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ABSTRACT

Traditionally, intelligence was viewed as a single static entity. Revolutionizing the once-dominated “single-
static entity” conceptualization, Gardner initially (1983) proposed his theory of Multiple intelligences (MI) that
encompasses seven different areas of intelligence (verbal-linguistic, logical-mathematical, musical-rhythmic,
visual-spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal), and later on added the eighth and ninth
areas (naturalist and existential) in 1999. Based on the theory of Multiple Intelligences (MI), a person may
be viewed as intelligent in any of these areas, and the identification of the dominant intelligence type has
proven to have pedagogic implications. McKenzie’s MI questionnaire (1999) is one of the established tools to
identify the typology of intelligence. The present study aims to validate the Persian version of the MI Inventory
(questionnaire) proposed by McKenzie (1999). This instrument provides an objective measure of MI. This
paper describes the validation exercise of the abovementioned questionnaire that involved 173 pre-university
students of both genders in Tehran. In addition, the variables gender and discipline were also considered in
this study. The findings of the study indicate that overall, the Persian version of the questionnaire has a high
reliability. In addition, the results show a moderate to high relationship between gender and MI profiles of
the students.
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INTRODUCTION

Preparing students to deal with the workplace
culture, a foreign culture, or the mainstream
culture, which may be different from their own,
is one of the main responsibilities of educational
institutions. Therefore, schools usually tend
to assess students based on the same criteria
that the society in which it is situated does. A

educators would agree that verbal-linguistic
intelligence dominates the teaching-learning
environment in our classrooms. Such a limited
view of intelligence has alienated numerous
students (Armstrong, 2003; Levine, 2003;
Ruggieri, 2002), and society cannot afford to
continue with this line of thought (Cetron and
Cetron, 2004; Eisner, 2004). Similarly, Pearson

culture which puts maximal value on the verbal-
linguistic and logical-mathematical intelligences
will result in a focus on these abilities in schools.
Armstrong (2003) states that our culture is
dominated by linguistic intelligence and most
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and Stephens (1994) acknowledge that the
information taught and tested in schools has been
based on one type of knowledge, while ignoring
“other kinds of knowing” (p. 39). They also
remind readers that we “have contrived a way of
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‘doing school’ that bears little resemblance to the
real learning and teaching that motivate human
societies to create schools in the first place”
(p- 39). Meanwhile, Eisner (2004) claims that
the “primary aim of education is not to enable
students to do well in school, but to help them
do well in the lives they lead outside of school.
We ought to focus on what students do when they
can choose their own activities” (p. 10).

The failure of a single general intelligence
(g factor) to explain human performance has led
many psychologists and educators to believe
that individuals, with their specific strengths and
weaknesses, can be conceptualized as having
multiple abilities (Chan, 2006; Karolyi, Ramos-
Ford and Gardner, 2003; Sternberg, 1986: 1997:
2000).

Gardner (1983) disagrees with previous
models of intelligence because they focused too
much on logic and language and ignored other
abilities. Gardner defines intelligence as the
ability of a person to respond to new events and
situations successfully and his or her capacity
to learn from past experience (1983, p.21). He
propounded the theory of MI and identified
seven intelligences which he claimed were
distinct. These are relatively autonomous human
intelligences or ways through which people
learn. The seven intelligences Gardner put forth
in 1983 are verbal/linguistic, musical/rhythmical,
logical/mathematical, spatial/visual, bodily/
kinesthetic, interpersonal, and intrapersonal. In
1995, the eighth intelligence, i.e. Naturalistic
intelligence, was added. Existential intelligence,
which is the ninth intelligence, is still under
consideration as it is yet to fully satisfy empirical
and neurological evidence needed to include it
on the list of intelligences (Gardner, 1999; Viens
and Kallenbach, 2004).

Thus, to fulfil the educational goals of
students, some points which are taken from
Gardner (2004) should be mentioned, and
these include: 1) individuals use different
strategies to process information and solve
problems depending on the type and level
of their intelligence abilities, and 2) in order
to provide suitable learning experiences for
students, teachers need to assess the students’
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talents carefully and properly, and then guide
them to utilize the maximum capacity of their
intelligence and talent in the direction of the
educational goals.

