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ABSTRACT

This research is a correlational study that develops quantitative descriptive research. This study aims to obtain
information about the relationship between linguistic intelligence and cognitive abilities in the sub-concepts of disaster
response actions and other factors that influence it besides linguistic intelligence. This research was conducted in
September 2019. The population of this study was MTS Darul Irfan students of Serang City in the academic year
2019/2020. The sampling technique uses simple random sampling. The sample was 24 students of class VII-A. The data
collection method is done by tests, documentation, student worksheets, and observations. Based on the regression and
linearity test results, it can be concluded that the simple regression analysis with the equation Y=37.986+0.038X is linear.
Based on the result of quantitative research, the correlation coefficient between linguistic intelligence and cognitive
abilities is 0,0030. This correlation coefficient value indicates that HOis rejected and Hlis accepted, meaning linguistic
intelligence weakens student cognitive abilities. In this study, other factors affect student cognitive abilities, among others,
strategies and learning methods, development of learning media in schools, and environmental factor of students.
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Introduction

Education in Law No. 20 of 2003 concerning
the National Education System is a conscious and
planned effort to create a learning atmosphere and
learning process. Students actively develop their
potential to have religious, spiritual strength, self-
control, personality, intelligence, noble character,
and the necessary skills: themselves, society, nation,
and state. One of the attitudes that students must
develop in developing their potential is being able
to communicate ideas or problems solving. It
follows the Graduate Competency Standards (SKL)
for SMP/MTs in the 2013 curriculum, which
includes the dimensions of attitudes, dimensions of
knowledge, and dimensions of skills. In the
dimension of skill qualification, the abilities that
junior high school graduates must possess are to
have the ability to think and act: creative,
productive, critical, independent, collaborative, and
communicative through a scientific approach
following what is learned in academic units and
other sources independently.

In the current 2013 curriculum, learning is no
longer emphasized on language knowledge but
language skills. The language skills in question
include listening, speaking, reading, and writing
skills. In this case, the teacher's role needs to be
prepared to present teaching materials or materials,
determining what activities are carried out with their
students. Confidence in communicating and
expressing oneself both orally and in writing is one
of the characteristics of someone who has linguistic
intelligence.

All students from birth have all types of
intelligence, but only one or two kinds of
intelligence  develop  better.  Genetic and
environmental factors can influence the
development of students' intelligence, so each
student has a different intelligence. It follows the
opinion of Gardner (2013), who states that
intelligence is classified in to nine types, each of
which complements the other. This intelligence
includes linguistic, mathematical, visual/spatial,
intrapersonal, emotional, interpersonal, naturalist,
kinesthetic, and musical.

Intelligence in science learning focuses on
logical-mathematical,  visual = and  spatial,
kinesthetic, and naturalist intelligence. It also
requires good linguistic intelligence for students.
Linguistic intelligence is the ability to use words
effectively, both orally and in writing. Linguistic
intelligence in science learning can be seen in how
students communicate the results of an experiment
or project either through writing in a practicum
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report or orally or through a presentation.
Individuals with high linguistic intelligence can
express well what is in their minds so that their
interlocutors can capture them. Linguistic
intelligence needs to be stimulated in students by
providing a series of activities that require students
to actively communicate both in groups and
individually in front of the class.

Linguistic intelligence is universal and must
be owned by everyone. It is in line with research that
there is no effect of gender differences on the
linguistic intelligence of students (Irvaniyah, 2014).
It means that linguistic intelligence is indeed found
in everyone. Gardner (Munif, 2012) says, "linguistic
intelligence has a core component of sensitivity to
the sound, structure, meaning, function of words.
The linguistic intelligence brain area is located in
the left temporal lobe and frontal lobe (Simanjuntak,
2008). If this area is given the appropriate stimulus,
the competence to read, write, discuss, argue, and
debate will emerge. Linguistic intelligence affects
language skills.

