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 Purpose of the study: This study aims to identify whether there is a significant 

correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and their English speaking 

skill achievement among fourth semester students of the English Education 

Department, Faculty of Tarbiyah and Teachers Training, State Islamic University 

of Syarif Hidayatullah Jakarta. 

Methodology: This study used correlational research with library research and 

field research methods. The population consisted of fourth semester students of 

the English Education Department academic year 2009. Data were collected 

through linguistic intelligence tests and English speaking achievement scores. 

Data analysis used Product Moment Correlation formula to determine the 

relationship between variables. 

Main Findings: The result showed that the correlation coefficient between 

students’ linguistic intelligence and their English speaking skill achievement was 

0.042, which belongs to a very low correlation level. It indicates that there was no 

significant correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and their English 

speaking skill achievement in this study. 

Novelty/Originality of this study: This study provides a specific analysis of the 

relationship between linguistic intelligence based on Howard Gardner’s multiple 

intelligences theory and English speaking achievement in higher education 

students. It contributes new insight that linguistic intelligence cannot be simply 

measured through academic potential tests and may not directly determine 

speaking performance 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

English plays an important role as an international language used in communication, education, science, 

and technology [1]-[3]. In Indonesia, English has become a compulsory subject from elementary school to 

university level because of its significance in supporting academic and professional development. However, 

despite years of formal instruction, many students still experience difficulties in mastering English productively, 

especially in speaking skills [4]. Speaking is often considered the most challenging language skill because it 

requires students to produce language spontaneously, accurately, and fluently while also considering 

pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, comprehension, and confidence. This condition indicates that the 
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development of speaking competence requires not only linguistic knowledge but also internal cognitive abilities 

that support language production [5]. 

Speaking skill is a crucial aspect of English learning because it reflects students’ ability to communicate 

ideas, opinions, and feelings effectively in real situations. In higher education, particularly in English Education 

Departments, students are expected to demonstrate good speaking performance as part of their academic and 

professional preparation [6], [7]. However, many students still face problems such as lack of confidence, limited 

vocabulary, fear of making mistakes, and difficulty in organizing ideas during oral communication. These 

obstacles suggest that speaking achievement is influenced by various internal and external factors, one of which 

is students’ linguistic intelligence as part of their cognitive and psychological capacity in language learning [8]. 

Linguistic intelligence, as proposed by Howard Gardner in the theory of Multiple Intelligences, refers to 

the ability to use language effectively in both spoken and written forms. It includes sensitivity to word meanings, 

sound patterns, grammar structures, and the ability to express thoughts clearly and systematically [9], [10]. 

Individuals with high linguistic intelligence usually enjoy reading, writing, storytelling, debating, and discussing 

ideas. They are also more capable of understanding language patterns and producing meaningful communication. 

In the context of English language learning, linguistic intelligence is assumed to contribute significantly to 

students’ speaking performance because speaking requires the ability to select words appropriately, organize ideas 

logically, and communicate fluently [11]. 

From the perspective of psycholinguistics and neurolinguistics, linguistic intelligence is closely related 

to brain functions, especially the areas responsible for language production and comprehension such as Broca’s 

area and Wernicke’s area [12], [13]. These parts of the brain support speech production, language understanding, 

pronunciation, and verbal expression. In addition, linguistic intelligence is influenced by both biological and 

environmental factors such as age, gender, cognitive development, learning environment, and opportunities for 

communication practice. Therefore, students who are exposed to supportive academic environments and frequent 

speaking activities may develop stronger linguistic intelligence, which may positively affect their speaking 

achievement [14]. 

The fourth semester students of the English Education Department are considered appropriate subjects 

for this study because they have already experienced intensive English learning from the first semester and have 

been involved in various academic speaking activities such as presentations, discussions, and classroom interaction 

[15].They are also in the process of strengthening both their theoretical understanding and practical communication 

competence. This condition makes them suitable participants to examine whether linguistic intelligence has a 

meaningful relationship with their English speaking skill achievement. Understanding this relationship is 

important because it can provide valuable insight for lecturers and students in improving English teaching 

strategies and speaking performance [16]. 

