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The study reported on here was conducted to examine the consistency of the views of children and teachers in predicting the
multiple intelligence areas of children at the end of the education programme provided in an enriched class based on
multiple intelligence practices in a pre-school education institution. Using the pre-test-education-post-test experimental
method, we applied the relational pattern to investigate the relationship between the 2 variables. The sample group of this
study consisted of 34 children aged 5 to 6 years, 17 in the experimental and 17 in the control group. As data collection tools,
the TIMI Inventory developed by Teele (1992) and an application (colour-bead system) containing assessments of the
children’s preferences were applied. The findings obtained in this study show that in 7 of the 17 children, the
intelligence/skills area revealed by the evaluations of their preferences was similar to the results of the TIMI Inventory.
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Introduction

Individuals’ differences in their learning and perception style, speed and capacity, problem-solving abilities, and
reasoning and intellectual skills have drawn the attention of scientists in the last century, and research has
focused on the characteristics of intelligence, skills and abilities. Recent studies have ruled out the single and
integrated understanding of intelligence and demonstrated that intelligence has a complicated structure
consisting of a combination or interaction of various talents and skills. This complex structure is also being
studied by many researchers (Carroll, 1997; Cattell & Horn, 1978; Franzen, 2000; Gardner, 2011; Sari, 2019;
Shearer, 2004; Wilinski & Kupracz, 2020).

Based on these views, the theory of multiple intelligences was put forward by Howard Gardner in 1983,
suggesting that each individual has different degrees in various domains of intelligence. The theory soon
attained a wide scope of application in the field of education and was redefined by many theorists (Armstrong,
2000; Taspinar, 2005).

Intelligence is shaped by hereditary abilities, personal experiences, and environmental components. Binet
and Simon (1915) and Wechsler (1991) have developed tests that evaluate intelligence as an inborn
unchangeable phenomenon as it was regarded for centuries. However, some scientists, such as Feuerstein
(1990), Piaget (1965) and Vygotsky (1987), have revealed the variable features of intelligence.

Although the theory of multiple intelligences is discussed among educational scientists from various
aspects, there is consensus that this new understanding can provide valuable insights into the learning-teaching
process as it emphasises the learners’ different abilities and interests and considers their individual
characteristics (lzci, Kara & Dalaman, 2007).

Literature Review

Along with studies on the integration of multiple intelligences theory with learning and teaching processes,
researchers have focused on the effects of intelligence types on learning. In this regard, it was agreed that the
concept of emotional intelligence introduced by Goleman (1995), and the concept of moral intelligence
introduced by Altan (2001), should be added to the theory of multiple intelligences. As a result, the importance
of determining and evaluating individuals’ multiple intelligence domains has drawn attention to the importance
of early intervention on this issue (Bumen, 2005; Silver, Strong & Perini, 2000).

Enriching the environment in teaching activities makes the subject easier to understand and motivates the
learners and also contributes to the process of identifying children with different types of intelligence and talent.
In this context, supporting the educational environment with activities that serve different types of intelligence,
will, on the one hand, enable children to view the subject of the activity from different aspects, and on the other
hand, will enable teachers to identify children with special abilities and determine their area of intelligence/skill
(Basbay, 2000; Campbell & Campbell, 1999). The most prominent point in the theory of multiple intelligences
is that intelligence is not unchangeable, and it is a matter of pluralism. The theory argues that individuals have
the ability to relatively develop all areas of their intelligence (Gardner, 2011).

In cases where meaningful learning does not occur, the acquired information is forgotten in a short time. In
this case, effective learning does not take place. The multiple intelligence approach lays the groundwork for
meaningful learning as it details the child in terms of various areas such as verbal/linguistic,
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logical/mathematical, visual/spatial,
bodily/kinaesthetic, music/rhythm, social, self-
directed, and nature (Cetin & Akar-Vural, 2019;
Koyuncuoglu & Kaya, 2020).

Theoretical/Conceptual Framework

As one of the important functions of education is to

identify and maximise learners’ talents, applying

multiple intelligence activities can further set forth
and enhance these talents. The earlier these talents
are identified, the greater the impact of education

can be on improving them (Yavuz, 2001).

