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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

(n=235)

Variables Categories n %
Female 173 736
Gender
Male 62 26.4
Age M + SD (Range) 22834 £ 1.90 (19~35)
1 24 10.2
2 20 85
Grade
3 6] 319
4 116 494
Health science 159 67.7
Department Humanities 5% 234
Art, music and physical 21 89
<15 29 12.3
16~30 66 281
Allowance 31~45 4 35.7
46~60 34 145
61 < 22 94
< 10 73 311
. 11~20 86 36.6
Leisure expenses
21~30 43 183
31 < 33 14.0
< 30 minutes 17 72
30 minutes ~ 1 hour 63 26.8
Leisure time 1 hour ~ 1 hour 30 minutes 53 22.6
1 hour 30 minutes ~ 2 hours 33 16.2
2 hours < 63 26.8
Much less than most people 15 6.4
Less than most people 51 21.7
.LO W. Similar to most people 126 536
registration

More than most people 36 153
Much more than most people 7 3.0
Much less than most people 29 12.3
Less than most people 150 63.8
Sensgry Similar to most people 55 234

seeking
More than most people 0 0.0
Sen501jy Much more than most people 1 04

processing
patterns Much less than most people 6 26
S Less than most people 23 9.8
en.s.or.y Similar to most people 129 9
sensitivity

More than most people 56 23.8
Much more than most people 21 89
Much less than most people 3 1.3
Less than most people 27 115
Sensory Similar to most people 137 583

avoiding
More than most people 53 226
Much more than most people 15 6.4

Self-efficacy

M + SD (Range)

7620 + 11.9 (26~114)
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Table 2. The leisure activities of university students (n=235)
n(%)
Leisure activities Not at all (t)vrxlficfe O; t:igmtgs 4a t?rrf; 4a Almost
month month week everyday
Jogging or running 90(38.3) 66(28.1) 41(17.4) 198.1) 198.1)
Gymnastics or aerobics 173(73.6) 40(17.0) 13(5.5) 8(3.4) 1(0.4)
Ball games 184(78.3) 32(13.6) 16(6.8) 3(1.3) 0(0.0)
Taekwondo or judo 220(93.6) 6(2.6) 4(1.7) 4(1.7) 1(0.4)
Sports i ol s 5672 204 626 209 000
Hang glider 229(97.4) 4(1.7) 2(0.9) 000.0) 0(0.0)
Gym 165(70.2) 34(14.5) 114.7) 16(6.8) 9(3.8)
Golf or horseback riding 226(96.2) 6(2.6) 3(1.3) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Watching TV 26(11.1) 52(22.1) 46(19.6) 52(22.1) 59(25.1)
Calligraphy 220(93.6) 9(38) 3(1.3) 2(0.9) 1(0.4)
Singing 81(34.5) 49(20.9) 40(17.0) 30(12.8) 35(14.9)
Hobbies Reading 81(345)  102(43.4) 33(14.0) 13(55) 6(2.6)
Hiking or walking 86(36.6) 78(33.2) 50(21.3) 18(7.7) 3(1.3)
Collection 175(74.5) 43(18.3) 114.7) 4(1.7) 2(0.9)
Shopping 21(8.9) 90(38.3) 84(35.7) 28(11.9) 12(5.1)
Movie 21(89) 158(67.2) 54(23.0) 1(0.4) 1(0.4)
Concert 194(82.6) 31(13.2) 7(3.0) 3(1.3) 0(0.0)
Admire Theater 199(84.7) 32(13.6) 3(1.3) 1(0.4) 0(0.0)
Exhibition 206(87.7) 24(10.2) 5(2.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Sports 156(66.4) 51(21.7) 17(7.2) 7(3.0) 4(1.7)
Visit to friends or relatives 38(16.2) 75(31.9) 86(36.6) 24(10.2) 12(5.1)
Society Talk in cafe 12(5.1) 42(179) 104(44.3)  49(20.9) 28(11.9)
Religious or volunteer 133(56.6) 41(174) 42(179) 14(6.0) 5(2.1)
Museum or old place 200(85.1) 27(115) 5(2.1) 3(1.3) 0(0.0)
Tourism Overseas trip 202(86.0) 3012.8) 1(0.4) 2(0.9) 0(0.0)
Domestic travel 135(57.4)  88(37.4) 11(4.7) 1(04) 0(0.0)
Play Game, cartoon, or billiards 94(40.0) 44(18.7) 43(18.3) 27(115) 27(115)
SNS or messenger 18(7.7) 12(6.1) 9(3.8) 20(85) 176(74.9)
) Smart phone game 71(30.2) 36(15.3) 32(13.6) 39(16.6) 57(24.3)
Siif[‘gpg;ie Tntetnet, search and web surfing 938 1668 290123 (149  14662.1)
Smart phone cartoon 67(285) 21(89) 26(11.1) 6(19.6) 75(31.9)
Listening to music 3(3.4) 52.1) 14(6.0) 31(132)  177(75.3)

