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(Adolescent/Adult Sensory Profile; AASP)¥} 8153714 AE2|(Study Process Questionnaire; SPQ)Q} SH5%7]
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Z2ko] ofgt AE-g AAJsInt 4E AFE SPSS/WIN 20,02 o]-83to] 7ho] Al A7 (chi square test), TJoj<
A A|4=(Pearson correlation coefficient)® S-A415}c}
A3} AA R 331 s5Ra Y ARRAAN AsEASH 8 258 S8 (p=0.03), T4+ 582> A

[laa]

bl fu
@ 5% (p=0.02)2 JHAAPE ANk A2 8t skaAiere] Aol A7t FES 2215} g
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H

2H(p=0,00), FZ1 3L 278 s A2Hp=0,03)% 201X) Bh12H(p=0,00)7 ALEAL 2iet, 2
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o]Fo Atk (Baranek, Foster, & Berkson, 1997). 244
el EAPE Sk A Bl Al AAE At
9] o2 ANgSh= Aol ofglFol UEhum Tekie)e ARl
9 3=o] UEPATHCase—smith & Bryan, 1999). T3k 39
T(Park & Kim, 2006), Ayreso} Robbins(1979)= bz 21 =771, BRe1e] W s spefaie Aol ofglal A=
3] S 27| B FA0 ZHE 74 2Ase] g O SR S Al St tijl A 9ol of
oA AE ETH0E ALRSF 2 Q] sl Alsky g cree A 2 A AR sEY ol o
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Zo| 93k u|ZthBrown & Dunn, 2002).

AANEA do] a3t 48] Gl AAH, SEAK]
e EolAl ehs2 a3t 4] dYo|tk(Shin & Choi,
2018). Wi} Al7]i= Erikson®| WA oA Zob g A4
= TSI Sl 7he S83k AZI=A tiedEelA o
H2 AEHAQ At Aot @S Qfgh Addoln 442] o]
£ UM$+= IPFoltHChung, Kim, & Kang, 2010:
Erikson, 1968). tieH49] k52 5, alsahuof| A9 g
Tz t20 5H0IH SREAL ATofifiE AR
ARA19] Bh5E ol BolUrtof sl 54 e kgl
whpa] Sh5ARe] Aol wheh A|A552 ot Zolo & A}
o|Z 7}M A EtHLee, Lew, & Kim, 2014), Thst A
7} ZolAlE 8F 22 dlof Bagt A4s wF A6
4= dtk(Park & Choi, 2012), SH5A = AAR FQ
gHot 2| Alo] tisto] FA|H o8 wetekal Adsto] o
o 4= = 5ol Basih(Park, 2000). thatol4<] sk
& 71 o A7|HEH SR50) S} Aol 2 2
2 SRAF o] 5 aeE SR
03 q%s gd3ith(Yang, 2000). ShsHERe
A Aaol Sa3k Q4o At SR AR
2] shQ] A} Axp=2 o]ofA|A HrkSchutz, 20115 Zhou,
Graham, & West, 2016).

SRR ARSI s flsto] SRt Foke &
A et AR 9 ZAE Aste BT WAloth
(Kolb, 1985). ek51-3-2 7HQlntct tham, Aj=g vt
9] shsabgolal vepuhs sk, Saa, 58
% 5 A BEd] 2 E4S TATHIeon, 2013).
Parka} Kim(2005)0]] Jsh 2419] sk5-7-3S dal, &
Slole o SHdFE FES &, A0S S
e ShgAEo R kS S

JFrH(Geiser, 2000).
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2011; Vermunt, 2005). Sls54EFo] 519 Zijo] njx|=
ol thate] wet EAgH Ay), shsaleRe sl a84dS
SHAA SJAAFE ST 37 718t SRR
SRS o= Ao] v S8t AoR YERITHKim,
Shin, & Hwang, 2002).
WA Elel slssol A3t Als

o2
i
U
2
&
oL
N
%
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o

7}
< G FHAE HolH Sge i 4aAE 5
AL && AMBIAHJung, Choi, Lee, Lee, &
Kang, 2017). o7 Aelo| A2 2]e} shgate) A
< FlEe, sAHel Y= miAle SeRd A
Zte] wAO Hiek A+ TSl

