.50 10.75 11.45 Partial 77 | A=276 F =|F=1.018 |F=305 F=2.652
(2.70) (1.73) (2.55) (2.31) =.893 14.832 . . ) . )
povalue < .05, partial | Pral 77 | partial 7" | partial 7
n=.724 ) ) :
» | CON-B04 9.05 10.15 10.60 12.00 A=.199 F =|F =l p=s147 | F =
= 22.762 19.319%** ’ 20.239%**
g (2.14) (2.25) (1.90) (1.45) p-value < .05, partial | partial #* | partial 7" | partial 7
S 7°=.801 =.504 =213 =516
Multivariate A=.017, F =205.892, p-value < .001, Partial 777 =.893
test
F = 1.690 | F = 24207 | F = 26.045 | F = 24.142
. p-value > .0 | p-value p-value p-value
Dhivariate | 5 <.001 <.001 <.001
s Partial 77 | Partial 77 | Partial 7 | Partial 77
< =.063 =.489 =.507 = .488
& | Posthoc test EX-B02 > | EX-B02 > | EX-B02 >
8 CON-BO1 CON-BO1 CON-BO01
.2 EX-B02 > | EX-B02 > | EX-B02 >
3 Not CON-B04 | CON-B04 | CON-B04
5 significant | EX-B03 > | EX-B03 > | EX-B03 >
8 CON-BO1 CON-BO1 CON-BO01
I3 EX-B03 > | EX-B03 > | EX-B03 >
R CON-B04 CON-B04 CON-B04

Note: The number in the (...) is SD *** = p-value < .001, ** = p-value < .01, * = p-value <.05.
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Table 4. Comparison of the development in writing performance between the experimental and control groups

through the analysis of MANOVA with repeated measures

Variables Within-Subjects Test
... . Simple Effects Analysis
Writing Pretest Posttest 1 Posttest 2 Posttest 3 Multivariate Univariate test P d
test Pre - Postl Postl - | Post2 -
Post2 Post3
EX-B02 10.25 13.45 13.95 14.70 A=.029, F =|F =|F =|F =
188.776 202.667*** | 10.556%* 57.000%**
(1.48) (0.94) (1.10) (1.03) p-value <.001, partial | partial 77 | partial 77 | partial 77
=971 =914 =357 =750
EX-B03 9.75 13.35 14.00 14.80 A=030 F =|F =|F =|F =
A=.039 180.681 384.750%**% | 24.511%%% | 21.714%**
(1.29) (0.88) 0.92) (1.01) F=611.715 | p-value < .001, partial | partial 77 | partial 77 | partial 7
p-value 7=.970 =953 =563 =533
- < =
CON-BO1 9.75 10.70 11.40 11.75 Jmm_ ;| A=0s8 F=58598 M@.w&*: mt.mw*** F=7.107*
(1.25) (1.17) (1.35) (1.37) = 961 M.NMN%MA.OS“ partial | ol o7 | partial 7 | partial 77
: =722 =700 =272
., | CON-B04 10.30 11.45 12.55 13.50 A=024 F =|F =|F =|F =
L 232.333 197.078%#% | 255.444%%% | 116.254%%*
s 0.92) (0.89) (0.89) (1.00) p-value < .001, partial | partial 77 | partial 77 | partial 7
S 17'=976 =912 =931 =860
Multivariate A =116, F = 20.236, p-value < .001, Partial 77* =.512
test
F = 1174 [F = 39696 | F = 26633 | F = 32.568
p-value > .05 | p-value p-value p-value
Univariate test | Partial QN <.001 <.001 <.001
=.044 Partial 17 | Partial 17 | Partial 7
=610 =513 =562
Posthoc test EX-B02 > | EX-B02 > | EX-B02 >
CON-B01 CON-B01 CON-B01
7 EX-B02 > | EX-B02 > | EX-B02 >
= CON-B04 CON-B04 CON-B04
5 Not EX-B03 > | EX-B03 > | EX-B03 >
.LM significant CON-B01 CON-BO1 CON-BO1
7 EX-B03 > | EX-B03 > | EX-B03 >
5 CON-B04 CON-B04 CON-B04
2 CON-B04>C
2 ON-BO1
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Figure 2. Comparison of the development in listening-speaking, reading, and writing performances between the
experimental ( BO2 & B03) and control groups (BO1 & B04) shown by line figures

Research question 2. Are the experimental groups’ opinions on instructional learning program significantly more

positive than those of the control groups?