The reality is that in schools, students are
only required to complete education following the
predetermined KKM (minimum completeness
criteria). The essential competencies required are
only students can understand, so students' ability
tends to be limited to the knowledge dimension,
especially in the sub-concept of disaster risk
reduction. Whereas in the basic competency
dimensions of skills, students are required to be able
to communicate efforts to reduce the risk and impact
of natural disasters and self-rescue actions in the
event of a disaster. Abstract sub-concepts of disaster
risk reduction for students who have never
experienced a disaster are discussed in learning
materials, causing students to be fixated on the
material in the book. Students cannot construct their
thoughts and their ability to express opinions about
what to do. To prevent or overcome disasters.
Linguistic intelligence emphasizes four language
skills: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. In
addition, according to previous research that has
been done, it can be concluded that there is a
significant relationship between students' linguistic
intelligence and their writing learning outcomes.
Namely, the more excellent the linguistic
intelligence students possess, the more fantastic the
opportunity for their writing results (Wiwitan,
2013).

Using media as teaching materials using
worksheets, school textbooks, and powerpoints
made by teachers has not increased students'
cognitive abilities. The burden of much material
with a limited time allocation makes it difficult for
teachers to apply it in class. The impact is that the
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ability of students to build concepts is lacking, long-
term memory is low, and student learning outcomes
are not optimal. In addition, based on interviews
with science teachers and based on observations
during PPLK activities in schools, it is known that
there are still some misconceptions made by
teachers in designing learning when the basic
competence required is that students can
communicate. However, the learning process
designed by the teacher is not relevant or not in line
with the basic competencies required. Teachers only
instill concepts in students without designing
learning that facilitates students to communicate or
express their ideas as requested in basic
competencies. Therefore, this research focuses on
students' cognitive development in terms of their
linguistic intelligence. Based on the background of
the problem expressed, it is expected to be able to
find out whether or not there is a relationship
between linguistic intelligence and the cognitive
abilities of students in the sub-concept of disaster
risk reduction actions.

Research Methods

The research method used in this study is

quantitative. Data collection using research
instruments and data analysis is
quantitative/statistical to test the established

hypothesis (Sugiyono, 2012). This type of research
is correlational research, which develops
quantitative descriptive research. This correlation
research was conducted to determine the
relationship between the independent variable,
namely linguistic intelligence, the X variable, and
the dependent variable, namely the students'
cognitive abilities, which is the Y variable. The two
group data were then processed to determine the
relationship between the X and Y variables.

This research was conducted at MTS Darul
Irfan, Serang City, Serang City for the 2019/2020
academic year from September 21, 2019, to
September 28, 2019. The research subjects in this
study were class VII students, and the sampling
technique in this study was simple probability
sampling. Random sampling uses one class selected
randomly without any specific criteria. The class
contains 24 students.

Data collection techniques used in this study
were tests and non-tests. Assessment of students'
cognitive abilities uses question instruments and a
testing technique, namely an objective test in
multiple choices, totaling 27 questions. In the
cognitive ability variable, indicators are made and
then described in the form of cognitive questions at
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the levels of Cl1  (remembering), C2
(understanding), C3 (applying), and C4 (analyzing).
This test is given at the end of learning (posttest),
which aims to determine students' cognitive
abilities.

The test instrument that has been tested is
then analyzed for the instrument, including validity,
reliability, level of difficulty, and discriminatory
power. The validity of each item is known by using
SPSS version 20 software. The results of valid
cognitive questions are 27 questions out of a total of
50 questions. Each multiple-choice question is used
to determine its reliability using SPSS version 20
software. The results of cognitive questions have a
reliability value of 0.773 which means that the
reliability of the questions is high. The level of
difficulty of each question is known with Microsoft
Excel software. After being tested and measured
with Microsoft Excel, the results of good cognitive
questions were 27 questions with the characteristics
of 3 easy questions, 17 medium questions, and
seven difficult questions. The discriminating power
of questions can be known by using Microsoft Excel
software. After being tested and measured with
Microsoft Excel, the results of good cognitive
questions were 27 questions in the form of 15 good
questions, two wrong questions, eight outstanding
questions, and two medium questions.