Similarly, De Milander, Schall, De Bruin and

Smuts-Craft (2020) state that impulsivity and

orientation could not be personally prevented

during childhood. In addition, studies show that the
psychological counselling service is very limited
even for primary school children in determining the

special abilities of children (Joubert & Hay, 2020).

In this context, educators play a key role in

identifying these talents, making evaluations based

on children’s preferences, and, if necessary,
restructuring the evaluation process.

Along with studies on the integration of the
multiple intelligences theory with learning and
teaching processes, researchers have focused on the
effects of intelligence types on learning, suggesting
that identifying, evaluating, and improving multiple
intelligence talents have a profound impact on an
individual’s life (Franzen, 2000; Gok, 2006). Based
on this, with this study we aimed not only to
examine the consistency of children-teachers in
determining and predicting multiple intelligence
areas in the preschool period but also to investigate
the effects of applying multiple intelligence
activities on predicting children’s
intelligence/talent.

We sought to answer the following questions:
1) Is it possible to make evaluations regarding

children’s intelligence/ability areas based on their

activity preferences?

2) What is the consistency between the results of
evaluating children’s intelligence/ability areas based
on their activity preferences and the TIMI Multiple
Intelligence Inventory?

3) s there any difference concerning the TIMI results
between the experimental group where the
evaluations were based on children’s preferences
and the control group where the evaluations were
only based on teacher estimates?

Finally, it should be emphasised that multiple

intelligence activities is a topic that concerns not

only educators and researchers but also parents and
childcare providers.

Method

Research Model

In this research, a combination of the relational
method, which is one of the descriptive research
types, and the experimental method was used. The
relational method is used to examine whether there
is a relationship and/or consistency between two or

more variables. This study was designed as
relational since we examined the consistency
between evaluations based on children’s activity
preferences and the TIMI results. This study was
also conducted with an experimental design as the
TIMI Inventory was applied both before and after
the evaluations based on the children’s activity
preferences.

A post-test experimental method design with
experimental and control groups was used to apply
an independent variable to a randomly selected
group and observe its effects on the dependent
variable. A descriptive case study, which is one of
the case-study approaches, was used to estimate the
intelligence areas of the children as a result of
evaluations based on the -children’s activity
preferences among the multiple intelligence
practices that they were offered.

Study Groups

The participants in this study were 34 pre-school
children aged 5 to 6 years (mean age: 65 months),
all of whom were attending the same school, yet in
different classes. The children were divided into
two groups: the experimental group (n = 17) and
the control group (n = 17).

Data Collection Tools

As a data collection tool, the TIMI Inventory was
used. The inventory was applied by teachers after
short instruction in an enriched educational
environment based on the multiple intelligences
theory. Evaluation practices based on the children’s
activity preferences were also used to collect data.

The TIMI multiple intelligence inventory

The TIMI Multiple Intelligence Inventory
developed by Teele (1992) was used as a data
collection tool. The TIMI was developed by Sue
Teele in 1992 to investigate the dominant
intelligence areas of children and youths in both
levels of primary education, high school, and
university. The inventory is used to identify seven
intelligence domains, including verbal-linguistic
(V-L), logical-mathematical (L-M), visual-spatial
(V-S), musical-rhythmic (M-R), kinaesthetic-
bodily (K-B), personal-introspective (P-1) and
interpersonal-social (I-S).

The validity study of the TIMI investigated
whether the pictures used in the inventory actually
represented the specified intelligence area, and the
reliability study of the inventory included a
test-retest application. In her reliability study, Teele
(1992) concluded that all intelligence domains of
the TIMI were significant at the .01 level.

In Turkey, the validity of the inventory was
investigated in several studies conducted by
Gogebakan (2003), Oklan-Elibol (2000), Oklan-
Elibol and Tugrul (2001), Ozdemir (2006) and
Terzioglu (2005). The pictures of the inventory
were expertised and accepted as valid. As a result
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of the reliability study conducted by Ozdemir
(2006), the relationship between the test-retest

results of the inventory was significant at the level
of 0.01.