In order to reach the above mentioned
goals, the assessment of the students’ MI profile
is therefore required. According to Lazear
(1991:1992), the students’ needs, intelligence
models, and learning strategies should be
considered on the basis of the MI theory and the
emphasis should not be strictly on the verbal—
lingual and mathematical-logical intelligences
alone. On the contrary, Lazear (1991:1992)
claims that such an emphasis is unfair due
to students’ individual and group differences
in Gardner’s different models of multiple
intelligences.

MULTIPLE INTELLIGENCES AND
LANGUAGE LEARNING

The area of MI and English language learning of
students have received attention from researchers.
Since this study has focused on one of the tools
used to identify the multiple-intelligence profiles
of students, that is, McKenzie’s (1999) MI
Inventory, the studies that used this questionnaire
would also be reviewed. Some of the researchers
have used this questionnaire as they have found
it an applicable and useful tool to measure the
multiple-intelligence profiles of the students
(see for e.g., Al-Balhan, 2006; Marefat, 2007,
Mokhtar et al., 2008; Pasha Sharifi, 2008;
Razmjoo, 2008; Razmjoo et al., 2009; Sung,
2004).

Sung (2004) used instructional strategies
based on the MI theory to improve the teaching
and learning of Korean among foreign language
learners, and to help equip the Korean language
teachers in broadening their pedagogical
repertoire so that they could accommodate
linguistically, culturally, and cognitively diverse
students. This study used McKenzie 1999’s MI
Inventory to measure the multiple-intelligence
profiles of the participants, as well as to practice
applying MI theory to Korean teaching in
the classroom setting for Korean language
instructors.
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Investigating whether or not there is
any relationship between students’ multiple-
intelligence profiles and their writing products,
Marefat (2007) conducted a research study in
which she collected data from 72 male and
female EFL Iranian undergraduate students
(aged 19-27 years) who studied English literature
and translation. The data were collected through
the students’ average scores on three essays
and McKenzie’s MI Inventory. She found
that kinesthetic, existential, and interpersonal
intelligences made the greatest contributions
in predicting the writing scores of the students.

Meanwhile, a study carried out by Razmjoo
et al. (2009) was aimed at identifying the
relationship between multiple intelligences,
vocabulary learning knowledge, and vocabulary
learning strategies among EFL Iranian learners.
The subjects of the study were 100 senior
students who were studying English Language
Teaching at Shiraz Azad University between
2006 and 2007. The data analysis of the findings
revealed that there was a relationship between
multiple intelligences and vocabulary learning
knowledge. It was also found that among the
different domains of intelligence, the linguistic
and natural intelligences made statistically
significant contributions to the prediction of
vocabulary learning knowledge.

In order to determine the relationship
between multiple intelligences and language
proficiency, another study was carried out by
Razmjoo (2008) to investigate the relationship
between multiple intelligences and language
proficiency of Iranian PhD candidates, and to
explore whether one of the intelligence types or a
combination of the intelligences are predictors of
language proficiency, and to examine the effect
of gender on language proficiency and the types
of intelligences. The subjects of the study were
278 male and female PhD candidates at Shiraz
University. The data revealed that there was
no significant relationship between language
proficiency and the combination of intelligences
in general and the types of intelligence in
particular. Similarly, it was found that there
was no significant difference between the male
and female students and between multiple
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intelligences and language proficiency in the
Iranian context.

Mokhtar ef al. (2008) conducted a research
study entitled, “Teaching information literacy
through learning styles: The application of
Gardner’s multiple intelligences”. They believe
that making the students independent learners
and knowledge workers of tomorrow lies in
being information literate (IL). Therefore,
they hypothesized that the students’ innate
interests are stimulated when they grasp IL
skills more effectively and apply them to their
work. Accordingly, the quality of the work
produced would be better. For this purpose, the
researchers designed an IL course to prepare
the students with the necessary IL skills and
divided them into experimental and control
groups. Later, the quality of the project work of
the experimental group who received IL course
training was compared to that of the control
group. It was found that the students who had
received IL training (experimental group) had
better performance in their project work as
compared to those who had not received such
training (control group).