This study focuses on investigating the correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and their 

English speaking skill achievement. The researcher assumes that students with stronger linguistic intelligence may 

have better speaking performance because they are more capable of understanding and producing language 

effectively [17]. However, this assumption needs to be tested scientifically through empirical research. Therefore, 

this study aims to identify whether there is a significant correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and 

their English speaking achievement among fourth semester students of the English Education Department, Faculty 

of Tarbiyah and Teachers Training, State Islamic University of Syarif Hidayatullah Jakarta. 

Several previous studies have discussed the relationship between intelligence and language achievement. 

First, Sri Wahyuningsih [18] found that multiple intelligences have a contribution to language proficiency, 

especially in language performance and comprehension. Second, Yihun Gatchew et al. [19] explained that 

linguistic intelligence supports students in constructing ideas clearly and using language effectively in 

communication. Third, Hasan [20] emphasized that linguistic intelligence is one of the most important dimensions 

in achieving language mastery. However, most previous studies focused on general language proficiency or 

multiple intelligences broadly, while limited studies specifically examined the direct correlation between linguistic 

intelligence and English speaking achievement among university students in the Indonesian higher education 

context. This gap becomes the foundation for conducting the present study. 

The novelty of this research lies in its specific focus on examining linguistic intelligence as an 

independent variable and English speaking achievement as the dependent variable using correlational analysis at 

the university level. Unlike previous studies that discussed multiple intelligences in general, this research 

specifically highlights linguistic intelligence and its practical relationship with speaking performance. In addition, 

this study provides a more focused perspective on English Education students who intensively learn speaking skills 

in academic settings [21]. This specific investigation offers a clearer understanding of whether linguistic 

intelligence directly contributes to speaking achievement or whether other factors play a more dominant role. 

The implication of this research is expected to provide theoretical and practical contributions to English 

language teaching and learning. Theoretically, this study enriches the discussion of psycholinguistics, especially 

concerning the role of linguistic intelligence in second language acquisition and speaking performance. Practically, 

the findings can help lecturers design more effective speaking instruction by considering students’ linguistic 
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intelligence and affective factors such as confidence and motivation. Students may also become more aware of 

their own language potential and develop better strategies to improve their speaking skills through consistent 

practice, vocabulary enrichment, and communicative interaction [22]. 

The urgency of this study is closely related to the continuing problem of low English speaking 

competence among university students despite long-term formal English instruction. Many students still struggle 

to communicate fluently and confidently even though speaking is one of the most essential competencies in 

academic and professional life. In the era of globalization, strong English speaking ability is increasingly important 

for education, career development, and international communication. Therefore, identifying factors that influence 

speaking achievement, especially internal cognitive factors such as linguistic intelligence, becomes highly 

necessary [23]. This research is urgent because it can provide evidence-based understanding that supports the 

improvement of English teaching practices and helps students achieve better speaking competence in higher 

education contexts 

 

 

2. RESEARCH METHOD 

2.1. Research Design 

This study employed a quantitative method using correlational research design to examine the 

relationship between students’ linguistic intelligence and their English speaking skill achievement. Correlational 

research is used to identify the degree of relationship between two variables without manipulating them [24]. In 

this study, linguistic intelligence was treated as the independent variable (X), while English speaking skill 

achievement was treated as the dependent variable (Y). The purpose of this design was to determine whether there 

was a significant correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and their speaking performance among 

fourth semester students of the English Education Department, Faculty of Tarbiyah and Teachers Training, State 

Islamic University of Syarif Hidayatullah Jakarta. This design was considered appropriate because the researcher 

intended to measure the natural relationship between the variables based on actual student performance. 

 

2.2. Research Subject and Sample 

The subjects of this research were the fourth semester students of the English Education Department, 

Faculty of Tarbiyah and Teachers Training, State Islamic University of Syarif Hidayatullah Jakarta, academic year 

2009. These students were selected because they had experienced intensive English learning from the first to the 

fourth semester and had participated in various speaking activities such as presentations, discussions, and 

classroom interaction. The population of this study consisted of all fourth semester students, while the sample was 

selected purposively based on their active participation in speaking classes and availability of speaking 

achievement data. The sample represented students who had sufficient exposure to English speaking practice and 

linguistic learning, making them appropriate participants for this correlational study. 