Data presented in Tables 5 and 6 show that both the experimental groups registered significantly higher positive
opinions at .01 level on the instruction used than did the control groups on the conventional instruction.
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Table 5. Test of significant difference in the overall opinion about learning program used in English for learning
development course between the experimental (B02 & B03) and control groups (BO1 & B04), using #-test for
independent samples

Opinions
Groups n t p-Value
X SD
Experimental 40 4.00 0.38
16.262 .000
Control 40 2.96 0.14

Table 6. Analysis of basic statistical data between the experimental and control groups’opinions on learning
program used in English for learning course

Experimental Control Group
Opin Group
pinions
X SD X SD
1. The learning program in this course is very useful to develop 45 0.44 3.70 0.46

my English for interpretation/communication.

2. The learning program in this course enables me to have
broader opportunities in learning more variety of issues or 4.55 0.50 2.98 0.53
content areas.

3. The learning program in this course enables me to develop

broader learning in vocabularies/idioms. 3:90 0.63 3.33 0.47
fl. The; learmr.lg. program in this course attracts me to participate 413 0.65 285 0.66
in various activities relevant to my interest and aptitudes.

5. The. learning program in ﬂ:llS course is very interesting and 3.90 059 335 0.66
attractive for an ongoing learning.

6. 1 hgve lots .O.f opportunities in listening-speaking and 388 0.61 285 0.58
expressing my opinions.

7. 1 always have opportunities in group working activities with 435 0.77 358 0.50
other students.

8. I have opportunities in 1ndepen.dently searchmg and studying 3.8 080 5208 058
more knowledge according to my interest and aptitude.

9.1 'feel' that I' can show improvement in listening to and 388 0.76 268 0.57
speaking in English.

10. I feel that I can bptter grasp the main ideas in reading/getting 388 0.72 265 0.58
better details of reading.

11. I feel that I can write better in English on various topics. 3.90 0.78 2.38 0.49
12. In this course, there was a well-prepared program of learning

materials, aud1o-v1sual aids, and egulpments to a§s1st studegtg 403 0.70 3.40 0.50
better learning for understanding and feasibly practicing

activities.

13. In this leamlng program, the teacher always integrates some 430 0.46 285 053
moral and ethical issues for students.

14. I can always evaluate and assess my learning in this course. 4.30 0.46 3.03 0.62
15. Thgre are various ways of consistent meagurement and 435 0.58 290 030
evaluation in the learning program that makes me vibrant.

16. .I can appl.y 1nf0nnat{on/kn0\y1edge from this course to other 3.70 0.69 260 0.59
subject areas in my learning curriculum.

17. I have learned more by working with others after completing 375 0.63 2.98 0.36

12



www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 6, No. 9; 2013

this course.

18. I always have opportunities of discussing and consulting

with the teacher and other classmates. 375 0.63 2.35 0.50
.19. I hgve more opportunities of learning and exchanging 3.90 0.63 240 0.50
information with classmates and others.

20. I actualize that learning English should relate to other

rounded information for interpreting and communicating our 3.85 0.74 2.75 0.49
own ideas with others.

21. 1 feel I have a better relationship with friends and others. 3.85 0.70 3.18 0.45
22. I.feel more self-confident in communication/interpretation in 3.50 0.68 758 0.50
English with others.

23. I enjoy learning with friends and the teacher in this course. 4.15 0.48 3.50 0.51
Total 4.00 0.38 2.96 0.14

Table 7. Criteria for data interpretation

Criteria Level of Opinions
4.50-5.00 Most

3.50-4.49 Much
2.50-3.49 Moderate
1.50-2.49 Little

0.00 - 1.49 Least

Research question 3. Do the experimental group teacher-students really identify their experiences in using
multiple —intelligences more than what the control groups do after the experiment?

Data presented in Tables 7 and 8 and Figure 3 show that, after the experiment, both experimental groups

Identified greater percentage of experience in using each and all the aspects of multiple intelligences than did the
control groups.

Table 8. Analysis of differences in self-evaluation on experiences in using multiple intelligences between the
experimental and control groups

Percentage of Multiple
Intelligence Use

Aspect of Multiple Intelligence - Difference
Experimental Control
Groups Groups
1. Linguistic Intelligence 100 79 21
2. Logical-Mathematical Intelligence 91 25 66
3. Visual-Spatial Intelligence 84 75 9
4. Bodily Kinesthetic Intelligence 94 25 69
5. Musical Intelligence 65 30 35
6. Interpersonal Intelligence 87 60 27
7. Intrapersonal Intelligence 93 48 45
8. Naturalist Intelligence 70 0 70
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Table 9. Analysis of basic statistical data of the experimental and control groups’ experiences in using multiple
intelligences in English for learning development course

Experimental Group Control Group

Evaluation of Multiple Intelligence Use — —
% X SD % X SD

Linguistic Intelligence

1. Speaking/conversing in English in various activity
contexts.

2. Listening to different topics/issues in English. 100 1.00  0.00 100 1.00  0.00
3. Reading various issues/literary works/articles in English. 100 1.00  0.00 100 1.00  0.00

100 .00 0.00 100 1.00  0.00

4. Playing games for skill practice in English in different

100 1.00 0.00 100 1.00 0.00
contexts.