Tonio weantory fo Multiple Intelligencos (TIMI)
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Figure 1 TIMI sample item in scales card

Evaluations based on children’s activity preferences
Designed by the researchers to be used in a
classroom environment, each of the multiple
intelligence areas was marked with a colourful
marker. For instance, the L-M intelligence area was
marked with a blue marker. If a child were engaged
in the activities of this area, (s)he would place a
blue bead into the jar allocated to him/her when
(s)he was done with the activities, indicating that
this child had spent time in the L-M area. The
children were instructed to place a bead into their
jar as they would finish the activities of any
specific area. However, the bead needed to be the
same colour as the area that they marked. For
instance, green represented the domain of I-S
intelligence. A child engaged in this domain
activity would place a green bead into his/her jar
after completing the activity.

At the end of this research, two experts (PhD
specialists of early childhood education and
educational science) counted the beads in each
child’s jar: the colour of the beads would determine
the areas that the child had preferred to be engaged
in, and the number of the beads would determine
how long the child had spent in any specific area.
After evaluating the multiple intelligence areas
based on the children’s activity preferences, the

TIMI Multiple Intelligence Inventory was applied.
A sample item is shown in Figure 1.

Procedure

Before this study, a classroom was equipped with
supporting materials necessary for multiple
intelligence practices in early childhood. The
classroom was designed and organised based on
five expert opinions to meet the multiple
intelligence practice needs. The experts were
selected as early childhood educators, assessment
and evaluation specialists and educational sciences
specialists.

These materials — prepared based on the
theory of multiple intelligences — were new for the
learners and during the data collection process, the
learners were engaged in various activities using
the materials, for example, visual arts activity,
creative drama activity, mechanical games. The
materials in each area of multiple intelligences
were introduced to the children during the first 2
weeks of this study. Later on, the process of
activity preference, where the children could
choose their own activities, was initiated. The
structured activity periods — within the scope of
free activity — were applied 2 days a week for 30
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minutes each and lasted for 12 weeks. Without any
instructions from their teachers, the children were
allowed to participate in any activity of their own
preference. The activities that they opted to
participate in would produce study data for us. The
children in the control group were asked to
complete their structive activities in an unstructured
environment.

The month-long data collection process
included the colourful-bead technique, which
enabled us to evaluate the activity preferences of
the children in the study group.

The data collection process consisted of the
following stages:

1) Preparation of an enriched class based on multiple
intelligence practices

2) Providing training for children to participate in their
preferred activities

3) Performing the practices and applications

4) Application of the TIMI Multiple Intelligence
Inventory

As the last stage of the evaluation process, the

classroom teachers were asked to complete a form

for each child in the study group to investigate their

intelligence areas according to the priority order of

the children’s activity preferences. The study

groups of children are shown in Figure 2-4.

Figures 2, 3 and 4 Children in the study group engaged in multiple intelligence practices in an enriched
classroom (in this study)

Data Analysis

The results of the TIMI Inventory and the
evaluation results of the activity preferences of the
children obtained using the colour-bead technique
were analysed, and for each child, four dominant
intelligence areas were determined and ranked from
the highest to the lowest. Then, the consistency
between TIMI results and the teachers’ evaluations
of the multiple intelligence areas based on the
activity preferences of the children was examined.

The children in the control group were asked
to complete their routine activities without being
involved in multiple intelligence practices. Upon
completing these structive activities, teachers —
based on their personal opinions - made
predictions of the children’s intelligence. The TIMI
Inventory was also applied to the control group so
that the children’s activity preferences on
determining their intelligence/skills could be
compared to the teachers’ estimates.
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Results

The results of the TIMI Multiple Intelligence
Inventory and the evaluations based on the
children’s activity preferences were analysed by
two experts (PhD specialists of early childhood
education assessment and evaluation specialists and
educational science), and (f) frequency distributions
and percentage values were calculated.

