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Abstract.  Memory strategies are often taught by speech-
language pathologists to individuals with memory 
impairments. Information about the relationship between 
memory strategies and individual differences could provide 
better direction for treatment approaches. This study explored 
the relationship between memory strategies and sensory 
modality strengths. Forty “typical” adults completed various 
memory tasks and learning style assessments and reported 
memory strategies. No significant relationship between 
sensory modality strength and memory strategies used to 
complete the various memory tasks was found. Individuals 
used a variety of memory strategies unrelated to their sensory 
modality strength and the type of memory task. Speech-
language pathologists should be aware of their clients’ 
individual differences and be prepared to teach an assortment 
of strategies to clients with memory impairments. 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Memory strategies are often taught to individuals by 
Speech-language pathologists or other professionals to 
assist with memory deficits. Because memory is highly 
individualized, it would be helpful to understand the 
strategies people use based on their individual 
differences. One such difference that has been explored 
at length is individual learning style. Many learning 
style theories exist, but basic sensory modality 
preference is one that has been demonstrated in 
research. Learning style theories concerned with 
sensory modality strength often cite vision, hearing, 
and kinesthetic senses as the basis for our memory. 
Although the connection between sensory modalities 
and memory has been made, no known research has 
examined the relationship between sensory modality 
strength and the use of strategies for memory in 
retrieval and recall tasks. No known study has 
examined the relationship between modality strength or 
individual differences in adults and their preferred 
memory strategies.  
 
2. Experiment, Results, Discussion, and Significance  
 
Participants 
Forty participants, ages 21 to 88, individually 
participated in a series of visual and verbal memory, 

memory strategy and learning modality assessments. 
Five men and five women participated in each of four 
age groups. Participants with uncorrected vision or 
hearing deficits, any self-reported neurological 
problems, less than a high school education, and non-
native English speakers were excluded from the study.   
 
Method 
Participants were administered a number of 
assessments. Assessments of memory included: letter 
and categorical fluency (Test of Verbal 
Conceptualization and Fluency (TVCF)) [1], recall and 
recognition memory (Rey Auditory and Verbal 
Learning Test (RAVLT)) [2], immediate and delayed 
story retelling (Arizona Battery for Communication 
Disorders of Dementia (ABCD)) [3], visual memory 
(Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude (DTLA-4)) [4]. 
After each memory test, participants were asked to 
report any strategies used to complete the task. After 
completion of all memory tasks, participants were 
provided with a short listing of possible memory 
strategies as well as an open-ended portion to report 
any other strategies. This listing was created from the 
strategy survey used by Saczynski et. al [5] to examine 
self-report of strategies used in multiple memory 
assessments. Participants’ sensory modality strengths 
were assessed using the Swassing-Barbe Modality 
Index (SBMI) [6]. Lastly, participants were asked to 
complete the Visual Aural Read/Write Kinesthetic 
(VARK) Questionnaire [7]. Upon completion of the 
tests, participants’ sensory modality strengths were 
discussed, any questions were answered and 
participants were debriefed. 
 
Results  
Chi-square tests of independence were performed to 
examine the relationship between sensory modality 
strength as determined by the SBMI (Group 1: 
Auditory; Group 2: Visual; Group 3: Kinesthetic; 
Group 4: Kinesthetic and Visual; Group 5: Auditory, 
Kinesthetic and Visual) and strategies reportedly used 
to complete memory tasks. The chi-square tests 
indicated no significant association at the p < .05 level 
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between SBMI sensory modality strengths and reported 
strategies used to complete the categorical fluency task, 
χ2 (12, n = 40) = 11.93, p = .45; the letter naming 
task, χ2 (24, n = 40) = 30.16, p = .18; the RAVLT, χ2 
(32, n = 40) = 31.91, p = .47; design sequences, χ2 (16, 
n = 40) = 12.28, p = .73; and the story retell immediate 
and delayed, χ2 (32, n = 40) = 40.17, p = .15. 
 
Participants reported different memory strategies for 
memory tasks unrelated to the nature of the memory 
tasks (Table: 1). For example, although the categorical 
fluency task is primarily a semantic and auditory task, 
participants reported use of semantic, auditory and 
visual strategies. 
 
Table: 1 
Reported memory strategies and combinations of strategies for each 
memory task ranked in order of highest to lowest use by participants 
 
Memory Task  
& Nature of Task 

Reported Memory Strategies  

Categorical fluency-TVCF 
• Semantic  
• Auditory 

Semantic & Visual 
Visual 
Semantic  
Auditory 

 
Letter naming-TVCF 

• Auditory 
• Semantic 

 
Semantic & Auditory 
Semantic & Visual 
No Strategy 
Visual 
Semantic 
Auditory 
Visual & Auditory  

 
RAVLT 

• Auditory 

 
Semantic & Visual 
Visual & Auditory 
Auditory 
Semantic & Auditory 
Visual & Semantic 
Semantic  
Visual & Auditory 
Visual 
No Strategy 

 
Design sequences-DTLA-4 

• Visual 
• Kinesthetic 

 
Semantic 
Semantic & Auditory 
Semantic, Auditory & Visual 
Semantic & Visual 
Visual 

 
Story retell immediate & delayed-
ABCD 

• Semantic 
• Auditory 

 
Visual 
Visual & Semantic 
Auditory 
No Strategy 
Auditory & Visual 
Auditory, Visual & Semantic 
Semantic  
Auditory, Kinesthetic & 
Semantic 
Auditory & Semantic  

 
A chi-square test for independence was performed to 
examine the relationship between sensory modality 
strength as determined by the SBMI and sensory 

modality strength as determine by the VARK. The chi-
square test for independence did not indicate a 
significant association between the SBMI and the 
VARK, χ2 (12, n = 40) = 9.48, p = .66. 
 
3. Conclusions 
 
Based on the findings from this study, individual 
sensory modality strength and the strategies used to 
complete memory tasks appear to be unrelated. Typical 
adults use a variety of memory strategies and 
combinations of memory strategies independent of the 
type of sensory modality strength they possess and the 
nature of the memory task. As a professional working 
with individuals with memory impairments, it may be 
necessary to teach many different memory strategies for 
clients to use to complete various memory tasks. 
 
Sensory modality strength and learning styles as a 
whole are difficult to assess. The two sensory modality 
strength assessments used in this study, the SBMI and 
the VARK, do not provide the same sensory modality 
strength information. There was no relationship 
between sensory modality strengths as determined by 
the VARK and the SBMI. Although information about 
how a person learns best is helpful, it may be best to 
provide information in a variety of modalities for any 
given individual.  
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