5. Writing vocabulary items/sentences in English in

different occasions and contexts. 100 1.00 0.00 100 1.00 0.00

6. Writing essays/summary of texts in English. 100 1.00  0.00 100 1.00  0.00
7. Spelling English vocabularies in different activities. 100 1.00  0.00 53 0.53  0.51
Overall Aspect of Linguistic Intelligence 100 .00 0.00 79 0.79  0.07

Logical and Mathematical Intelligence

8. Practicing activities about
numbers/calculating/counting/statistical analyzing.

9. Playing critical thinking games. 100 1.0 0.00 O 0.00  0.00
10. Discussing concepts/reasoning about different issues. 100 1.00  0.00 100 1.00  0.00

100 1.00  0.00 O 0.00  0.00

11. Using computer to search for answers/responses. 63 063 049 O 0.00  0.00
Overall Aspects of Logical/Mathematical Intelligence 91 091 0.12 25 0.25  0.00
Visual-Spatial Intelligence

12. Drawing pictures/doing activities. 100 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
;?étzzg.:hing movies/slides/DVD/PowerPoints/looking at 100 100 000 100 100 000
14. Using the map/diagrams/charts for learning. 73 073 045 0 0.00  0.00
15. Presenting learning using pictures/audio-visual aids. 63 0.63 049 1.00 1.00 0.00
Overall Aspects of Visual-Spatial Intelligence 84 0.84 0.19 75 0.75  0.00

Bodily Kinesthetic Intelligence

16. Doing activities using bodily movement in different
ways, such as walking, running, dancing, turning around, 100 1.00  0.00 O 0.00  0.00
etc.

17. Using gestures to express bodily information/feeling in

different activities, such as raising hands, nodding head, 100 1.00  0.00 100 1.00  0.00
ete.

18. Role playing/acting mini drama, etc. 100 1.00  0.00 O 0.00  0.00
19. Doing handicraft activities/carpentry, etc. 75 075 044 O 0.00  0.00
Overall Aspect of Bodily Kinesthetic Intelligence 94 094 0.11 25 0.25  0.00

Musical Intelligence
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20. Listening to music/other sounds, etc. 100 1.00  0.00 1 1.00  0.00
21. Singing (individually/in chorus). 100 .00 0.00 50 0.50 0.51
22. Playing musical instrument. 0 0.00 0.00 O 0.00  0.00
23. Doing activities with rthythmic background. 25 025 044 O 0.00  0.00
24, Imitating voices/sounds. 100 1.00 0.00 O 0.00  0.00
Overall Aspect of Musical Intelligence 65 0.65 0.09 30 0.30  0.10

Interpersonal Intelligence
25. Group working with friends/others. 100 1.00  0.00 100 1.00  0.00

26. Fellowship/friendship activities/social activities for
learning, such as participating in social activities with 100 1.00  0.00 O 0.00  0.00
friends or meeting others for learning activities.

27 s o o hing s
28. Participating in community activities. 35 035 048 O 0.00  0.00
29. Being assistant/facilitator/moderator in group activities. 100 1.00 0.00 100 1.00  0.00
Overall Aspect of Interpersonal Intelligence 87 0.87 0.10 60 0.60  0.00

Intrapersonal Intelligence

30. Independently studying for other knowledge

/information/self-studying in different ways 100 1.00-0.00 100 1.00-0.00

31. Self-studying through self-study learning 100 100 000 100 100 0.00

program/module.

32. Independently conducting projects or playing games. 100 1.00 0.00 O 0.00  0.00
33. Noting/making his/her diary. 100 1.00  0.00 100 1.00  0.00
34. Giving his/her information to others. 100 1.00  0.00 35 0.35 048
35. Analyzing his/her strengths and weaknesses. 80 0.80 041 O 0.00  0.00
36. Expressing personal feelings to others. 70 0.70 046 O 0.00  0.00
37. Formulating his or her goals in activities. 88 0.88 033 50 0.00 0.51

38. Self-evaluating, such as self-testing, answering

questionnaires for self-attitude evaluation. 100 10000050 0.00 051

Overall Aspect of Intrapersonal Intelligence 93 093 0.09 48 048 0.05
Naturalist Intelligence

39. Field-trip studying in different places for learning. 55 0.55 050 0 0.00  0.00
40. Learnlng nature through pictures/videos/different 100 100 000 0 0.00 000
media.