The Results of the TIMI Multiple Intelligence
Inventory and Distribution of Children’s Dominant
Areas of Multiple Intelligences

Table 1 presents the data regarding the TIMI
Inventory applied to children and the evaluations
based on the activity preferences of the children
using the colourful-bead system. Among the results
of the two types of evaluations presented in the
same column, those intelligence areas that were the
same according to both the TIMI and the child’s
activity preferences are indicated in bold print.
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Table 1 TIMI Multiple Intelligence Inventory and distribution of children’s dominant areas of multiple intelligences

VIS % V/L % K/B % M/R % /S % L/M % P/l % Total Dominant areas
Istchild  Child 2 7.1 2 7.1 3 10.7 5 17.8 7 25 5 17.8 4 14.2 100 1/S
TIMI 5 17.8 4 142 3 10.7 2 7.1 6 21.4 4 142 4 14.2 100 1/S
2nd child  Child 7 25 3 10.7 5 17.8 2 7.1 4 14.2 2 7.1 5 17.8 100 VIS
TIMI 5 17.8 4 14.2 4 14.2 6 214 3 10.7 2 7.1 4 14.2 100 M/R
3rd child  Child 4 14.2 4 14.2 3 10.7 3 10.7 7 25 6 21.4 1 35 100 P/l
TIMI 7 25 1 35 1 35 4 142 3 10.7 5 17.8 7 25 100 VIS - P/l
4thchild  Child 6 21.4 3 10.7 4 14.2 1 35 5 17.8 3 10.7 6 21.4 100 VIS - P/l
TIMI 4 14.2 3 10.7 3 10.7 7 25 4 14.2 2 7.1 5 17.8 100 M/R
5thchild  Child 6 21.4 4 14.2 2 7.1 4 14.2 5 17.8 3 10.7 5 17.8 100 VIS
TIMI 3 10.7 3 10.7 3 10.7 7 25 4 142 3 10.7 5 17.8 100 M/R
6thchild  Child 4 14.2 2 7.1 3 10.7 6 214 5 17.8 3 10.7 5 17.8 100 M/R
TIMI 4 14.2 2 7.1 3 10.7 7 25 7 25 1 3.5 4 142 100 M/R
7thchild  Child 5 17.8 5 17.8 4 14.2 2 7.1 1 35 3 10.7 7 25 100 P/l
TIMI 5 17.8 4 142 4 142 6 21.4 3 10.7 2 7.1 4 14.2 100 M/R
8th child  Child 5 17.8 4 142 3 10.7 3 10.7 3 10.7 8 28.5 2 7.1 100 L/M
TIMI 4 14.2 4 14.2 4 14.2 5 17.8 2 7.1 6 214 3 10.7 100 L/M
9thchild  Child 3 10.7 5 17.8 4 14.2 5 17.8 6 21.4 4 142 1 35 100 /S
TIMI 4 14.2 3 10.7 3 10.7 7 25 4 142 2 7.1 5 17.8 100 M/R
10thchild  Child 4 14.2 2 7.1 5 17.8 5 17.8 4 142 5 17.8 3 10.7 100 K/B - M/R -
L/M
TIMI 6 21.4 4 14.2 6 214 1 35 2 7.1 2 7.1 7 25 100 P/l
11th child  Child 3 10.7 6 214 1 35 6 214 3 10.7 6 214 3 10.7 100 V/IL - M/R -
L/M
TIMI 6 21.4 4 14.2 3 10.7 4 142 1 3.5 5 17.8 5 17.8 100 VIS
12th child  Child 4 14.2 5 17.8 0 0 6 214 4 14.2 5 17.8 4 14.2 100 M/R
TIMI 4 14.2 2 7.1 2 7.1 5 17.8 6 214 2 7.1 7 25 100 P/l
13th child  Child 3 10.7 5 17.8 1 35 6 214 5 17.8 5 17.8 4 14.2 100 M/R
TIMI 6 21.4 1 35 2 7.1 5 17.8 5 17.8 3 10.7 6 214 100 VIS - P/l
14thchild  Child 5 17.8 4 142 3 10.7 3 10.7 1 3.5 7 25 5 17.8 100 L/M
TIMI 4 14.2 2 7.1 3 10.7 6 214 5 17.8 3 10.7 5 17.8 100 M/R
15thchild  Child 4 14.2 2 7.1 3 10.7 6 214 6 214 3 10.7 4 14.2 100 M/R - 1/S
TIMI 3 10.7 2 7.1 3 10.7 8 28.5 4 14.2 2 7.1 6 21.4 100 M/R
16thchild  Child 6 21.4 5 17.8 1 35 4 14.2 4 14.2 6 214 2 7.1 100 V/S - L/IM
TIMI 5 17.8 4 14.2 2 7.1 4 14.2 5 17.8 5 17.8 3 10.7 100 VIS-1/S-L/M
17th Child Child 6 21.4 4 14.2 2 7.1 3 10.7 3 10.7 7 25 3 10.7 100 L/M
T™MI 2 7.1 5 17.8 2 7.1 5 17.8 3 10.7 7 25 4 14.2 100 L/M
Note. V/S: Visual/Spatial, VV/L: Verbal/Linguistic, K/B: Kinaesthetic/Bodily, M/R: Musical/Rhythmic, I/S: Interpersonal/Social, L/M: Logical/Mathematical, P/I: Personal/Introspective.
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According to the results, the multiple
intelligence area(s) of the first, third, sixth, eighth,
15th, 16th, and 17th children were the same in both
evaluation types. For instance, the first child’s
intelligence area was predominantly
interpersonal/social intelligence according to the
results of the child’s activity preferences. Similarly,
the results of the TIMI Inventory revealed that the
dominant intelligence area of the child was
interpersonal/social intelligence.