(w$) Be w0 etk w2, &9 A vl
QA sk TS BRI e At fAe
o 9) B whgolglont, 8 ghe v g
21k e Al (9) Ae wgoz
S, R TVE AFel0] 3~43) ol ARae tlak

< 2%A] S el nlel 2] 7} e AL
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Table 3. The frequency of leisure activities and self-efficiency according to the sensory processing feature

Sensory processing patterns

Frequency of leisure

Self-efficacy

M = SD torF M += SD tor I
(Much) less than most people 203 + 0.25 342 + 053
Low Similar to most people 201 + 024 24 14.63"
registration
(Much) more than most people 2.05 + 0.31 36 £ 0.
Sensory (Much) less than most people 202 £ 022 5990 316 £ 057 5 86"
seeking (Much) similar to most people 204 £ 0.33 ' 329 + 062 )
(Much) less than most people 210 £ 0.31 345 + 051
Sensory L .
s Similar to most people 199 + 0.15 15 11.40
sensitivity
(Much) more than most people 204 £ 0.34 297 = 067
(Much) less than most people 207 £ 0.25 347 + 051
Sensory T N
. Similar to most people 202 £ 0.26 11 5.64
avoiding
(Much) more than most people 200 + 0.24 3.06 + 069
"p<.05, “p<.01
Table 4. Leisure activities according to the feature of sensory seeking (n=235)
n(%)
Once or 3to4 3to4 2
Not at all twice a times a times a eéim(éj X
month month week Lycay
) ) A 74(41.3) 45(25.1) 32(17.9) 15(84) 13(7.3)
Jogging or running 493
Soort B 16(28.6) 21(375) 9(16.1) 47.1) 6(10.7)
orts
P A 136(760) 2023)  6(34) 11(6.1) 422) .
Gym 14.33
B 29(51.8) 12(21.4) 5(8.9) 5(8.9) 5(8.9)
) A 19(10.6) 34(19.0) 31(17.3) 44(24.6) 51(28.5) .
Watching TV 10.90
B 7(12.5) 18(32.1) 15(26.8) 3(14.3) 8(14.3)
) o A 64(35.8) 37(20.7) 29(16.2) 21(11.7) 28(15.6)
Hobbies Singing 158
B 17(30.4) 12(21.4) 11(19.6) 9(16.1) 7(12.5)
) A 18(10.1) 69(38.5) 65(36.3) 23(12.8) 42.2) "
Shopping 13.82
B 3(5.4) 21(375) 19(33.9) 5(89) 8(14.3)
. . . . A 28(15.6) 58(32.4) 69(38.5) 16(8.9) 8(4.5)
Society  Visit to friends or relatives 2.76
B 10(17.9) 17(30.4) 17(30.4) 8(14.3) A7)
o A 73(40.8) 31(17.3) 35(19.6) 17(9.5) 23(12.8)
Play Game, cartoon, or billiards 5.36
B 21(375) 13(23.2) 8(14.3) 10(17.9) A7.1)
A 12(6.7) 9(5.0) 6(3.4) 15(8.4) 137(76.5)
SNS or messenger 164
B 6(10.7) 3(5.4) 3(5.4) 5(89) 39(69.6)
. A 55(30.7) 29(16.2) 21(11.7) 30(16.8) 44(24.6)
Using Smart phone game 245
. B 16(28.6) 7(12.5) 11(19.6) 9(16.1) 13(23.2)
e smart
web surfing B 3(5.4) 8(14.3) 3(54) 6(10.7)  36(64.3) ’
A 51(285) 14(7.8) 20(11.2) 35(19.6) 59(33.0)
Smart phone cartoon 31
B 16(28.6) 7(12.5) 6(10.7) 11(19.6) 16(28.6)

"p<.05, *p<01, A; (Much) less than most people, B; (Much) similar to most people

KCBOT Vol. 8 No. 3, 2018 19



& Eum, 2005). o] OL?-E YA BAF Eﬂﬁ“ﬁoﬂﬂl
B} g840]a &
g 7|24 8E Xﬂ%ﬂl’x} A2 e Sl uhe o7k
T A B ite dotraat s