They collect non-test data using an
observation sheet, namely a linguistic intelligence
assessment sheet with a rating scale. The rating
scale used is a Likert scale with a range of 1-3,
which refers to the rubric of linguistic intelligence
observation. Assessment is carried out during
learning, and compelling reading and writing
indicators are taken when students fill out student
worksheets. Indicators of listening, imitating, and
speaking effectiveness were taken when the
simulation activity. The instrument of the
observation sheet for the assessment of linguistic
intelligence was first carried out by an expert test
(judgment). The result of the expert test is that the
linguistic intelligence assessment observation sheet
is valid, with suggestions for adding an explanation
to the assessment indicators.

The value of cognitive abilities obtained by
each student at the end of the lesson is then scored.
The scoring used in the objective test (multiple
choice questions) is that the correct answer is given
ascore of 1, while the wrong answer is given a score
of 0. The total score obtained by the students is then
processed to obtain the value of their cognitive
abilities of the students. The value obtained is then
converted into the criteria for cognitive abilities.
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The assessment of students' linguistic
intelligence in this study used an observation sheet
containing five indicators of linguistic intelligence,
which were assessed using a Likert scale with a
range of 1 to 3 depending on the number of
indicators that appeared to students. The results of
the linguistic intelligence score will be interpreted
into the category of students' linguistic intelligence.

Result and Discussion

The results obtained in the normality test for
the linguistic intelligence variable are 0.123 and for
cognitive abilities are 0.444, which means the data
is usually distributed because the value exceeds the
significance level of 0.05. The homogeneity test
results obtained are 0.124, which means that the
variance of the two data groups is the same or
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homogeneous because the value exceeds the 0.05
significance. The result of the correlation test
between linguistic intelligence and cognitive ability
1s 0.060, which means that there is no correlation
between the two variables. In contrast, the
significance obtained in the Pearson Product
Moment correlation test is 0.780, which means that
the significance value is more significant than 0.05.
This value can be interpreted as no relationship
between linguistic intelligence and students'
cognitive abilities in the sub-concept of disaster risk
reduction actions. The coefficient of determination
obtained is 0.3627, so it is interpreted that the X
variable has a 36% contribution effect on the Y
variable, which means that linguistic intelligence
has a small contribution to cognitive ability (see
Figure 1).

y =-0,1094x + 67,081
R2=0,0036

70 80 90

Figure 1. Graph of Regression Equation

The simple regression coefficient calculation
results in Figure 1 show that the constant-coefficient
value is 59,113. The coefficient of linguistic
intelligence (X) is -0.033. The regression equation
obtained is Y=59.133-0.033X. The negative value
(0.033) contained in the coefficient of the
independent variable describes the direction of the
relationship between linguistic intelligence and
cognitive ability. It means that linguistic
intelligence is negatively related to cognitive
ability, which means that if the linguistic value
increases by 1%, the cognitive value will decrease
by 0.033. It is because the effect of cognitive ability
with linguistic intelligence is negative. Hence, the
relationship between the variables reverses
direction.
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Linguistic Intelligence in Learning

Linguistic intelligence is one intelligence that
everyone must possess, even though the level is
different. The development of one's potential in
arguing both orally and in writing can be seen from
the level of linguistic intelligence. Linguistic
intelligence can be measured based on the indicators
described in the linguistic intelligence assessment
scores rubric. These indicators include effectively
listening, imitating, reading, speaking, and writing.
Each of these indicators is described in the scoring
rubric. Overall, students' linguistic intelligence
category results can be seen in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Categories of Students' Linguistic Intelligence

Students always respond when given
directions during the learning process, reflecting
that linguistic intelligence has grown in students,
where one of the indicators of linguistic intelligence
is listening. In the learning process, students explore
their knowledge of the sub-material of disaster risk
reduction  actions, ranging from causes,
mechanisms, and impacts to what actions should be
taken when a disaster occurs. Students in groups
carry out information mining. The problems
presented in learning show the ability of students to
express their opinions both in writing and orally.
Simanjuntak (2008) reinforces this opinion, stating
that if the appropriate stimulus is given, it will bring
up the competence to read, write, discuss, argue, and
debate. When students can express their opinions
through an effective reading process, the learning
process has integrated the existence of linguistic
intelligence into the sub-concept of disaster risk
reduction actions.