Evaluating Their Activity Preferences and the TIMI
Inventory

As presented in Table 2, when the results of the
evaluations of the children’s activity preferences
were compared with those of the TIMI inventory, it
can be concluded that evaluating the activity
preferences correctly estimated the dominant
intelligence areas of seven of the 17 children.
These included three children in L-M, two children
in M-R, one child in I-S, and one child in the
introspective domain, from the highest to the
lowest, respectively.

Table 2 Distribution of children whose intelligence
areas were the same as the result of the
two evaluation methods (evaluating their
activity preferences and the TIMI
inventory)

Multiple intelligence domains

Logical-mathematical

Interpersonal-social
Introspective

N
3
Musical-rhythmic 2
1
1
7

Total

Table 3 shows the results of the intelligence
area distributions of the 17 children in the control
group according to the TIMI scale. According to
Table 3, seven of the children in the control group
were dominant in L-M intelligence skills, three in
I-S, two in P-1, two in M-R, one in V-S, one in
K-B, and one in the V-L intelligence domain.

Table 3 Distribution of dominant areas in the
control group according to the TIMI
Multiple Intelligence Inventory

Multiple intelligence areas N

Logical-mathematical
Interpersonal-social
Personal-introspective
Musical-rhythmic
Visual-spatial
Kinaesthetic-bodily
Verbal-linguistic

PR RPN W

Table 4 presents the data regarding the
assessment results of multiple intelligences for the
children in the experimental and control groups.
Analysing the evaluation results of both groups
concerning the TIMI results shows that the
predictive level rate of the children in the
experimental group, where the evaluations were
based on the children’s activity preferences, was
higher compared to the control group, in which
evaluations were based on the teachers’ opinions of
the children’s dominant areas of intelligence.

Table 4 Interpretation of the TIMI results for both the experimental group, in which the children’s activity
preferences were evaluated, and the control group, in which teachers predicted the children’s dominant

areas of intelligence

Number of children with the

Mean of the two similar

Groups N same results as the TIMI measurements SD p
Experimental 17 7 45.87 7.943 .000
Evaluation as a result of
children’s activity preferences
Control 17 3 36.61 6.856

Teachers’ predictions

Note. p < 0.05.

Discussion

Research based on the study conducted by Gardner
(2009) in which intelligence/talent types are
divided into eight domains, show that one type of
intelligence is dominant in each individual and that
this dominant intelligence type has a direct impact
on the individual’s profession and all other
situations in life (Batdi, 2017). Due to this
prominent impact, it is important to determine and
strengthen the dominant intelligence area at an
early age. Moreover, identifying the potential
dominant intelligence areas of children is crucial in
determining their educational skills and detecting
their strengths and weaknesses in the learning

process. In this context, our study significantly
contributes to the literature as it enables
professionals to recognise the developmental
aspects of children’s intelligence/talent areas at an
early age.