JER & debe diede e daA=S
Aok, Skl PAE dokRaa) gy At
AIE Fl tietdel eharde wefeial, saiiEE Al
gl 1ol g5 o] Hdel tigt 712A=E A
AJBIaLA} g,

e

= kA Kefjghane) 115%9] e o
AAslG), dAAE & o7} 439(37.4%), EAF 121
(62.6%)019, 28 EZ= 224 olal7} 65W(56,5%), 2341
ool 507(43.5%)0 19k, T AT AE 8 Ee A
AxpsHA|d 27 Sk} 4778(40.9%), AAISAL 270 S} 43
3(37.4%), QRABIAR 1) 87} 25821 7%= A
oK Table 1).



Table 1, General characteristics of participants

Variable Participants(N) %

Male 72 62.6
Gender

Female 43 37.4

< 22 65 96.9
Age 93 < 50 435
Natural Science 47 40.9
Department Arts and Physical Education 43 37.4
Humanities and Social Sciences 25 2.7

2 %71 =1 2) shEry EEX|Study Process Questionnaire; SPQ)

1) A/l Ziztm2nkl Adolescent/Adult Sensory
Profile; AASP)

/ARl Azrz 2t (Adolescents/Adults Sensory
Profile; AASP) H7le3= Dunne Z2Aglm=
(sensory processing model)ol] 7|z35}o] AJQ19] ZhzHAE]
£ H7I3cDunn, 1997), obs-§ TS ¥y
A2 65M] oA el EFFRF 1A ool A8
Q2 TSt 67) ele] 60RO R njz/5zt 88
o, A 82, A 102, 524 138, €5 4= 10
%, A4 Iedez 0] Qv dAge] FdE
AAR A st 7h Fak2 2)A E(likert) 58 HEE A
sttt Zh 25toll Wato] ‘Al 1 th(almost always)' ] 5

oo

-

A

%

o
Slololef, Az} SHe Aele] Bz fRS A &
€l Zh(threshold value)?] &1 (high), ¥2(low) 22 U

i B WS F5A(active), 4524 (passive) 2 o]

525K low  registration),  ZE(sensory
seeking), 7ZMZ(sensory sensitivity), 7Z+E]y]

(sensation avoiding)?] 47}#] §3 o2 B3It (Dunn,
1997). AHad/Add gz =Eard o] AlE|E Al
Cronbach's alpha + 0.64~0.76°]3it}.

3508S 22 Y180 Biges(1979)7F st sk
2122 (Study Process Questionnaire; SPQ)E ARES
A}, e5ad AEAE SRS SAE Euid A
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3) sk&E=7[mEF A2X|(Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire; MSLQ)

At A=) SEAIERE dobi7] 218t Yoon(2012)
O] Aol ARERE 25719] S AAF £ A5G
. Yoon(2012)2 SR5EVIAZE  AEX|(Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire; MSLQ)2] &5
ZeF HELS g Hoksto] 25719 sisyAER AL Bk Al
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A3t MSLQi 85719k shaieke) 5 71 ol

A0l R S 3 8 AL s, 2
2 x%au ) SH9IHER TAElolgl, Aot S5t

17} B S H%H Vi 2 e 5 dgefe

= g A)looz

AP 4= 9 6}: Astold, sk g 24 olafe

7) $13) A x50 fqﬁ} A B 710 2

1

), 2360 Aol A
A3} T2, 24| 8EFeE 74
o A ARE A8, e Ty
o] G713E] T3 ol cFel LR A7 Aol
Yoon(2012)8] Ao AR 4 H Al A4
Cronbach's alphat= A]91 .899, A3} 870, 243} 880,

2RIA| (895 LERaL ZIAIAQ] SaAIER: 91201tk 870
Q] 2QIA]9] Fa1y] 483 7o R HiE 249 1
o] 4870] === weks AT mhiell A9 2,
dus} 1.3, 243} 1.1 Foto] Akksioict,

3. &7 Ekt

o1 HE] 90184 69 20U7HA] A

27749 u‘#ﬁ Tk, 6}% A2k ALl S508 ANS
AEl] ARE 44 shgict ARAL 11 geEplos

shaEstolch, As 4% A ATe] Bz 48K e
tfstol Ea AR ATIAATL AL ATo) B
8 2%l Tsjol 248 NS, 15079] S8 o
afo] 15028 47 ST o] AT 35585 A
SIL 115%0) H¥AE 24 sheich