Kim¥ Kimell 93} (2009) thetle] Aaske= o7t
G5 H9ke) whE(90.8%), TVA(844%), F3t o
H(56.1%), £8(514%) ¢ Aoz Ueyth & A
oA A - W b 2L 3 Foll 5~43,
TVAIHEL AFdell 3~43], F3} A2 g 2ol 1~23],
& & gl 1~23] & 3~43]9] =, iAol
oA7bES skl ltkal ZAbE o] FARE A3 YR
‘{?Loﬂfﬂ% 79 Wi dh= o7t E o
S B HAIA (74.9%), TE1YL 24 3t
%*1%(62 1/>)T+ 2L 2HEE ARl A=, o=
Atk =g B3 2013)01]

w2, = v 64 o) =Rl T AntEY]7

] 2
o] 2011 31.3% Ao, 20121 63.7%= 28] ©] % P
Qg}‘_‘:_]:ﬂ’ o] Al7|& AHo 7 AnfEZS A}Lo] it
ol we} gigAye] ortdtso: & JF&FS vHS A

o A
3hH A B T Ajee] s W A 1A
3} gEH 0w AuEo] UrkPark & Kim, 2006). A7
st hepge] sk o g gAAeS e <
& W o bl 531 g4 §
L]0 A EASHoR on| gl ARE B
717F Aol Akt Akt (v
7} Wle7}b =4 YEeR
AX) 7} =3 A2 0] 8
SHa] 92 el =
|4 A 2
< YEhdtHHong &

= gte Aae A

T = T«

2

ok

o ofN of
ol
S
P

N
£
2

ol
iy

o\
N
o,

o [ AN,
oX,
rlo
el
o
SL‘
13

R/UES)

‘ﬁ 2 otk
)
lo
=
oo

oM
o
a

o
0z

il offf
ol
ol
~N
o
&
> o
>

0] lo
of J
oy
e rlo
oo F% =
3 g
x Zi

59
=

>
By
tlo
P
rlr
o~
4
2
ro, —
Ogté

e of
5

RN
N

N

o

&2

©

+

-

~N
o
)
)
T
_l_L4
lo
fr
i

o 1)
o
fal
frt
e

N
i)
LN
N
:’

(o]
e
rO
2
e
o
1o
flo &
N
)
¢
b1
N
S
M
50
pau)
o
frtl
>~
>,
il
oy
o

M
ol >
ol >

°
°
>
=
b
ro
o e L oo
=
oy
o

-
-
=2
X
ol
)
pod
~
oX,
oL
o
Hi
rlo
b
ro
offt
o,
et i

=

o

20 KCBOT Vol. 8, No. 3, 2018

Uepdtha @ A9ke Q2 #chLee, 2012).

A7)0 B0 BE e o hEE 8-S
W, A0 238 423) el we vigAel, TV
AR AR o] e tisel Beol she olzh
FEoR Uehith, o2 AFH O o BES
she sty e F2 AAH $Hg0] Ba B 7
7 AGE WE 5 Qe Waot 289, 23A $e )
e 7 3 4 3

1

TVAAS o 4% o, A= 5
240 s H= & &3k Lee, 2004). Brown
¥} Dunn(2002)& 722H27] <

] ©
= ] =1 =
o) Folu} $7 Aol ol eg A 4 Jonz
Aol B 17t BAS AFHTo AT FEAET
TS she A4S At 1euE AAR

o e e AnfEE O 7 = 9l
24 7191 2 i, oh A 3 g
FALS 5 E_Oﬂ];]_ 0]3175]. 7:1_‘4.&‘ ﬁ brs

o] el P YHY AAE
7ol ohdl ThE BEL s
% 7he] FeE B el S gk o)

EEHH—\
o

_12i

ol
L
)
o
s
»

)

2o
L S o S
ol
ol
rir
pory
12

N

lz}ﬂﬂofﬂoﬂ w2 b A 7R

v Q= A3rF yehA STk et e 2nf

Lo ojt]ol| A& AHE7s et Xéi—%—

 AFebe] A7k FAo| A

Fal 2AtHCho, 2014). o] ¢} 2 1 nfEE] 54

S 2] of7kekgo] &

7@3% 3 gonw ¥

I FstAl 719 frAkgt

o
lo

0

=

o > Hor
O]

=

ui A Ho9 o
o 2 ¢

oo

o2

o

s

=

lo,

offt 1% mX,

¥ d
fl

pouy

o

fu

_O|L
N
N
roAN
™
o
ofl
f L

Jm K

=51
e

M ox
o

[

[

it

>

BN

N

_°|L

]

o >

N
N
=2
2 fo
rob
=
ro
{o, n
[
ol
o
o,
o
ol
ol
D
N

-
o

(Bandura, 1997) &=3F 77}
= U 2945 ek & o

2 2R ohRie) A fAe A

N

N

o
E
1o

ful

il

N o

ot rf
Al
:L_l‘
N
N
oft N off %

xj; )
rlm
o~
Ji
2
- &
o d

T

o
gL
>



)
rlo
=
olo
ro
o
_ﬁ
N
fols
olf
Lo U}L
b1
o Hit
;1(2‘
i
9,
rr
0
)
>
N

N
N
&
oo
o
2
o _EL
0~
1
ofy
N
Pn
_E
o
r

N
-
2

oX.
°
2
o
=

*} 7éJJr~ LHERH A Ijr(Choi
Reynolds, Venables, & Mednick,
) BB AN AFES 285 9
)4 3F= H o] = 2 (Raine, et al., 2002),
o) AN EEF FNE FFS 7907
ol =3 Lee(2005)& 7ol
= AAlel g Fnlet SRS =l
74 She ol 27 vhehgria se] &
& AAgh o2l Aol et ] Es