 

2.3. Source of Data and Data Collection Technique 

The data sources in this study were obtained from both primary and secondary data. Primary data were 

collected directly from students through a linguistic intelligence test designed to measure students’ ability in 

language use, vocabulary mastery, sentence construction, and verbal reasoning. Secondary data were obtained 

from students’ English speaking achievement scores taken from speaking class assessments conducted by 

lecturers. In addition, library research was also conducted to collect relevant theories and previous studies related 

to linguistic intelligence, speaking skills, and language achievement [25]. 

The data collection technique involved administering the linguistic intelligence test to the selected 

participants and documenting their speaking scores from academic records. The test results represented variable 

X, while the speaking achievement scores represented variable Y. Both sets of scores were then tabulated and 

analyzed using Product Moment Correlation to determine the degree of relationship between the two variables. 

 

 Table 1. Research Variables and Data Sources 

Variable Indicator Source of Data 

X (Linguistic 

Intelligence) 

Vocabulary, verbal reasoning, language sensitivity, 

sentence construction 

Linguistic 

Intelligence Test 

Y (Speaking Skill 

Achievement) 

Pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, 

comprehension 

Speaking 

Achievement Score 

 

2.4. Research Instrument 

The main instruments used in this study were the linguistic intelligence test and students’ speaking 

achievement documentation. The linguistic intelligence test was designed based on the theory of linguistic 

intelligence proposed by Howard Gardner, which includes the ability to use language effectively in spoken and 

written forms. The test measured students’ verbal ability, vocabulary understanding, grammar awareness, and 
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language sensitivity. Meanwhile, the speaking achievement scores were taken from formal academic assessments 

conducted by speaking lecturers using standard speaking criteria such as pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, 

fluency, and comprehension [26]. 

To ensure validity, the researcher consulted the test instrument with lecturers of Psycholinguistics and 

Speaking courses before administering it. This step was important to ensure that the instrument accurately 

measured linguistic intelligence and was relevant to the objectives of the study. 

 

2.5. Data Analysis Technique 

The data analysis technique used in this research was Pearson Product Moment Correlation Formula to 

identify the correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and their English speaking skill achievement [27]. 

This statistical formula was chosen because it is commonly used to measure the strength and direction of the 

relationship between two quantitative variables. 

 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =  
𝑁 ∑ 𝑋𝑌−(∑𝑋)(∑𝑌)

√[𝑁∑𝑋2−(∑𝑋)2][𝑁∑𝑌2−(∑𝑌)2]
  …(1) 

Where: 

rxy = Correlation coefficient 

N = Number of samples 

X = Linguistic intelligence score 

Y = Speaking achievement score 

 

The interpretation of the correlation coefficient was classified based on the standard correlation level 

ranging from very low to very high. 

 

Table 2. Correlation Level Interpretation 

Correlation Coefficient Interpretation 

0.00 – 0.20 Very Low 

0.21 – 0.40 Low 

0.41 – 0.60 Moderate 

0.61 – 0.80 High 

0.81 – 1.00 Very High 

 

 

2.6. Research Procedure 

The research procedure was conducted systematically in several stages. First, the researcher conducted 

library research to identify relevant theories and previous studies related to linguistic intelligence and speaking 

achievement. Second, the researcher prepared and validated the research instruments through consultation with 

lecturers. Third, the linguistic intelligence test was administered to the selected students. Fourth, the researcher 

collected students’ English speaking achievement scores from academic documentation. Fifth, all data were 

tabulated and analyzed using Product Moment Correlation Formula. Finally, the researcher interpreted the findings 

and drew conclusions regarding the relationship between the variables. 

