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Abstract 

This paper is a manifestation of the initial study that presents the findings from the needs analysis study conducted prior to a research and development study investigating the insertion of Multiple Intelligences (MI) in English speaking instructional activities. A number of 30 secondary school students participated in the data collection activity by filling in an MI test proposed by Mike Fleetham in 2006. The data were then analyzed and a conclusion was drawn: the majority of the participants possess high score of musical intelligence, followed by bodily kinesthetic and intrapersonal intelligences, and existential intelligence in the second and third place respectively. In the case of this study, the students of the first mentioned group are expected to be able to imitate correctly as they are able to recognize the rhythm of sound and speak with correct stress, appropriate speed, and intonation. The individuals in the second group are capable of speaking with clear pronunciation and articulation, and have the potential to demonstrate excellent acts in situation/dialog act out. Meanwhile, the students who belong to the following group will be good at understanding of what and how well they can perform the speaking task because they understand their own capability and how they prefer to respond to the instruction. Then, the students who are good handling existential matters are able to deal with human existence theme and questions. The realization of this individual strength of the students is an innovation in education practices in terms of the value of empathy.
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1. Introduction

Decades have witnessed the dramatic increase of the implementation of Multiple Intelligences (henceforth, MI) proposed by a professor at Harvard Graduate School of Education, Dr. Howard Gardner, in various fields. However, in a paper presented at the American Educational Research Association in Chicago, Illinois on April 21, 2003, Ref. [1] states that he is doubtful about how the approach has significant effects towards foreign language teaching. Despite this controversy, the scheme continues to gain its popularity among scholars and educators. As he himself realizes, the concept proposed almost three decades ago now draws their attention more than it does on psychologists, the parties the mind has direct relation with.

According to Ref. [2], before Howard Gardner in 1983 urged the notion of MI through his Frame of Mind, there are at least three influencing figures in the field namely (1) Robert Sternberg with his three forms of intelligence covered in the Triarchic Theory of Intelligences, followed by Daniel Goleman who proposed Emotional Intelligence, and (3) Robert Cole who brought along his Moral Intelligence. Ref. [3] added the name of J. P. Guilford who identified up to 150 intellectual capacities in his Structure of Intellect into the list. Today, scholar and educators are well acquainted with the nine MI namely (a) verbal-linguistic, (b) logical-mathematical, (c) visual-spatial, (d) bodily-kinesthetic, (e) musical, (f) interpersonal, (g) intrapersonal, (h) naturalist, and (i) existential intelligences.
Meanwhile, textbook developers across the globe have realized that doing needs analysis is always as essential and fundamental of importance to textbook development project as the needs of oxygen for every living thing. In line with this, Ref. [4] suggests that the purpose of doing a needs analysis is to find out what the learners know and can do, and what they need to learn and do. In addition to this, Nunan as it is cited by Ref. [5], claims that “courses should be designed to fit the students”. It is not unexpected then, that in order to provide the best learning experience for the students, therefore, an analysis on their MI was done at the very beginning.
2. Method
This study, according to Thiagarajan in Ref. [6], is the initial stage of the ‘4D Steps’ model of Research and Development study aimed at developing the MI-based supplementary English speaking learning materials for grade XI students, namely the Define stage. Therefore, the participants of the study were XI grader students. Receiving the official letter to request for permission and cooperation to gather the data, the school instructed an English teacher who taught grade XI students to help with the process. She then agreed to permit the research to take place in one of her class, with a total of 30 students participated in the study. In order to gain the expected data, a test of MI proposed by Ref. [7] was filled in by each of them. Before the participants started filling in the test, a detailed explanation about the instruction and the purpose of the test was given. Moreover, this is also important to mention that they are expected to express their true selves and that their answers would not bring any consequences to their English score. It is also stated that the data would not be used for any other purposes rather than this study. The collected data were then analyzed using simple mathematical formula in Microsoft Office Excel 2017 in order to get a conclusion of what intelligences are possessed by most of the students.
3.Results

The following table presents the major intelligences possessed by every individual participated in the 

study.