Based on Figure 2, students have different
categories of linguistic intelligence. The average
category of students' linguistic intelligence is in the
medium category, namely 11 people in the medium
category, five in the low category, and eight in the
high category. It can be interpreted that the students
in the class have moderate linguistic intelligence
because almost half of the students in the class have
moderate linguistic intelligence. Based on the
calculation of scores per indicator, the indicators of
speaking effectively, writing effectively, and
reading effectiveness are a reason students get
linguistic intelligence in the medium category.
Some students can get a maximum score in the
assessment range, which is a score of 3.

Effective speaking is assessed when students
present their findings and when simulation activities
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occur. Learning activities that use the simulation
method facilitate students to express their opinions
because, in simulation activities, students exchange
ideas with their groups. According to Armstrong
(2013), this is following the opinion about the
development of linguistic intelligence, one of which
can be done by exchanging ideas/brainstorming
(children can express verbal thoughts that can be
collected and written on paper, blackboard, or other
media). This strategy makes all the children come
up with their ideas. In the simulation activities,
students have been distributed each role that must
be done. So the assessment of speaking effectively
when the simulation activities are active, students
who play an active role in simulation activities will
get the maximum score if they meet the aspects
requested in the rubric.

In the listening indicator, all students have
not achieved the maximum score because of
understanding, interpreting, and remembering what
has been said well. Almost all students can only
master or show one to two aspects, namely the
aspect of understanding and remembering what has
been well said. Students get a score of one because,
in general, they can remember what has been said
well but do not understand what the teacher said.
Understanding  themselves is  catching or
understanding what the teacher or friend means. The
most challenging aspect for students to achieve in
the listening indicator is interpreting. Interpreting is
if students can give meaning or explain what the
teacher means.

The imitation indicator is assessed during the
simulation. Students have worked on student
worksheets containing what disaster risk reduction
actions should be taken before, during, and after a
disaster. All students have not achieved the
maximum score because the aspect showing the
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ability to learn a language, reading and writing from
other people well, students can only master or show
one to two aspects, namely the ability to learn
reading writing from other people. Learning to read
is when students can simulate according to what has
been written in student worksheets while studying
writing when students can transfer information in
the source texts obtained according to what is
needed in student worksheets. Learning other
people's language well has not been able to appear
to students because there are still students'
perceptions of students during the simulation, so the
teacher's direction is still needed to adjust to the
correct concept.

Effective reading indicators are assessed
when students have worked on student worksheets.
Before the simulation starts, students have reviewed
what has been written on student worksheets again.
Aspects  of  understanding, summarizing,
interpreting, or explaining and remembering what
has been read well are given a maximum score if
students can explain what is written in student
worksheets.

Indicators of writing are effectively assessed
on the student worksheets students have done.
Aspects of understanding and applying the rules of
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grammar, pronunciation, punctuation, and using
vocabulary effectively are given a maximum score
if students can fill out student worksheets according
to the requested aspects. The score is given equally
to each group member because the student
worksheets are done with the group outside of class
hours.

Cognitive Ability of Students in Learning with
Linguistic Intelligence

Cognitive ability in this study is the ability of
students in the cognitive domain, which can be
measured based on the indicators of their
emergence. This ability is used to measure the
cognition of students. Cognitive ability can be
measured through objective tests in multiple-
choice, totaling 27 questions with levels ClI
(remembering) to C4 (analyzing) given after
learning is complete. The results of each child's
cognitive abilities are different; some get scores in
the very low to high category. Differences in
cognitive ability scores that have been tested
through multiple-choice objective tests of 27
questions are described in the cognitive ability
criteria. The criteria for students' cognitive abilities
can be seen in Figure 3.