The findings show that both self-evaluation
and the TIMI Inventory had the same results in
seven of the 17 children in the experimental group.
In other words, the TIMI Inventory results
regarding the dominant intelligence area(s) of
seven children were consistent with the self-
assessment results. The intelligence areas of these
seven children with common results in both
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measurement  techniques  (Child  Preliminary
Assessment and the TIMI) were as follows: L-M
(three children), M-R (two children), I-S (one
child), and personal (one child). Many studies have
reported that estimating these intelligence/talent
areas is relatively easier than other areas such as
introspective. Gardner (2009), Mitchell and
Kernodle (2004) and Tarman (2002) have reported
that P-I intelligence is an easily observable type of
intelligence, especially because the L-M and P-I
intelligence types are important indicators of
professional success and a high level of
performance. Furnham and Fukumoto (2008) and
Goodnough (2001) have reported that the most
predictable intelligence areas are the V-L and L-M
areas. It has also been reported that the L-M
intelligence type is an easily measurable area in
determining the intelligence profile due to its
quantitative structure that can be measured by
numbers (Bellanca, 1997; Bumen, 2005). Similarly,
in our study, children with these intelligence/talent
types were able to demonstrate their
intelligence/talent areas more easily than other
children in the evaluations based on their activity
preferences.

Analysing the evaluation results of both the
experimental and control groups regarding the
TIMI results shows that the predictive level rate of
the children in the experimental group, where the
evaluations were based on the children’s activity
preferences, was higher compared to the control
group, in which evaluations were based on the
teachers’ opinions of the children’s dominant areas
of intelligence. Based on these data, the findings
suggest that the activities that enable assessment of
the children’s intelligence/talent areas based on
their preferences may be effective in predicting
similar results with the TIMI.

It is very important for individuals to be able
to identify their intelligence/talents. Leo Tolstoy
was dropped out of school due to academic failure,
Walt Disney was fired by newspaper publishers for
being clumsy, Frank Winfield Woolworth was
dismissed from the drapery shop for having weak
perception, Isaac Newton’s teachers called him the
most unsuccessful student in primary school, and
Albert Einstein was expelled from school for being
stupid (Atik, 2007; Byers & Bourgoin, 1998). The
most important reason behind all the negative
experiences of these geniuses of science and art
was that their talents were not correctly detected
and identified by their environment although these
and similar scientists and artists were highly
talented and gifted in specific areas. It is in this
context that our study significantly contributes to
the scientific literature to enable individuals to
demonstrate and identify their own
intelligence/talents at a very young age.

The study results reveal that among the 17
children in the experimental group, the highest

number falls in the category of the L-M intelligence
(seven children). The order continues as follows:
I-S (three children), P-1 (two children), M-R (two
children), V-S (one child), K-B (one child), and
V-L (one child). However, most of the previous
studies that investigated multiple intelligence
domains report different results.

Franzen (2000) report that 5th, 6th, and
7th-grade students perceived themselves as the
strongest in social and natural intelligence and the
weakest in the area of V-L intelligence. As a result
of analysing more than 4,000 answer papers by
Teele (1997), dominant intelligence areas of the
children were determined according to their grade
levels, two of which were V-L intelligence and
personal-intrinsic intelligence. In his study with
192 students from the 7th to the 12th grade, Chan
(2001) reported that social intelligence and
introspective intelligence were the two intelligence
areas with the highest average scores. Therefore,
there seems to be no pluralistic priority among
intelligence/talent areas.

Keating (1980) and Renzulli and Reis (1991)
state that if an individual with talent and creativity
below the average is provided with favourable
conditions and is encouraged to perform at a high
level, such individual can demonstrate superior
performance. Thus, they have emphasised that it is
easier to discover the intelligence/talents of an
individual under fortified conditions. They also
highlight that it is more accurate to talk about
“people with an outstanding performance” rather
than “gifted people.”

Theorists such as Horn (1985) and Piaget
(1965) have indicated that intelligence, in fact, is a
whole set of multi-skills by suggesting that many
skills, such as sensation, perception, compliance,
balancing, communicating, reacting, and thinking,
are components of intelligence.

Our study on determining multiple
intelligence areas of individuals at very young ages,
especially aims to serve the development of these
areas in the early period. This study coincides with
the definition and explanation of intelligence by
researchers like Woodcock (1990) who emphasise
the constantly changing feature of intelligence and
try to demonstrate the importance of developing
and supporting the dominant intelligence area in
accordance with the theory of multiple
intelligences.