 

 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

3.1. Results of Students’ Linguistic Intelligence Test 

The first objective of this study was to identify the level of students’ linguistic intelligence among the 

fourth semester students of the English Education Department, Faculty of Tarbiyah and Teachers Training, State 

Islamic University of Syarif Hidayatullah Jakarta. The researcher administered a linguistic intelligence test that 

measured students’ vocabulary mastery, verbal reasoning, sentence construction, grammar awareness, and 

language sensitivity. These indicators were selected based on Howard Gardner’s theory of linguistic intelligence, 

which emphasizes the ability to use language effectively in spoken and written forms [28]. 

After the test was administered, the scores were tabulated and classified into several categories, namely 

poor, sufficient, good, and excellent. The results showed that most students were in the sufficient and good 

categories, indicating that they had a moderate ability in language understanding and verbal expression. Only a 

small number of students reached the excellent category, while a few students were still classified as poor. 

This result indicates that although the students had already studied English intensively for several 

semesters, their linguistic intelligence levels varied considerably. Some students demonstrated strong vocabulary 

mastery and sentence organization, while others still struggled with verbal expression and grammatical sensitivity. 
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This variation became an important basis for examining whether differences in linguistic intelligence were related 

to differences in speaking achievement 

 

Table 1. Students’ Linguistic Intelligence Category 

Variable Category Percentage (%) 

Linguistic Intelligence Poor 8.6 

Linguistic Intelligence Sufficient 32.4 

Linguistic Intelligence Good 44.7 

Linguistic Intelligence Excellent 14.3 

 

Based on Table 1, the majority of students were in the good category (44.7%), followed by sufficient 

(32.4%), excellent (14.3%), and poor (8.6%). This finding suggests that most students possessed adequate 

linguistic ability to support English learning, especially in understanding vocabulary and language structure. 

However, good linguistic intelligence does not automatically guarantee strong speaking performance, which 

became the main focus of further analysis. 

 

3.2. Results of Students’ English Speaking Skill Achievement 

The second variable examined in this study was students’ English speaking skill achievement. The data 

were obtained from students’ formal speaking assessment scores documented by speaking lecturers. The 

assessment included five major components: pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension 

[29]. These components are widely recognized as the essential elements of speaking performance. 

The findings showed that students’ speaking achievement was generally categorized as sufficient to good. 

Most students were able to communicate basic ideas and participate in classroom speaking activities such as 

presentations and discussions. However, many students still experienced problems in pronunciation accuracy, 

grammatical correctness, and speaking fluency. Several students also showed hesitation and anxiety when 

speaking in front of others, which affected their speaking performance. 

Students who had stronger vocabulary mastery were generally more confident in expressing ideas, while 

students with limited vocabulary tended to pause frequently and switch to their first language. This finding supports 

the view that vocabulary plays a major role in oral communication [30]. However, confidence and classroom 

speaking practice were also observed as important supporting factors. 

 

Table 2. Students’ Speaking Achievement Category 

Variable Category Percentage (%) 

Speaking Achievement Poor 11.2 

Speaking Achievement Sufficient 38.5 

Speaking Achievement Good 36.8 

Speaking Achievement Excellent 13.5 

 

Table 2 shows that most students were classified as sufficient (38.5%) and good (36.8%) in speaking 

achievement. This indicates that while students had developed functional speaking competence, many of them still 

needed improvement in fluency and confidence for effective academic communication. 

 

3.3. Correlation Between Linguistic Intelligence and Speaking Achievement 

The main purpose of this study was to determine whether there was a significant correlation between 

students’ linguistic intelligence and their English speaking skill achievement. To analyze this relationship, the 

researcher used Pearson Product Moment Correlation Formula [31]. The formula used in this study is presented 

as follows : 

 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =  
𝑁 ∑ 𝑋𝑌−(∑𝑋)(∑𝑌)

√[𝑁∑𝑋2−(∑𝑋)2][𝑁∑𝑌2−(∑𝑌)2]
  …(2) 

 

 

 

Where: 

rxy = correlation coefficient 

N = number of respondents 

X = linguistic intelligence score 

Y = speaking achievement score 
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After calculating the data, the researcher found that the correlation coefficient (rxy) was 0.042. Based on 

the standard interpretation of correlation coefficients, this value falls into the category of very low correlation. 

This means that there was no significant relationship between students’ linguistic intelligence and their English 

speaking skill achievement. 