Low Very Low

Figure 3. Criteria for Students' Cognitive Ability

The research results on students' cognitive
abilities in Figure 3 show that the cognitive abilities
of students in that class are in a low category
because only one student can achieve the minimum
completeness criteria value. It shows that the
seventh-grade students of MTS Darul Irfan Serang
City have low science cognitive abilities. Based on
Figure 1.2, it can be seen that the students who got
very low to low scores were 11 people (scores <45-
55), the average scores were six people (56-65
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scores), and the high scores were seven people (66-
79 scores).

This study uses six indicators in the learning
process with cognitive levels C1-C4. Each question
has a different level with the same weight, that is if
the correct answer gets a score of one if the wrong
one gets a score of 0. Level C1 is ten questions, level
C2 is eight questions, level C3 is five questions, and
level C4 is four questions. Based on the distribution
of cognitive levels in the questions, the C4 cognitive
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level with questions regarding risk reduction actions
before, during, and after the tsunami got the highest
average of 0.68. The C2 cognitive level with
questions about explaining the tsunami mechanism
and analyzing risk reduction actions before, during,
and after the earthquake got an average of 0.57. The
C1 cognitive level with questions about describing
the mechanism of earthquakes and understanding
the mechanism of volcanic eruptions got an average
of 0.54. While the cognitive level C3 by analyzing
risk reduction measures before, during, and after the
volcanic eruption, gets an average of 0.49.

The learning activities carried out were in the
indicators describing the earthquake mechanism,
understanding the mechanism of volcanic eruptions,
and explaining the tsunami mechanism. Students
were asked to work on student worksheets by
discussing during the learning process. Then student
representatives presented the results of their group
findings. Discussion activities are also inseparable
from the role of the teacher in it, who must provide
direction to students during discussions so that there
is an interaction between teachers and students and
the teaching and learning process can run well.

The indicators analyze risk reduction actions
before, during, and after the earthquake, analyze
risk reduction actions before, during, and after
volcanic eruptions, and risk reduction actions
before, during, and post-tsunami activities carried
out are students fill out worksheets of students with
their groups outside the hours of teaching and
learning activities in class, besides that students
simulate and present their findings. Learning
activities are made varied to facilitate students to
create learning experiences and increase student
learning outcomes.

This difference in cognitive ability cannot be
separated from several factors. Susanto (2011)
states that factors affect cognitive abilities, among
others, heredity factors, environmental factors,
maturity, formation, interests and talents, and
freedom. In this study, one of the factors that
influence the environment. Based on the results of
interviews with the science subject teacher who
happens to be the homeroom teacher of the
respondents, information is obtained that social and
environmental factors play a role in students'
cognitive abilities. The teacher's social and
environmental factors are biased by family, peers,
and the school environment. It is in line with the
statement according to Slameto (2013) that the
factors that influence the success of students'
cognitive learning include environmental factors.
The environmental factors in question include the
family environment (home atmosphere,
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relationships between family members, and the way
parents educate), the school environment (teaching
methods, student-student relationships, student-
teacher relations, building conditions, and learning
tools), environmental factors the community
environment (student activities in the community
and friends to hang out with).

In addition, the learning tools used should
also consider the characteristics of students both as
individuals and in groups so that learning programs
in schools will be effective if they follow the
characteristics of students who are learning. It is
reinforced by the opinion of Chaerunnisa (2017),
who states that learning tools should be arranged
according to the characteristics of students so that
they can provide opportunities for students to
develop their potential.

Analysis of the Relationship of Linguistic
Intelligence with Students' Cognitive Ability

The relationship between class VII students'
linguistic intelligence and cognitive abilities in the
sub-concept of disaster risk reduction actions at
MTS Darul Irfan Serang City can be known using
prerequisite test analysis. The next stage is a simple
linear regression test and a correlation test using the
Pearson Product Moment test technique.

