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Abstract:

The aim of the study was to investigate the level of Logical intelligence
and its relationship to Mathematical communication among 10" grade
students in Hebron District. The researcher studied also the effect of
gender, Directorate and achievement in mathematics on the Logical
intelligence and Mathematical communication, a sample of (739) male and
female students was clustery chosen, including (331)males and (408)
females . For achieving the purpose of the study two instuments have been
constructed: a logical intelligence mathematical test which consists of (23)
items and mathematical communication questionnaire which consists of
(20) items. Validity and reliability of both instruments were checked, the
two instuments have been implemented as a package.

The study revealed the following results:-

The average of logical mathematical intelligence core of the 10" grade in
Hebron District was (86.69) which is good, and the average of the
mathematical communication was (3.66) which is moderate. There were
significant differences in the means of the logical intelligence among
students due to directorate in favor to Hebron and due to achievement in
mathematics in favor to (80-100%). The study didn't find statistical
significant differences at the level of logical intelligence mathematician
due to gender student . The results also show that There were significant

]



differences in mathematical communication due to directorate in favor to
Hebron and due to achievement in mathematics in favor to (80-100%). The
study didn't find statistical significant differences at the level of
Mathematical communication due to gender student . Apositive
relationship was shown between the degree of the Logical intelligence and
Mathematical communication.

According to these results, the study recommended the following:-

The mathematics curriculum should focused on the development of logical
mathematical intelligence among students .The other one is the training of
mathematics teachers to develop mathematical communication skills
through a variety of workshops training among students.
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