Table 1. The major intelligences of the participants
	No.
	Name
	 Major Intelligence(s)

	1.
	Student 1
	intrapersonal

	2.
	Student 2
	visual, bodily-kinesthetic, intrapersonal

	3.
	Student 3
	visual-spatial, musical, intrapersonal, existential

	4.
	Student 4
	musical

	5.
	Student 5
	existential

	6.
	Student 6
	verbal-linguistic, naturalist, existential

	7.
	Student 7
	musical

	8.
	Student 8
	verbal-linguistic, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, existential

	9.
	Student 9
	musical

	10.
	Student 10
	existential

	11.
	Student 11
	visual, bodily-kinesthetic, musical, naturalist

	12.
	Student 12
	interpersonal, intrapersonal

	13.
	Student 13
	logical-mathematical, musical, existential

	14.
	Student 14
	interpersonal

	15.
	Student 15
	bodily-kinesthetic, musical, interpersonal

	16.
	Student 16
	logical-mathematical, bodily-kinesthetic, musical

	17.
	Student 17
	verbal-linguistic

	18.
	Student 18
	verbal-linguistic, logical-mathematical

	19.
	Student 19
	verbal-linguistic, intrapersonal

	20.
	Student 20
	interpersonal

	21.
	Student 21
	bodily-kinesthetic, existential

	22.
	Student 22
	naturalist

	23.
	Student 23
	verbal-linguistic, bodily-kinesthetic, musical

	24.
	Student 24
	logical-mathematical, visual-spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, musical, interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalist, existential

	25.
	Student 25
	bodily-kinesthetic, musical

	26.
	Student 26
	bodily-kinesthetic

	27.
	Student 27
	verbal-linguistic, intrapersonal, existential

	28.
	Student 28
	musical, intrapersonal

	29.
	Student 29
	intrapersonal

	30.
	Student 30
	visual-spatial


Furthermore, the percentage of the majority of the intelligences is presented as follows.
Table 2. The percentage of major intelligences

	Name of intelligences
	Frequency (f)
	Percent (%)

	verbal-linguistic
	7
	23.33

	logical-mathematical
	4
	13.33

	visual-spatial
	5
	16.67

	bodily-kinesthetic
	10
	33.33

	musical
	12
	40

	interpersonal
	6
	20

	intrapersonal
	10
	33.33

	naturalist
	4
	13.33

	existential
	9
	30


Based on the data presented in the two tables, 12 out of 30 students possess high score of musical intelligence. Come as the second, 10 students who score high in bodily kinesthetic and intrapersonal intelligences. Then, the other group is those possess high scores of existential intelligence. As it can be observed in the table 1, one student may own not only one major intelligence. 
4. Discussion
According to Ref. [8], individuals with high score of musical intelligence will be able to perform speaking tasks well for the following reasons. First, they are able to identify the rhythmic of sound. Therefore, in the initial level, they will be able to imitate correctly. Also, they will be able to pronounce words correctly. For this reason, pronunciation drill is suitable for the students who belong to this group. Third, they are also able to recognize the stress in a word or sentence, so they are able to speak with the correct stress. Teachers can make use of this data, for instance by grouping those who possess high musical intelligence with the ones whose musical intelligences are not as high as them. Then, the students of this group will also be able to speak with appropriate speed ant intonation. In other words, they can be the good examples in the dialog practices.

The next group consists of the students who score high in the bodily-kinesthetic area. They will also be able to handle the pronunciation tasks well as they are able to speak with clear pronunciation and articulation. Reading aloud some authentic learning materials will make them excited, before presenting their own spoken texts.

The students who are good in intrapersonal matters will be able to express their own thought and recalling the past learning experience. Teacher can accommodate the development of their individual strength by raising questions about their learning experience. This can help during the context building too. Then, at the end of the learning, the students can be asked to reflect their new learning experience. Grouping them with their peers whose intrapersonal intelligence has not been developed as excellent as theirs yet can help the two sides too.
Then, the students who are good in handling existential matters would be able to find the answer to difficult questions such as finding out reason of why certain formula works that way. In contrary, tasks to raise questions from some provided answers are also suitable for them. 
In conclusion, the realization of the uniqueness of every student to perform the task in various ways helps the teachers to value their differences and therefore, there will be no more cases where learning English is not fun because the teacher judge students just because they perform the task differently. This innovation in language teaching will help the realization of best practices to improve the quality of education in the 21th century.
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