The correlation results obtained by linguistic
intelligence do not correlate with cognitive abilities.
It can be seen from how significant the contribution
of numbers is to the coefficient of determination.
The coefficient of determination is needed to
explain the dependent variable by the independent
variable of r2, and the rest is explained by other
variables (Robert, 2016). The determination
coefficient data show the number 0.3627, which
means that linguistic intelligence makes a small
contribution, 36%, to students' cognitive abilities.
Other factors influence the rest. It is also following
the research results conducted by Wiwitan (2013)
on the influence of linguistic intelligence on
students' narrative essay writing learning outcomes.
Linguistic intelligence does not provide a different
effect on the progress of students' writing learning
outcomes.

In this study, the correlation between
linguistic intelligence and students' cognitive
abilities was 0.060, meaning no relationship
between the two variables. It is supported by the
small contribution value of only 36%, and several
factors influence the rest. Factors that influence the
contribution of linguistic intelligence, namely, the
first factor is learning strategies and methods.
Kumojoyo (2011) states that six factors influence
multiple intelligences: teachers, parents, subject
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matter, teaching methods, environment, and
children. Teachers who more often only use
strategies and lecture methods do not facilitate
students to be able to develop their linguistic
intelligence. Therefore, learning strategies and
methods should be made in multi-directional
communication to facilitate student's develop their
linguistic intelligence. According to Handayani
(2014), this is reinforced that the suitable methods
and teaching can help improve the performance of
high-level domains from the start. Based on the data
that has been processed, it is found that the C3
cognitive level has the lowest percentage. It is
inversely proportional to the C4 cognitive level. The
learning indicators analyzing tsunami risk reduction
actions are integrated with learning indicators
analyzing volcanic eruption risk reduction actions.
Students play an active role in simulating volcanic
eruption and tsunami risk reduction actions in
learning activities. Different learning experiences
cause students to be able to remember the learning
material that has been given because learning is
student-centered. Students find the activities that
students should do, and students simulate the
activities that students find for risk reduction actions
for volcanic eruptions and tsunamis.

The learning indicator simulating the C3
cognitive level gets the lowest percentage because
students only discuss and fill out student worksheets
at the beginning of learning. In contrast, at the time
of simulating, students are required to be able to
plan what will be done by looking for valuable
reference sources. At first, students are not used to
looking for good sources and planning activities that
students will do. Thus, learning activities that
require students make it difficult to develop their
mindset because students only focus on finding
information for risk reduction actions for volcanic
eruptions. The questions given at the C3 level are
based on the validation results and categorized as
moderate to complex questions.

Meanwhile, the learning indicator related to
the C3 level is the second indicator with the C2
level, which in the learning activity, the learning
indicator has an active verb to explain. Students
only do activities to fill out student worksheets.
These activities should be the basis so that the
indicators of simulating the information obtained by
students become strong to improve students'
cognitive abilities from simulation activities.

All materials in science lessons require good
linguistic intelligence in students. Linguistic
intelligence is closely related to how students
describe, understand, describe, analyze and re-
explain the concepts they have received, both in
written form, which can be in practicum reports, or
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oral form during discussions. Therefore, to optimize
students' linguistic intelligence, it must be grown
through appropriate strategies and learning methods
and follow the material so that linguistic
intelligence can be optimal. Linguistic intelligence
plays an essential role in all subjects. The main
subject of linguistic intelligence is communication
through reading, writing, listening, and speaking.

In addition, learning media also plays a role
in improving student achievement. It is reinforced
by Ekayani (2017) that learning media can function
to accelerate the learning process. This function
means that with learning media, students can
capture objectives and materials more efficiently
and faster to improve the quality of the teaching and
learning process. The teacher has used student
worksheets at school, but these worksheets are just
like short questions with closed answers. Student
worksheets that are not open do not provoke
students to hone their linguistic intelligence and
cognitive abilities because the expected answer is
specific. However, learning media or methods are
not the most determining factors for learning
achievement and students' language skills. It is
reinforced by Kapoh (2010), who says that the
method is not the most decisive factor in the success
of language skills but is only one factor among
several factors. Various factors influencing one's
language acquisition include age, talent, motivation,
inter and linguistic difficulties, and intelligence.