 

T able 3. Correlation Analysis Result 

Variables Correlation Coefficient (rxy) Interpretation 

Linguistic Intelligence and Speaking Achievement 0.042 Very Low Correlation 

 

This result indicates that students with high linguistic intelligence scores did not necessarily obtain high 

speaking achievement scores. Likewise, some students with moderate or lower linguistic intelligence were still 

able to perform well in speaking activities. Therefore, linguistic intelligence alone was not the dominant factor 

influencing speaking performance. 

The findings of this study revealed that there was no significant correlation between students’ linguistic 

intelligence and their English speaking skill achievement. Although theoretically linguistic intelligence is closely 

associated with language mastery, the statistical result showed only a very low correlation (rxy = 0.042). This 

finding suggests that speaking achievement is influenced by many factors beyond linguistic intelligence itself. 

According to Dwi Anggita [32], linguistic intelligence refers to the ability to use language effectively, 

including speaking, writing, reading, and listening. Individuals with high linguistic intelligence are usually 

sensitive to language patterns, vocabulary choice, and verbal expression. Based on this theory, students with 

stronger linguistic intelligence should theoretically demonstrate better speaking performance. However, the 

present study shows that this relationship was not significant in practice. 

One possible explanation is that speaking skill is strongly affected by affective factors such as confidence, 

motivation, anxiety, and willingness to communicate. Many students experience fear of making mistakes when 

speaking English, especially in front of lecturers and classmates. Even students who understand grammar and 

vocabulary well may hesitate to speak because of nervousness and low self-confidence. This psychological barrier 

often reduces speaking performance more significantly than cognitive limitations. 

This finding is supported by Mujiono [33], who explains that speaking is not only about producing correct 

language forms but also about communicating meaning effectively. Students may have good linguistic 

understanding but still fail to perform well if they are unable to manage speaking anxiety. Therefore, speaking 

achievement cannot be measured only by intellectual or linguistic potential. 

Another important factor is the role of practice and exposure. Students who frequently participate in 

discussions, presentations, debates, and daily English conversations tend to develop stronger speaking fluency 

regardless of their measured linguistic intelligence. Repeated speaking practice helps students become more 

spontaneous and confident in oral communication. This supports the argument of Ibnu Fitrianto [34] that speaking 

competence is largely developed through continuous communicative practice rather than theoretical knowledge 

alone. 

The result also suggests that linguistic intelligence is a complex construct that cannot be fully measured 

through written testing. Formal tests may capture vocabulary knowledge and grammar sensitivity, but they may 

not fully represent students’ creativity in communication, spontaneous verbal expression, and real-life speaking 

ability. As a result, the test score may not accurately reflect the practical use of linguistic intelligence in speaking 

contexts. 

From the perspective of neurolinguistics, language production involves not only cognitive processing but 

also emotional readiness and social interaction. Broca’s area and Wernicke’s area support speech production and 

comprehension, but successful speaking performance also depends on psychological comfort and communicative 

environment. Students who study in supportive and interactive classrooms often show better speaking development 

even if their formal linguistic intelligence scores are average. 

This finding differs slightly from previous studies such as Yooman ravichv [35], which found that 

multiple intelligences contribute positively to language proficiency. However, the difference may be caused by 

research focus. Previous studies often measured general language achievement, while this study specifically 

focused on speaking skill, which is more strongly influenced by confidence and real-time performance. This 

confirms that speaking is a unique productive skill requiring a broader combination of cognitive, emotional, and 

environmental support. 

The implication of this study is that lecturers should not rely solely on linguistic intelligence as an 

indicator of speaking success. Instead, English teaching should provide more communicative opportunities, 

supportive classroom interaction, and confidence-building strategies. Activities such as role play, group 

discussion, storytelling, and presentation practice may be more effective in improving speaking performance than 

simply strengthening language theory [36]. 