In a research study conducted among
middle-school Kuwaiti children, Al-Balhan
(2006) investigated the effectiveness of students’
multiple intelligence styles in predicting the
improvement of their reading skills through
academic performance of both genders and from
grades one to four. They had received their first
quarter grades and enrolled in an after-school
tutoring programme. The students were divided
into an experimental group who received training
on the basis of Gardner’s multiple intelligences
and a control group who was subject to a
traditional tutoring programme. The data
revealed that the students in the experimental
group performed better than the students in
the control group. It was also found that the
female students in the experimental group did
significantly better than the males.

In his paper entitled, “The introductory
study of Gardner’s multiple intelligence theory
in the field of lesson subjects and the students’
compatibility”, Pasha Sharifi (2008) describes
the questionnaires and tools used for assessing
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various types of intelligence in education
processes. Among them, he highlighted the
multiple intelligence tests for children by
Nancy Fairs, multiple intelligence questionnaire
by Harms and Douglas, and the multiple
intelligences which were compiled by McKenzie
in 1999. The study was conducted with a group
of 120 secondary school students in different
branches. It was found that there was a low
to moderate, but significant correlation among
different kinds of intelligence and related school
subject scores. Additionally, it was found that
the female students in the study were superior in
intrapersonal intelligence, while the male were
superior in visual-spatial intelligence. However,
no significant difference was found between
them in relation to other kinds of intelligences.
The studies discussed here have focused
on multiple intelligences and classroom
applications. To the researchers’ knowledge,
no study has been done to produce a reliable and
valid Persian version of the McKenzie Inventory
for a typical Iranian pre-university classroom.

AIM OF THE STUDY

The aim of this study was to examine the
reliability and validity of the Persian version of
McKenzie’s (1999) MI Inventory in measuring
the multiple intelligences of Iranian Pre-
University students. Additionally, the study
also attempted to find out if there are statistically
significant differences between genders and
branches of study of the students and their
multiple intelligences.

METHODOLOGY

In this section, the subjects, instruments used
to collect data and the procedures adopted are
discussed.

Subjects

The subjects for this study were 176 pre-
university students (gradel2, 18 years old) of
both genders studying in Tehran in the academic
year 2008-2009. The district was randomly
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chosen from among 19 school districts in Tehran.
Similarly, the students were also randomly
selected from two different segregated high
schools in that particular region. Random
sampling was used to create homogeneous
groups without involving any potential biases
or judgments.

Instrument

In order to identify the intelligence profile
of the participants, the MI questionnaire was
distributed to the students. Armstrong (1994)
states that the MI Inventory is a form that was
designed to assess the strengths of the individual
as determined by each of the intelligences. In
this study, McKenzie’s (1999) MI inventory
was used. Some researchers have claimed the
overall internal consistency in the range of
0.85 and 0.90 for the questionnaire (Al-Balhan,
2006; Razmjoo, 2008; Razmjoo et al., 2009). It
comprises 90 statements related to each of the
nine intelligences proposed by Gardner (1999).
In the study each respondent was required to
complete the questionnaire (see Appendix A)
by marking yes/no next to each statement. If
the statement accurately described them, they
would then mark the yes option. However, if
the statement did not describe them, their answer
should be no.

Procedure

The original English version was translated
into Persian by the researcher to ensure that the
individuals could easily understand the items as
well as to avoid any difficulty related to their
(lack of) foreign language proficiency. The
back-translation procedure was carried out to
ascertain that the translated version had the same
interpretation. However, some of the contents
had to be altered without losing their original
intent to fit the local context. The accuracy of
the Persian version was then checked by two
Iranian independent professional translators
of ESL. Later on, the translated version of the
MI inventory was checked and revised by two
experts in the field of education. Finally, the
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researcher asked two psychologists to check the
translated version to ensure that it is suitable for
students at that age (18 years) according to the
difficulty of the words or sentences, and that
it is culturally suitable for the Iranian society.
Cronbach’s alpha for this translated version
with a sample of 173 and by the use of SPSS
version 16 was found to be 0.90, indicating a
high reliability of the test.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The subjects of the study were initially 176
students, out of which three did not complete
the questionnaire. Therefore, the total number
of respondents was 173, with 78 males and
95 females, respectively (see Table 1). The
respondents’ disciplines of study are summarized
in Table 2.