4, 24w

$3E A= SPSS/WIN 20,0 program 0|43t} &

A AAjslech kel Qi B4, g2 £,
SR, SRS ) A, UE, EeE By
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1]oj& AFA|4(Pearson correlation coefficient) 2 £
sioitt, A2 £ Yo e 250 o509, oy

!I

ek 2__4 Zfol= 71o] Al 77 (chi square test) 0.2 24
+ SAEAS ol 052 ARk,

O.00 04
1. 4R =

AT 5382 55A3H50.0%), 72+91(60.0%),
7¥3)9)(65. 2%) ol A -] ARt fAkgre] 71 whorar,
WETe tibEe] AR 23o] 41.4%% 71 &=
Uepsith (Table 2).,

A 3HAYo] T
36'8(3L.3%), 93 272‘%(23 5%), T3
om 39| Rlwr}t 7MY E9ttHFigure 1).

Shyeke] WEs A9 679(58.3%), Bush 219
(18.3%), 223} 69(5.2%), %A 18%(15.7%), <343 3
H(2.6%) 02 A|de] Bwst 713 %%W(Figure 2).

ZAL A3t sh50d 2 sl T g9l Hat

sgo] e A9 E3HEoR AN

i o

O -dTTo, "L =
o
AR G SR 30e] uAACN e 245E
Ask F37 AT ol siRd duEAE 29
o fEER AAEEAS ¥ #3F dRd
(p=0.030), #Z+T @2 HEF 3573 (p=0.020)2
AREATE ik, AZAE] R skt 7o) g
AolAle A2 F83 A2z ol shedet 4
wEAE Bt AR ¥ 2H3 sy
(p=0.004)+ ABAZ}F AL, A2t F32 243}
3572 (p=0.085) 2914 Bl5702H(p=0.003)°] 2

A7} AATHTable 3).



Table 2, Sensory processing characteristics

Variables Categories N(%) M+SD
Much less than most people 2.7 17.0+1.4
Less than most people 13(11.2) 21.6+1.3
Low Similar to most people 58(50.0) 29.6+3.3
registration More than most people 31(26.7) 39.4+2.6
Much more than most people 11(9.6) 46,5+2.8
Average 115(100.0) 32.77+7.8
Much less than most people 32(27.6) 30.0+4 .4
Less than most people 48(41.4) 39.1+19
Sensory T
seeking Similar to most people 34(29.3) 45,9+£3.1
More than most people 1(0.9) 61.02+0.0
Sensory Average 115(100,0) 38.8+7.1
processing
Much less than most people 1(0.9) 17.0+0.0
patterns
Less than most people 9(7.9) 23.5+1.8
Sensory Similar to most people 69(60.0) 33.44+4.3
sensitivity ~ More than most people 30(26.1) 441+1.6
Much more than most people 6(5.2) 51.84+4.2
Average 115(100.0) 36.2+7.9
Less than most people 10(8.7) 24.92+1.3
Similar to most people 75(65.2) 33.1+4.5
Sensory
o More than most people 26(22.6) 441419
avoiding
Much more than most people 4(3.5) 53.0+1.4
Average 115(100.0) 35.5+7.5
M+SD: Mean +Standard deviation
70
58.3%
§0
0 50
40.0%
0 0.
1.3%
. 235% 307
20 201 18.3% 15.7%
10 5.2% 10 I I 5.2%
- ’ 2.6%
0 ‘ " ' . 0 - T T - T -_|
Surface type Deep type Accomplished Mixed type ) i N o .
Demonstration Elabaration Metacognition Organization Mired

Figure 1. Frequency of learning style

type

Figure 2, Frequency of learning strategies
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Table 3. Correlation of Sensory processing patterns and learning style, learning strategies