Therefore, this study concludes that linguistic intelligence remains an important aspect of language 

learning, but it is only one of many factors affecting English speaking achievement. A comprehensive approach 
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that combines cognitive development, emotional support, and communicative practice is more necessary to 

improve students’ speaking competence in higher education 

 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

The study concludes that there was no significant correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and 

their English speaking skill achievement among the fourth semester students of the English Education Department, 

Faculty of Tarbiyah and Teachers Training, State Islamic University of Syarif Hidayatullah Jakarta. The 

correlation coefficient of 0.042 indicates a very low relationship between the two variables, showing that students 

with high linguistic intelligence did not necessarily achieve better speaking performance. This finding proves that 

speaking achievement is influenced not only by linguistic intelligence but also by other important factors such as 

confidence, motivation, speaking anxiety, vocabulary mastery, learning environment, and opportunities for 

communicative practice. Therefore, improving students’ English speaking skill requires a broader and more 

comprehensive approach that involves cognitive, affective, and environmental support. 

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The author would like to express sincere gratitude to all parties who have provided support, guidance, 

motivation, and valuable contributions throughout the completion of this research. Special appreciation is given to 

those who assisted in the process of data collection, analysis, and academic discussion, which greatly contributed 

to the success of this study. The author also extends heartfelt thanks for the encouragement and constructive 

suggestions that helped improve the quality of this research. Hopefully, this study can provide useful contributions 

to the development of knowledge, especially in the field of education and language learning. 

 

USE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE (AI)-ASSISTED TECHNOLOGY 

The authors declare that no artificial intelligence (AI)-assisted technologies were used in the preparation, 

analysis, or writing of this manuscript. All stages of the research process, including data collection, data analysis, 

interpretation of results, and manuscript preparation, were conducted entirely by the authors without the assistance 

of any AI-based tools.  

 

REFERENCES 
[1] M. Saeki, H. Takatsu, F. Kurata, and S. Suzuki, “Intella: Intelligent language learning assistant for assessing language 

proficiency through interviews and roleplays,” in Annual Meeting ofthe Special Interest Group on Discourse and 

Dialogue, 2024, pp. 385–399. doi: 10.18653/v1/2024.sigdial-1.34. 

[2] A. Agiollo, A. Rafanelli, M. Magnini, and G. Ciatto, “Symbolic knowledge injection meets intelligent agents : QoS 

metrics and experiments,” Auton. Agent. Multi. Agent. Syst., vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 1–30, 2023, doi: 10.1007/s10458-023-

09609-6. 

[3] A. Nemati and D. Payehvar, “The effects of reading puny and clever jokes on the multiple intelligence of TEFL students,” 

Peer-reviewed, Open Access Index. Multidiscip. J., vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 203–216, 2025, doi: 10.57067/. 

[4] Y. Rahmadina and J. Jufrizal, “The contribution of students’ linguistic intelligence towards reading comprehension,” in 

Advances in Social Science, Education and Humanities Research, 2021, pp. 303–308. doi: 10.2991/assehr.k.210325.054. 

[5] A. Alghorbany and M. H. Hamzah, “The interplay between emotional intelligence, oral communication skills and second 

language speaking anxiety: A structural equation modeling approach,” Southeast Asian J. English Lang. Stud., vol. 26, 

no. 1, pp. 44–59, 2020, doi: 10.17576/3L-2020-2601-04 The. 

[6] R. Handayani, G. Sakkir, and R. Kasman, “The influence of verbal-linguistic intelligence on students learning outcomes 

in english at SMA negeri 1 Sidrap,” J. Educ. Learn. Innov., vol. 1, no. 2, 2021, doi: 10.35877/454RI.eduline606. 

[7] S. I. S. Setyaningsih, A. H. Fansury, and M. Maulina, “Verbal-linguistics intelligence towards student’s speaking english 

skills using digital media (audio visual) in the classroom,” J. Educ. Lang. Teach. Sci., vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 296–306, 2022, 

doi: 10.52208/klasikal.v4i2.231. 

[8] A. P. Surya, S. Sulistyani, and K. Khoiriyah, “The correlation between students’ linguistic intelligence and their english-

speaking skill achievement,” in Seminar Nasional Pendidikan dan Pembelajaran ke-7, 2024, pp. 393–400. doi: 

10.29407/8p3fxh79. 