TABLE 1
Number of students by gender

Frequency Percentage
Male 78 45.1
Female 95 54.9
Total 173 100.0
TABLE 2

Number of students by discipline

Frequency Percentage
Mathematics 55 31.8
Experimental 19 11.0
Science
Humanities 99 57.2
Total 173 100.0

Table 3 summarizes the descriptive statistics
for the MI subscales of the students. Based on
the data, the entire group is strong in terms of
their interpersonal intelligence (M=24.83) as
perceived by them. However, intrapersonal
intelligence was scored the lowest by the students
(M=17.16). These findings contradict with
those found by Marefat (2007), who reported
the highest score for intrapersonal intelligence
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and the lowest score for the interpersonal
intelligence. Nonetheless, the findings of this
study support those found by Currie (2003) in
an ESL reading class.

TABLE 3
Descriptive statistics of MI subscales in
descending order

N Mean Std.
deviation

Interpersonal 173 24.83 5.72
Verbal 173 23.86 5.83
Logical 173 21.34 5.30
Naturalist 173 20.29 5.07
Visual 170 19.61 5.38
Kinesthetic 173 19.56 5.17
Existential 173 19.32 5.23
Musical 173 19.01 5.21
Intrapersonal 173 17.16 4.93

In order to check for the internal consistency
of the questionnaire, Cronbach’s alpha for the
Persian version of the questionnaire and also
for each of the intelligence subscales were
calculated. The overall reliability coefficient for
the above-mentioned questionnaire was found
to be r = 0.90 (see Table 4). This indicates the
large magnitude of reliability coefficient (r) for
the translated version as well as the homogeneity
of the items within the scales. This reliability
is considered as “very good”, based on the
guidelines provided by George and Mallery
(2002). Among the intelligences, intrapersonal
intelligence has the highest coefficient alpha
(0.75), and logical intelligence demonstrates
the lowest coefficient alpha (0.60), as presented
in Table 5.

TABLE 4
Cronbach’s alpha for the Persian version of
McKenzie’s MI Inventory

Cronbach’s alpha No of items

0.90 90
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TABLE 5
Cronbach’s alpha for each subscale of
intelligences
Intelligence Cronbach’s alpha =
Intrapersonal 0.75
Existential 0.70
Naturalistic 0.66
Visual 0.66
Musical 0.65
Verbal 0.64
Interpersonal 0.62
Kinesthetic 0.61
Logical 0.60

In order to have further assurance of the
reliability of the instrument, the Split-Half
reliability coefficient was also run on the data.
Cronbach’s alpha for the first part was found to
be 0.82 and for the second part, 0.85. Similarly,
the Spearman-Brown Coefficient was also found
to be 0.82 (see Table 6).

TABLE 6
Split-Half Reliability Coefficient

Cronbach’s Part  Value .823
alpha ! N of Items ~ 45°
Part  Value .847
2 N of Items ~ 45°
Total N of Items 90
Correlation Between Forms .691
Spearman- Equal Length 817
gg‘;\;}{{lcient Unequal Length 817
Guttman Split-Half Coefficient 815

The next step was to find out whether there
was a significant relationship between gender
and the MI profiles of the students. Cronbach’s
alpha for the female and male students was found
to be 0.89 and 0.91, respectively, revealing that
there was a moderate to high relationship for
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both the males and females (see Table 7) in
relation to their MI profiles.

TABLE 7
Reliability by gender
Gender Cronbach’s alpha N of Items
Female 0.89 90
Male 0.91 90

Meanwhile, to investigate patterns of
intelligence in terms of the extent of dominance
(strength/weakness) between genders, the same
procedure was done for each subscale. It was
found that the male students in the study were
stronger in their intrapersonal intelligence (0.80)
but weaker in logical intelligence (0.58), while
the females showed their strength in existential
intelligence (0.72), but were weaker in terms of
kinesthetic intelligence (0.54) (see Table §). The
findings of the present study seem to contradict
those of Teele (1995) and Bouton (1997), who
observed that interpersonal, kinesthetic, and
that spatial intelligences predominate in both
male and female participants of their study. The
findings in the present study also contradict
with those which did not find any significant
difference in the multiple-intelligence profiles
of the male and female respondents (Pish
Ghadam and Moafian, 2008; Razmjoo, 2008).
In his study, Pasha Sharifi (2008) found that the
female subjects were superior in intrapersonal
intelligence while the males in visual-spatial
intelligence. However, similar results were
not found in the findings of the present study.
Hence, further research is needed to clarify the
relationship between gender and MI profiles of
the Iranian pre-university students.