41. Learning nature by actual materials/situations. 63 0.63 049 0 0.00  0.00
42. Observmg natural phenomenon in actual/simulation 60 060 050 0 0.00  0.00
situations.

43. Field-trip studying outside class about nature. 45 045 050 0 0.00  0.00
44. Surveying actn@ﬁes/searchmgl natural issues about 100 100 000 0 000  0.00
nature (humans, animals, and environments).

Overall aspect of Naturalist Intelligence 70 0.70 0.18 0 0.00  0.00
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Table 10. Criteria for Data Interpretation

Criteria Level of Evaluation
0.88 - 1.00 Most

0.66 - 0.87 Much

0.44 - 0.65 Moderate
0.22-0.43 Little

0.00-0.21 Least

*Note: None of the teacher-students in the experimental and control groups added any other activity in the
open-ended forms given for each aspect.
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Figure 3. Comparison of each aspect of multiple intelligence used between the experimental and control groups
shown by a line figure

Al = Linguistic Intelligence

A2 = Logical/Mathematical Intelligence

A3 = Visual/Spatial Intelligence

A4 = Bodily Kinesthetic Intelligence

AS =Musical Intelligence

A6= Interpersonal Intelligence

A7 = Intrapersonal Intelligence

A8 =Naturalist Intelligence

5. Discussion of Findings

The results of this study can possibly be explained as follows:

1) By using the program of cross- curriculum thematic instruction based on multiple intelligence theory, the
teacher-students of the experimental groups could experience greater precision in language performance than
those of the control groups; their own thinking ability and potential intelligence enable them to continuously link
the meaning of successive texts they read through. This helped them much better in developing their language
performance at different points of learning after the experiment. In terms of interpretation and translation of
different types of texts from mother tongue to foreign language and vice versa, the development in their
language performance was significantly better in both spoken and written forms.

2) The teacher students in the experimental groups had more experience than those in the control groups in
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practicing their language skills in more diverse social contexts and thus had to encounter more diverse text types
or genres, schematic structures as well as linguistic features in both spoken and written language through
different aspects of multiple intelligence activities in more motivating learning settings.

3) Even though the teacher-students in the control groups had independently studied and experienced both
spoken and written language through active learning program of student-centered approach , their experience in
broader linkage of knowledge network was less than that of the teacher-students of the experimental groups who
enjoyed sharing their intelligence-based learning activity programs both within and outside the class among
friends with different resources, such as display boards, different topic presentations, discussions , debates, etc

4) Teacher-students in the experimental groups could better evaluate their strengths and weaknesses in their
chosen activities by covering all aspects of intelligences than those in the control groups who emphasized only
on completing the skills of language use on one topic at a time. The motivation to learn through their potential
intelligences across the curriculum, as well as the teachers-students’ achievement recognition program of the
learning process, could enable the experimental groups to develop their language skills more progressively than
those in the control groups with the same amount of learning time of the experiment.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

In comparison to the pretest stages which were not significantly different between the experimental and control
groups, the results of this study show that undergraduate —students taught through the program of
cross-curricular thematic instruction based on multiple intelligence theory can improve their English
performance in listening-speaking, reading and writing significantly much better than those in the control group
taught through conventional instruction. The teacher-students of the experimental group expressed significantly
higher positive opinion than those of the control group on the learning programs they received. Besides, the
teacher-students of the experimental group, taught through the two instructional programs, based on multiple
intelligences, could gain more experience across curriculum with different selected thematic texts and
successfully improve their motivation to learn and English performance, which are relevant to the stated
hypothesis.

In view of the positive results of the teacher-students of the experimental groups taught through the instructional
program of cross-curricular thematic instructional based on multiple intelligence theory, the curriculum for
prospective teachers of the School of Education, especially the syllabus of English courses, should be
continuously integrated, every year, with other subject arecas so as to enable them develop and master their
language performance in more diverse situations and thus, in turn, effectively benefit their prospective students
after graduation. Integration with other techniques of English teaching methodology and learning styles and
techniques can be done while planning the curriculum. Mapping techniques can be useful for planning the
relevant content arecas and implementing those in effective program of learning based on activities covering
multiple intelligences. Most importantly, regular counseling and assistance of the teachers to scaffold the
teacher- students in using language appropriately and in preparation of proper thematic materials and other
learning resources will be very helpful in making better programs for teaching of English teachers in a foreign
language.
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