In this study, five students had low linguistic
intelligence with three high cognitive categories and
two moderate cognitive categories. Students with
moderate linguistics and high cognitive category as
many as one person, medium cognitive category as
many as three people, low cognitive category as
many as five people, and very low cognitive
category as many as two people. Students with high
linguistics with very low cognitive categories are
one person. The low cognitive category is three
people, the moderate cognitive category is one
person, and the high cognitive category is three
people. It can be influenced by several factors, one
of which is the characteristics of students.

Some students find it easy to express their
opinions orally, but some are more comfortable with
writing. In addition, the learning styles of students
also vary. When given a question or question, some
students immediately do it. Some are playing or
taking a walk, so the teacher needs assistance during
the learning process. Some students must be
demonstrated or given examples in everyday life
before they can understand the meaning of the
questions given by the teacher. The students who
got the high linguistic category in the sample class
were women based on the data obtained. It is easier
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for female students to express what they want to say
in written and oral forms than male students. Female
students pay more attention and focus on learning to
understand what the teacher is asking for better than
male students. Kapoh (2010) stated that several
research results have determined that language
growth in girls is faster than in boys. It can be found
in the vocabulary, the length of sentences, and
understanding.

The social environment factors have little
effect on students' linguistic intelligence and
cognitive abilities. Based on interviews that have
been conducted with homeroom teachers, this can
happen because students of class VII odd semesters
are still experiencing a transition period from
elementary to junior high school. The influence of
peers is powerful because students usually trust
their peers more and underestimate older people
because of maturity. Mentally not good, so they still
can not respect older people. For example, when
students are given assignments for group work,
there are still students whose concentration is
disturbed because they are invited to play by friends
from other groups. It is in line with the statement
according to Slameto (2013) that the factors that
influence the success of students' cognitive learning
include environmental factors. The environmental
factors in question include the family environment
(home atmosphere, relationships between family
members, and the way parents educate), the school
environment (teaching methods, student-student
relationships, student-teacher relations, building
conditions, and learning tools), environmental
factors the community environment (student
activities in the community and friends to hang out
with). This statement is also strengthened by the
statement of Kapoh (2010), which states that
children who grow up in a pleasant environment,
equipped with entertainment tools, and in their
educated families provide opportunities for children
to acquire a large number of vocabulary supplies
and form habits of using the correct language.

On the other hand, the student's main factor
of linguistic intelligence already exists. This follows
the statement put forward by Campbell (2002),
which is one of the characteristics of people who
have linguistic intelligence, namely being able to
use writing skills effectively, understand and apply
the rules of grammar, spelling, punctuation, and
adequate vocabulary. When adequately facilitated
and supported by the right environment, linguistic
intelligence can increase this intelligence. This type
of intelligence has an essential role in
communication skills and is essential for expressing
one's thoughts, desires, and education. This is
reinforced by Slameto (2013) theory that interest is
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a persistent tendency to show and remember some
activities. Activities of interest to someone will be
noticed continuously, accompanied by a sense of
pleasure. The development of a child's intelligence
depends on the experience, socializing, and
interaction with parents, teachers, peers, or other
people who arouse or hinder intelligence
development (Kumojoyo, 2011).

Conclusion

Based on the study results, it can be
concluded that there is no relationship between
linguistic intelligence and the cognitive abilities of
students at MTS Darul Irfan, Serang City. The
results of this study illustrate a negative relationship
between linguistic intelligence and students'
cognitive abilities by obtaining a correlation
coefficient of 0.060. It means that linguistic
intelligence and cognitive ability are not correlated,
or there is no relationship and a coefficient of
determination of 0.3627, which means that
linguistic contribution is only of slight value
inability cognitive.
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