TABLE 8
Reliability of MI subscales by gender

Intelligence Cronbach’s alpha
Male Female

Naturalist 0.65 0.67

Musical 0.60 0.65
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Logical 0.58 0.59
Existential 0.68 0.72
Interpersonal 0.67 0.54
Kinesthetic 0.67 0.54
Verbal 0.64 0.64
Intrapersonal 0.80 0.66
Visual 0.70 0.63

The present study also attempted to find
out the probable relationship between multiple
intelligences and students’ disciplines. Since the
students were from three different disciplines
(namely Experimental Science, Mathematics,
and Humanities) and as the study did not
have access to the female students studying
in Experimental science, it was decided not
to consider their male counterparts in this
part of data analysis. Thus, the analysis was
done among those studying Mathematics and
Humanities only. In the first phase, Cronbach’s
alpha for the students studying Mathematics
and Humanities was calculated to find out the
probable relationship between their multiple
intelligence profiles and the disciplines they were
enrolled in. Cronbach’s alpha for the students
studying Mathematics was found to be 0.88,
and for the Humanities 0.91, demonstrating a
moderate to high relationship between students’
multiple-intelligence profiles and the disciplines
they were enrolled in (see Table 9).

TABLE 9
Reliability by discipline

Discipline Cronbach’s No. of
of study alpha items
Mathematics 0.88 90
Humanities 0.91 90

In the next phase, the subscales of the MI
inventory for the students in above-mentioned
branches of study were calculated. Among
those studying Mathematics, intrapersonal
intelligence was shown to be stronger (0.71), and
the weakest value was indicated for kinesthetic
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intelligence (0.46) (see Table 10). It seems quite
logical for those studying Mathematics to have a
higher combined value of logical-mathematical
intelligence, as reported by Hashemi and
Bahrami (2006).

TABLE 10
Intelligence subscales and mathematics

Cronbach’s alpha

Intelligence Mathematics
Intrapersonal 0.71
Existential 0.69
Visual 0.67
Verbal 0.66
Logical 0.65
Naturalist 0.64
Musical 0.54
Interpersonal 0.53
Kinesthetic 0.46

The calculation of the Cronbach’s alpha
for the students studying Humanities revealed
that the intrapersonal intelligence registered
the highest value (0.76) as compared to logical
intelligence (0.55) with the lowest value (see
Table 11).

TABLE 11
Intelligence subscales and humanities

Cronbach’s alpha

Intelligence Humanities
Intrapersonal 0.76
Existential 0.73
Musical 0.72
Visual 0.66
Naturalist 0.64
Interpersonal 0.63
Verbal 0.59
Kinesthetic 0.59
Logical 0.55
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Therefore, the findings of the present
study are consistent with the study of Hashemi
and Bahrami (2006) who also reported that
the students studying Mathematics scored
higher in logical-mathematical intelligence as
compared to those studying Arts and Humanities.
Additionally, they also found that students
studying Mathematics had higher verbal-
linguistic intelligence than the other groups.
Their findings are rather similar to those found
in this study, as the Cronbach’s alpha for the
Mathematics students was 0.66 while those
enrolled on courses in the Humanities was 0.59.
In general, the relationship between some of the
components of the students’ multiple intelligence
profiles and their academic discipline could be
seen.

CONCLUSIONS

This study set out with the aim of assessing the
reliability and validity of the Persian version
of McKenzie’s (1999) MI inventory with
Iranian pre-university students. The findings
indicate that the questionnaire has a high
reliability (0.90). Meanwhile, the component of
intrapersonal intelligence was found to have the
highest coefficient alpha (0.75), and the lowest
(0.60) was observed for logical intelligence.