In their studies with university students, Shalk
(2002), Uysal and Eryilmaz (2006), Yenice and
Aktamis (2010), Ozden (2014) and Zorlu and Zorlu
(2019) report that while the students studying
elementary school teaching were weak in visual,
musical, and naturalistic areas of multiple
intelligences, and those studying social science
teaching were weak in visual, social, and
naturalistic domains, they were all successful in
other intelligence areas. The fact that “social”,
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“L-M”, and “M-R and V-L” areas of multiple
intelligences were the most dominant areas in the
Faculties of Education, Engineering, and Art and
Design, respectively, shows that the dominant area
of intelligence has a major impact on students’
professional preferences and life skills. From this
point of view, our study, with which we aimed to
determine the intelligence/talent area of children
through evaluating their own activity preferences,
significantly contributes to the literature, and it can
help structure educational processes, including
innovations and integrating similar techniques into
the children’s curriculum.

In their studies, Hoerr (2000), Saban (2005,
2009), and Temiz (2007) state that children are
more prone to certain intelligence areas from a
young age and upon attending school, they prefer
to engage in practices that address their intelligence
areas. According to Hamurcu (2002), by the age of
11 to 12, children already develop certain attitudes
about certain areas and topics that appeal to them;
thus, it is important to identify and support these
areas.

It was observed that the classroom teachers,
who were determined that the methods and
techniques they preferred were not reflected in the
dominant intelligence areas, paid attention to the
learning status of the learners and the content of the
subject. Accordingly, teachers’ diversification of
activities for multiple intelligence areas also
facilitate the determination of children’s
intelligence areas (Sari, 2019).

The determination of multiple intelligence
areas helps teachers enhance their teaching
techniques using different tools and developing
strategies beyond traditional teaching methods
(Karakoc & Sezer, 2007). In his research, Mehta
(2002) evaluated children’s learning processes
according to their multiple intelligence areas and
concluded that by configuring learning
environments, teachers could identify and
strengthen the areas in which children are weak;
hence, helping children progress in those areas.

Recent studies focus on the effects and
outcomes of determining the intelligence areas of
learners on their academic success (Akamca &
Hamurcu, 2005; Gen¢ & Arslan, 2020; Gok, 2006;
Koklu, 2020; Lieflander & Bogner, 2018; Ongoren
& Sahin, 2008; Oral & Oner, 2005; Tugrul, 2003).
Our study is original research as it suggests
evaluating 5 to 6-year-old children’s activity
preferences to identify their dominant area(s) of
multiple intelligences. Bowen and Roth (2007),
Okur, Yalcin-Ozdilek and Sezer (2013) state that
qualitative research approaches could be used
besides quantitative research in determining
multiple intelligence areas of children. They also
emphasise that a case study would be the most
suitable approach in the initial stage to have a

deeper investigation of the topic.

All these studies demonstrate that intelligence
areas can be identified at an early age as it plays a
prominent role in an individual’s social,
educational, and professional aspects of life. All
these results draw attention to the importance of
determining the intelligence area of an individual in
life, and likewise, the necessity and consistency of
predicting the intelligence areas of children at an
early age and supporting the teachers in this regard.

Conclusion and Further Suggestions

Our research was a preliminary study to identify
the dominant areas of intelligence in children. It
emphasises the necessity and importance of
offering various educational practices to children
and providing them with rich training environments
to enable them to explore all their intelligence areas
from early childhood.

Various methods and techniques are used to
identify and evaluate children. However, the
methods in which children are evaluated based on
their own abilities are scarce in the literature. In
order for each child to be evaluated according to
his or her own development, it is essential to use a
portfolio.

Classrooms and learning centres should be
constantly updated concerning multiple intelligence
categories to ensure learners’ active engagement in
various practices that further enhance their
development.

Our study also serves to identify gifted
children as it sheds light on the individualised
evaluation of talents in each of the multiple
intelligence domains.

In future studies, the relationship between
multiple intelligence domains and higher-level
thinking skills can be examined. The impact of
enriched classes on children’s thinking skills based
on multiple intelligence areas can be examined in
experimental settings.

Teachers, on the other hand, need to use
appropriate teaching approaches for learners with
different intelligence types. Teachers specialising
in particular skills training (e.g., ballet/dance,
strategy games, guitar/music, chess, tennis,
swimming and mechanical vehicle invention) need
to integrate these skills into the curriculum.
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