Learning style Learning strategies
Surface Deep |Accomplished | Demonstration| Elaboration | Organization | Metacognition
Low registration 203" .049 143 .083 077 140 175
Sensory seeking | .149 216" 125 170 174 269" 158
Sensory sensitivity | .156 104 104 149 113 197" 215"
Sensory avoiding 183 116 116 .082 078 151 .091
"p<0.05 “p<0.01
4. 212452 93l 2 s S A} 72T Sgola] siae] wo)7 et
skAXf2E0| X0 (Table 4), 2A3}lA ZJolE HAI(p=,018), thF=e] *}
ghrct o9 AL A eka} ojsie] At §4t sl B
1) 22| S8 M2 sk XI0| Aol A zpo)7} UreRgthp=018). Sh5Rd-2 574]24—11

ARl whet sig AT shazke) olg wm IR AR HERA L,

Table 4, The difference learning strategies according to the sensory seeking

Sensory seeking
Similar t t
Learning strategies Much than most people less than most people pzropl(;Nmos F
Demonstration 31.3+9.1 34.5+7.3 34.0+8.1 1.679
Elaboration 28.7+7.0 31.0£6.0 32.5+81 2.412
Organization 27.1+7.0 29.846.0 31.8+6.9 4,163
Metacognition 28,9459 30.0£5.1 39.0+£47.6 1.547

"p<.05

Table 5, Learning style, learning strategies difference according to sensory processing patterns

Group A (N =52  Group B (N = 69) X2

Surface type 22 24

Learning style Dee? fype 2 12 16,557
Accomplished type ) 22
Mixed type 1 5
Demonstration 36 31
Elaboration 10 1

Learning strategies Organization 3 15 10.464°
Metacognition 3 18
Mixed 0 3

“p€0.05, “p<0.01
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?) 2757 S0 M2 sesm sl x| 5, SIZol| 2 930l X0

= SETToH =
Jung, Choi, Lee, Lee, 2} Kang(2017)2] &tof] ZA3}
72 95 0] Agko] H|mA =2 AT group A, Aol whE ShardE ST A 224 olsiold= &
& BE FHitsto] <%0l
A7} 5450304 go& 71t =9kthTable 6).

S

o}

WAT 539 o] s w2 ke
St ShEAERY] Ajo
2po]7} Lreh 1t (p=0,001), SHsAIEkoAE 2jo]7} Lieht
tHp=0.033)(Table 5).
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Table 6, Learning style difference according to age

Learning style
Surface Deep Accomplished Mixed Total 2
< 22 29 11 20 5 65
23 < 17 25 7 1 50 15.915”
Total 46 36 97 6 15
"p<0.05, "p<0.01
. dgd 7 7

2191 sR5po] olojx|e ThabiEe] tho] EHizle|n

AT dote] J2xels A o, sz SET AEENE Agsha G = 5 Al
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EEFS QI Ruo] ojit BEA gog B A g (Park & Kim, 2006) Biie] 21014 A58 g WSS
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|= e | = =~ v = R | T
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Abstract

The Correlation of Sensory Processing Type, Learning Styles
and Learning Strategies for University Students

Hong, Soyoung:k, Pnh.D,, O.T

*Department of Occupational Therapy, Kosin University

Objective : The purpose of this study is to investigate correlation of sensory processing patterns, learning styles
and learning strategies for university students,

Methods : Participants of this study are 115 students from K university in Busan, South Korea, Measurements
are Adolescent/Adult Sensory Profile (AASP) for sensory processing patterns, the Study Process Questionnaire
(SPQ) for learning styles, and the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSL®) for learning
strategies. The data collected was analyzed by SPSS/WIN 20.0 for chisuare test and Pearson corelation
coefficient,

Results : For sensory processing patterns and learning styles, there were correlation between low registration
type and surface type of learning (p=0.03), and between sensory seeking type and deep type of learning (p=0.02).
For sensory processing patterns and learning strategies, sensory seeking type was correlated with organized
learning strategy (p=0.00), and sensory sensitivity type was correlated with organizational learning strategy
(p=0.03) and meta—cognitive learning strategy (p=0.00).

Conclusion : This study found that there is correlation between sensory processing patterns, learning styles and
learning strategies with implying learning styles and learning strategies can be different depends on sensory
procession pattern, The results of this study can be used as a basic data to select learning type and learning

strategy appropriate for an individual based on his or her sensory processing patterns,

Key words : learning strategy, learning styles, sensory processing patterns
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