In addition, the study also compared the
gender of the individuals. The data of the
study revealed a moderate to high relationship
between genders and multiple intelligence
profiles of the students. The findings indicated
that the male respondents were stronger in
their intrapersonal intelligence but weaker in
logical intelligence, whereas the females were
stronger in existential intelligence but weaker in
kinesthetic intelligence. A comparison of their
branches of studies and multiple intelligence
profiles revealed a moderate to high relationship
as well.

The important point that should be noted
is that Gardner’s theory has attracted the
interest of many teachers and educational
curriculum planners. Therefore, to improve
the learning process, identifying the learners’
multiple intelligence profiles seems crucial.
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Questionnaires or inventories to measure
learners’ multiple intelligences are not too
many; therefore, the most useful tools for such
a purpose should be investigated so that they are
accessible and readily available to measure the
individuals’ strengths and weaknesses.

In the present study, the findings should
be treated with caution. Further research with
other learners from different levels of education
and more diverse disciplines would confirm the
findings and add to the existing data. Moreover,
it would be interesting to conduct a similar study
with learners from other L1 backgrounds to find
out whether similar results would be obtained.
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Appendix A
The Persian Version of McKenzie’s MI Inventory
1 ol S 3 Lad plai il 4S o 4 R gaallbe Cia by ) e s Slea e O sel Uil
1 O e e 28 a9 1 i as sl 1) Gile ) sliie Anilia iy Cadle g 3 el AT
AL e 440 30 Aeliin y Ol 49 s

BT dyl Cacd
2t oo S LIS e sla (B3 p (bl s el 03 S (g i 31 (1

00 Cuabl aal s (G gas Claa (6 43 s Jbie [ shy) S5l sSH 4y b gy e e gunge (2
LS S0 g 1) s e MUl B aiSe SaS el gai il (3

cpn e DA L (a8 5 i bAael Jo S JS 5 (4
. m?«k’l«du d)\g B C;LL&;‘,.\W“’ (5

Cl e O (e g age pdl o p L b i g alal (6

I Cueal agl G g ‘U.g.\..':) » (7
- oS 255 (g S (g Ally ) el Sl s Ay SaS g axiS o0 e Al 50 (8
coot e Sl lE gla 5 o L olS ¢ L a5 (5 Aadlae 31 (9

CES o a0l g bl )2 4S iyl (ol 5 Al 55 2 (10

o Gh p9d Cranid
P 1) hse (sla o) Salu4y(11

S e i 0 g0 e 4AS (a5l 5 b las 45(12

09 aladl ()5 5e S ja Calin sla Kl L ala cawsa (13

ot o o s se YT AN 53 4 il 510 51 (14

,‘aJhU’_u‘,.J ‘JL;)‘-:‘L.JJ}(IS

ks e Gl |y ol s 6 2l 055(16

S S el il 55 oad )1 g 5 Agegad 4S ol 2 (17

Al it el )l i 358 e il lalaa 4 00l (18
e () Giglad 51 il s i se Ll ol 5 b CiuiS(19
poskn hla 41 OfaaT L) il s Ll 43(20

0B u-b N....M

Sl e e (63 Ol sie 401 5e e (21

10 gl edee (iR Bai) 40 a8 4 ol (sla S Laial (22

352 Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. Vol. 18 (2) 2010



A Validation Study of the Persian Version of McKenzie’s Multiple Intelligences Inventory

sl Gl a5y e i o) 4 (s (23

35 on ADS 355 AL e il a1 (24

e pladl il g5 a pm b (AR ) (ol el (25

it 0355 o S jus (558 5l (5> (26

CAS g ) S al sl 5 (a1 al (55 4 S 4wl Giladae 4S e 5 B(27
LGl 258 i pR3(28

C e e DA S i IS s 348 g ol g e 03 S lay 51(29

iz il U LI e (0 9 pee 4S (S ax 51(30

: ple Caandd

A1 el ol aiae L) usn pldas 52 4S (31

et ) (i) o sehe Gagead 5 03 S Siay 9 Jlsm (32

AR Cueal ol Gy Ghliie | (33

po e il i LB Gan 51 (34

el (iR ) ol e 5 85 (35

G s iy | 2 a3 ) By 4ol 5 BG4S e (e 4 < ilasa (36
. (,Jla

ol A Al gy 488 3 ) ge 3 Aallaa (37

LS e il | b 680 ¢ aBls sl 3 suaa e A S 0 (38

il Gl ol e 5 aladn Sla 5l K il slelSl 2525 (39

A1 Canl ol s e )5 5 Leallan ¢ 03 e L i) () s 5 0523 (40

PESTRLIW]

