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An Analysis on the Relation of Elementary Students’ VARK Styles
and Scientific Communication Skills

Ha, Ji-hoon - Shin, Youngjoonf
(Gyeonggi Kojan Elementary School) - (Gyeongin National University of Education)’

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to confirm correlation between elementary school students’ VARK Learning
styles test and Scientific Communication Skills through VARK questionnaire (version 7.3) for Youngers and
Scientific Communication Skills Test. The subjects were 99 in 6™ grade students of an elementary school located
in Gyeonggi-do, Korea. The results of this study were as follows: 64% of the students had multiple learning styles,
but only 36% of the students preferred a single mode of information presentation. Among students had a single
mode preference, the aural (“A”) was the highest unimodal preference. Among “V(visual)” mode, “A” mode,
“R(read/write)” mode, and “K(kinesthetic)” mode, “A” mode was the commonest learning mode which students
had. In Scientific Communication Skills Test, students’ overall average was 26.19p [scientific explanation type
(11.85p), scientific insistence type (14.34p)]. Girls’ scores were higher than boys in scientific explanation type,
but not in scientific insistence type. The scores by communication forms were Text (5.67p), Number (6.87p), Table
(6.15p), and Picture (7.49p). Girls’ scores were higher than boys in Text and Picture forms but not in Number
and Table forms. In result of correlation analysis (Spearman’s rho) between VARK Learning Styles and the types
& forms of Scientific Communication Skills, there were common correlation in “Read/write (R) learning style-
Scientific insistence type”, “Read/write (R) learning style-Grounds of Scientific insistence”, ‘“Read/write (R)
learning style- Description of Scientific explanation”, and “R learning style-Text form”.

Key words : learning preferences, learning styles, VARK, scientific communication skills, elementary student
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Fig. 5. The ratio of students have each factors by gender
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Table 1. The result of Scientific Communication Skills Test by Communication Type

. M (SD)
Communication type - F (p)
Boy (N=47) Girl (N=50) Total (N=97)
o Description 6.49 (2.82) 7.20 (3.26) 6.86 (3.06) 1.312 (.255)
Scientific Explanation 530 (1.86) 470 (1.97) 499 (1.93) 2348 (.129)
explanation type
Total 11.79 (3.32) 11.90 (4.24) 11.85 (3.81) 021 (885)
Grounds 9.23 (3.21) 9.08 (2.61) 9.15 (2.90) 068 (.795)
Scientific o
o Justification 523 (1.71) 5.14 (1.99) 5.19 (1.85) 062 (.804)
msistence type
Total 14.47 (4.30) 1422 (3.68) 1434 (3.97) 094 (.760)
Table 2. The result of Scientific Communication Skills Test by Communication Form
M (SD)
Communication form F (p)
Boy (N=47) Girl (N=50) Total (N=97)
Wiiting 5.32 (2.65) 6.00 (2.96) 567 (2.82) 1415 (237)
Number 7.26 (2.49) 6.50 (3.19) 6.87 (2.88) 1.676 (.199)
Table 6.30 (2.73) 6.02 (2.16) 6.15 (2.44) 311 (.578)
Picture 7.38 (2.28) 7.60 (2.68) 7.49 (2.48) 183 (.669)
Total 2626 (6.23) 26.12 (7.22) 26.19 (6.72) 010 (.922)




Table 3. Correlations among V, A, R, and K

Visual Aural Read/write  Kinesthetic
Visual 1 - - -
Aural A20%* 1 - -
Read/write 244% A59%* 1 -
Kinesthetic 328%* .304%* 327** 1
*p<.05, **p<.01
°of 94 It AUBRAS AT EH, V-A(r= 429), AR
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Table 5. Correlations among forms of Scientific Communication
Skills

ek ool FTIBA(r=.118)5 ‘A F33 3 Writing Number Table Picture
28] 825N HEY o) ARTAG=24) Wi : : :
E 7ML iieh ek Ande] e et Number —.243* I - -
X ZAge] 2As vlwd e ool Ana Tble 198 108 1 -
(r=418)% HYoy Az o= kgl A Picture 162 201* 281 1
(r=172)%& HSith o= Aol Ale] F <0 Tp0l
Table 4. Correlations among types and subtypes of Scientific Communication Skills
Scientific explanation type Scientific insistence type
Description Explanation Total Grounds Justification Total
o Description 1 - - - - -
explil (r?:tril(t)lfctype Explanation 118 1 - - - -
Total 863+ .603%* 1 - - -
o Grounds 326%* A18%* 475 1 - -
insiss:;z:ﬁfype Justification 283 72 3154 365+ I -
Total 370%* 386%* 494 901+ 733 1

%p<.05, **p<.01
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Table 6. Correlations between Communication

Types and Communication Forms

Writing Number Table Picture Total
Description 596 546%* 254% 354%% 708%
Scientific . anation 280%* 318%+ 395%* 465%+ 569%*
explanation type
Total 621 600%* 4057 521 85
Grounds 450 A458%* 560 560%* 801
 Scientific —y ification 395 388%* 450+ 311%* 611%
msistence type
Total 515 516%* 622 560%* 8707
Total 656% 645%* 597 626%* 1
*p<.05, **p<.01
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Table 7. Correlations between VARK Type and Communication Type of Scientific Communication Skills
Scientific explanation type Scientific insistence type
Description Explanation Total Grounds Justification Total
Visual .164 —-.034 114 .082 .045 .081
Aural .160 .060 159 114 —.028 .070
Read/write 238% —-.023 179 227* 176 248%
Kinesthetic .196 .096 .206* .057 .040 .060
*p<.05
Table 8. Correlations between VARK Type and Communication Form of Scientific Communication Skills
Writing Number Table Picture Total
Visual .048 .100 .056 079 113
Aural 156 —-.082 .196 .081 131
Read/write 265%* —.024 197 .149 .248%
Kinesthetic .099 128 .145 —.008 152

*p<.05, **p<.01
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