[9] M. Mizumoto, “Knowledge-how, ability, and linguistic variance,” Episteme, vol. 22, no. 8, pp. 492–514, 2025, doi: 

10.1017/epi.2024.9. 

[10] M. Saidi, “The relationship between iranian efl learners’ linguistic and logical intelligences and the frequency of fallacies 

and evidence in their argumentative writing: A gender-based study,” J. English Lang. Pedagog. Pract., vol. 12, no. 25, 

pp. 151–169, 2020, doi: 10.30495/JAL.2020.675547. 

[11] T. Kumar, S. Akhter, M. M. Yunus, and A. Shamsy, “Use of music and songs as pedagogical tools in teaching english as 

foreign language contexts,” Educ. Res. Int., vol. 22, no. 9, 2022, doi: 10.1155/2022/3384067. 

[12] S. M. Al-zoubi, “Linguistic intelligence of academically gifted university students,” Theory Pract. Lang. Stud., vol. 14, 

no. 10, pp. 3067–3075, 2024, doi: 10.17507/tpls.1410.07. 

[13] C. Hasanudin and A. Fitrianingsih, “Verbal linguistic intelligence of the first-year students of Indonesian education 

program: A case in reading subject,” Eur. J. Educ. Res., vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 117–128, 2019, doi: 10.12973/eu-jer.9.1.117. 

[14] S. Shafiee, M. Mobini, E. Namaziandost, and S. Ghodoosi, “Contribution of multiple intelligences to L2 writing of EFL 



Jou. of. Lang. Lit. Ed. Resc ISSN: 3062-7885  

The Correlation Between  Students‟ Linguistic Intelligence and  Their English Speaking … (Amin Mubarok) 

57 

learners,” nternational J. Linguist. Lit. Transl., vol. 0299, no. c, pp. 59–69, 2012, doi: 10.32996/ijllt. 

[15] D. Surahman and A. Sofyan, “The effect of community language learning and emotional intelligence on students’ 

speaking skill,” J. Ilmu Tarb. dan Kegur., vol. 24, no. 95, pp. 82–90, 2021, doi: 10.24252/lp.2021v24n1i8. 

[16] A. Sarani and A. Malmir, “Multiple intelligences as predictors of foreign language pragmatic knowledge: The case of 

five frequent english speech acts,” Teach. English Lang., vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 183–211, 2020, doi: 

10.22132/tel.2020.107876. 

[17] A. Setya, B. Ningrum, S. Wahyuni, and B. Syaifulloh, “Self-efficacy, anxiety, and emotional intelligence: Do they 

contribute to speaking performance?,” J. Lang. Lang. Teach., vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 793–806, 2024, doi: 

10.33394/jollt.v%vi%i.10798. 

[18] S. Wahyuningsih and M. Afandi, “Investigating english speaking problems: Implications for speaking curriculum 

development in Indonesia,” Eur. J. Educ. Res., vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 967–977, 2020, doi: 10.12973/eu-jer.9.3.967. 

[19] Y. Getachew, Y. Endawoke, and T. Gidey, “Heliyon Relations of previous English achievement with college academic 

achievements as mediated by English learning beliefs,” Heliyon, vol. 8, no. 7, p. e09841, 2022, doi: 

10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e09841. 

[20] M. M. Hasan, M. M. Yesmin, and M. K. Hossain, “Effects of english medium instruction (emi) on students’ academic 

and speaking performance: Comparison between english major and non- english departments,” Lang. Stud. Artic., vol. 

77, no. 2, 2024, doi: 10.5007/2175-8026.2024.e100248. 

[21] M. O. Jelimun, “The investigation how students’ team achievement development strategy improves the students’ interest 

in speaking English,” J. Educ. Learn. Innov., vol. 5, no. 2, 2025, doi: 10.35877/454RI.eduline4007. 

[22] H. P. Jaya, N. L. Pitaloka, and I. Petrus, “Speaking performance and problems faced by english major students at a 

university in South Sumatera,” Indones. EFL J., vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 105–112, 2022, doi: 10.25134/ieflj.v8i1.5603. 