CeoR oy i Ol BR L el (41

et e 0l gax ol e Giay 31(42

- S S ¢ iy g (43

208 aoage 41, U Cylaa e iVl g Cpuaad (a3 Y gase (44
293 oo Cuadl O (6 Aag ) iy a5 ) 25 4 (45

A1 el 5 g 5800 (a5 S 16 a3 (46

il e i Sy gune (47

AOR Caal ol g pilin g b il 55 (48

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. Vol. 18 (2) 2010

353



354

Karim Hajhashemi and Wong Bee Eng

Ll n game el 5 o830 3 1 i 3 (49
Ol a1 03 S IS (e (50

2B 3 4 1) Ol sise €5 S (2l plail b i (51

Ao Sl Al b g5 a8 sy 1(52

3 o ST w815 1 (s (5505 (53

S e L 5 i g e S e ) 018 L)) (618 5 (S Cusaa (54
. i oaldiul

Al O3 5e 3 03 G ) e s 8 038 dee (55

2O Cagy Gl 1) a5 (56

cel s | iy 5 DI L 0a S AS(57

SIS e 4 e (SaT (58

L3l oS o K ju il slee sl IS (59

i b g IS 558 S5 (60

e:\.ih Cranid
Al el gl QL (61
2o Sl Sl Gy g DBl ¢ Ll (g dadlas 51(62
201 e pade ulladly iy ol ABMe 3 ) 9o CBlaa iS5 5 lUaa (5l i 61 1 (63
uﬂm&ﬂﬁ‘ﬁ(mjwuwackLﬂauhEthuM)uLA.\S‘_;\A O (64
JRLNERP
AiSe S o s O ped 5 ol 3L ltae (55130 4adA (65
1 Alarana Bl dral b 5 46l Boob ) allie s L(66
and Gty of K b a3l pdas 33K e )2 (67
212 a3 a8 e S O sie 4 1) (3 53(68
1L (e 0335 a8 jus sl o (g Jadli o oLl g i ¢ ulia (ysaen ) S b (631 (69

.fﬁwuﬂi&lﬁ\.«)d&)@‘,wwLqu_'d\_).'x';uJ'\(70

-t. - 'a
a3 e i Ll a1 ol g 8al ¢ ad K 0 523 (T1

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. Vol. 18 (2) 2010



A Validation Study of the Persian Version of McKenzie’s Multiple Intelligences Inventory

PO i pd 1) 23S a K B0 434S (5 gl o S 5L (72

e ol (AN el e s (73

c S dh i 1) p s Csa 4S e ua (74

) el il il Cule (75

RS il | e da 55 e laial cllae 4 L g3 e Jila (76

AL ke o8 5 8 IS (5 01l 4 5T e (e 4 08 IS (77

il g ol O plal e (il ¢ 6 S pladl 3 il g ) Ji (78

A8 e sl UG Gl adl 43y 5k 60 4 R1(79

o a0 525 0l 1) 358 Gl sie ) Aliliia ¢ ciMSiia da 5 1 il i Slal (11 (80

NSBT

o Ciacdh
P puae 483 50 1) ada 02yl il 55 (81
A e 0288 o K gas l 31 ) 805 dasna T g e ¢ sl )5S0 83 (82
0t on Sl Sl e 1 O paga 4S (i T 51(83
2030 o b4 S ) e ¢ ad auai L (84
S (e eSSl sl ¢ Ol ¢ QS Jia ) 0SS jus (sla 0 50 ol 31(85
A
AiiSe SaS o 4y e Sl a0l Jpaa 5 b iaia bl sai (86
ASe Gl s 41 p T da g il el b ol 55 i 5a (87
2030 a4 ol ind gy oLl (88
2 CUlen (s 3 e S o ¢ ol Ciga ) 55 A 10(89
AL e 02558 o R sl 3 (533 4us slalana (90

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. Vol. 18 (2) 2010

355