[23] W. Islam, S. Ahmad, and M. D. Islam, “Investigating the problems faced by the university efl learners in speaking English 

language,” Int. J. TESOL Educ., vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 47–65, 2022, doi: 10.54855/ijte.22223. 

[24] A. Duran, A. M. Amin, S. Zubaidah, and S. Mahanal, “The correlation between metacognitive skills and critical thinking 

skills at the implementation of four different learning strategies in animal physiology lectures,” Eur. J. Educ. Res., vol. 

9, no. 1, pp. 143–163, 2016, doi: 10.12973/eu-jer.9.1.143. 

[25] S. Iqbal, M. Akram, and I. Mushtaq, “Relationship between stress and educational performance of university students : 

A correlational research study,” Rev. Educ. Adm. Law, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 805–811, 2021, doi: 10.47067/real.v4i4.198. 

[26] M. C. Laï, M. Brian, and M. F. Mamzer, “Perceptions of artificial intelligence in healthcare : findings from a qualitative 

survey study among actors in France,” J. Transl. Med., pp. 1–13, 2020, doi: 10.1186/s12967-019-02204-y. 

[27] R. Grieve, J. Woodley, S. E. Hunt, and A. Mckay, “Student fears of oral presentations and public speaking in higher 

education : A qualitative survey,” J. Furth. High. Educ., vol. 45, no. 9, pp. 1281–1293, 2021, doi: 

10.1080/0309877X.2021.1948509. 

[28] H. H. A. Al-khadhim and F. N. A. Al-hamza, “The effect of linguistic intelligence-based activities on iraqi efl learners’ 

speaking and reading abilities: A case study of Diwanniaya,” Int. J. Res. Soc. Sci. Humanit., vol. 13, no. 13, pp. 485–495, 

2023, doi: 10.37648/ijrssh.v13i02.039. 

[29] M. S. Ulum and Z. Arifa, “Profiling students linguistic verbal intelligence in Arabic language learning,” J. Lang. Lang. 

Teach., vol. 13, no. 3, pp. 1505–1516, 2025, doi: 10.33394/jollt.v13i3.14681. 

[30] P. Thomas and S. K. Perwez, “Influence of hovard gardner’s linguistic intelligence on effective communication,” Int. 

Res. J. Multidiscip. Scope, vol. 5, no. April, pp. 691–698, 2024, doi: 10.47857/irjms.2024.v05i02.0609. 

[31] U. Munawar, M. Iqbal, M. H. Shah, and M. A. Bakr, “An exploration of verbal-linguistics intelligence ( VLI ) levels 

among undergraduate english students,” Int. J. Adv. Soc. Stud., vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 13–21, 2025, doi: 10.70843/ijass.20 

25.05202. 

[32] A. T. Dewi and S. Subiyantoro, “Verbal intelligence : A key of students development,” Int. J. Elem. Educ., vol. 6, no. 1, 

pp. 78–84, 2022, doi: 10.23887/ijee.v6i1. 

[33] M. Mujiono, “Verbal linguistics intelligence and self-directed learningin EFL writing problem solving: A study of grit’s 

mediating influence,” Indones. J. EFL Linguist., vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 247–262, 2023, doi: 10.21462/ijefl.v8i2.703. 

[34] I. Fitrianto, S. Aimah, R. Hamid, and A. Mulalic, “The effectiveness of the learning strategy " think , talk , write " and 

snowball for improving learning achievement in lessons insya ’ at Islamic Boarding School Arisalah,” Int. J. Post Axial, 

vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 13–22, 2023, doi: 10.59944/postaxial.v1i1.142. 

[35] R. Yavich and I. Rotnitsky, “Multiple intelligences and success in school studies,” Int. J. High. Educ., vol. 9, no. 6, pp. 

107–117, 2020, doi: 10.5430/ijhe.v9n6p107. 

[36] Z. Quvanch, A. S. Qasemi, and K. S. Na, “Analyzing levels, factors and coping strategies of speaking anxiety among 

EFL undergraduates in Afghanistan,” Cogent Educ., vol. 11, no. 1, p., 2024, doi: 10.1080/2331186X.2024.2413225. 

 