A4S E 5 9

o2 2

B
8
(=]

y

E&)
-~
e

18?
Q
N\

ol
=
JZi

gk A 9}
ne,
& 2

1% o
u

I
S _“.i
>,
Al
i 1~F _IZi

[e]

1o
ol

9

)
A RS
d

ro
o,
o
B
oK
o
rr
2
i
N
ol
ofy
B
Ll
2
[
e
i

=2oox 1o [T ooz I8

[‘l—ﬂ‘. 2 1o (i

olrl
o
=
i
)
™
K|
i)
D)
&
S
2
-
iih3
_V:l‘
ﬂllﬂ.l K
e
r]I.
o
_OL
N

e
B>

o

x

_\,L
_m

[

)

L
g

‘E

[

0
T

VIS 9 A TS Bofste), 2 Ak ok
F s 23] §95 B9 0% fo)3 Aot
3) RE ALY S el
2737 $99)

oYl A

AN At oleh
AokabaiA g,

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The work was supported by research grant of the
Kaya University in 2018,

REFERENCES

S A RS, (2013). 2013 7Y HS] WA,

Ahn, B. W.,, & Hwang, S. H. (2012). Relationship between
leisure competence, flow, leisure satisfaction, and
self-efficacy in leisure sports participants. Journal
o Leisure Studies, 9(3), 1-19.

American Occupational Therapy Association (2014).
Occupational therapy practice framework: Domain
and process (3rd ed). American Journal o
Occupational  Therapy, 68(Suppl. 1), SI - S48
http://dx.doi.org/10.5014/ajot.2014.682006

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy; The exercise of
control. New York; Freeman.

Brown, C. E,, & Dunn, W. (2002). Adolescent/Aduit
Sensory Prdfile. San Antonio; A Harcourt Assessment
Company.

Cho, M. K. (2014). The relationship among smart phone
use motivations, addiction, and self-control in
nursing students. Journal of Digital Convergence,
12(5), 311-323. doi:10.14400/JDC.2014.12.5.311

Choi, J. D, Kim, J. K, & Lee, T. Y. (2010). Relationship
between sensory processing styles and personality.
Journal of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy,
18(1), 23-30.

Choi, Y. H. (2017). The effects of club activity on career
decision-making self efficacy and career maturity
o fine arts college students. Unpublished master’s
thesis, Chung-Ang University, Seoul.

Chon, T. J. (2009). The influence of leisure motivation
on leisure and life satisfaction of college students.
Journal of Sport and Leisure Studies, 36(2), 1087~
1097.

Dunn, W. (1997). The impact of sensory processing
abilities on the daily lives young children and their
families: A conceptual model. Infants Young Child,
9(4), 23-35.

Han, H. J. (2002). The effects o self assertiveness training
on the development of children’s self-efficacy.
Unpublished master's thesis, Seoul National

University of Education, Seoul.

KCBOT Vol. 8, No. 3, 2018 21



Hong, E. K., & Park, Y. J. (2016). Sensory processing
pattern and its relation to depression and anxiety
of university students.
Academy of Sensory Integration, 14(2), 22-32.

Ismael, N. T., Lawson, L. A.,, & Cox, J. A. (2015). The

relationship between children’s sensory processing

Journal of Korean

patterns and their leisure preferences and participation
patterns. Canadian _Journal of Occupational Therapy,
82(5), 316-324. doi: 10.1177/0008417415577421.

Jimenez, J. J. (2017). Leisure activities and hobbies
preferred by third year college students. Asia Pacific
Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 5(2), 21-25.

Kim, C. W. (2001). The effects of leisure attitude on
physical education as a liberal arts and circle activity
among university students. Journal of Korean
Society for the Study of Physical Education, 5(2),
126-134.

Kim, H. R, & Lee, K& W. (2009). The relationship
between the participation of the university student
in the leisure activity and wellness inventory.
Journal of Leisure and Recreation Studies, 33(3),
85-%.

Kim, J. H, & Kim, J. S. (2009). University student’s
preferable leisure activities and places in conjunction
with time and distance. Journal of Aviation
Management Society of Korea, 7(2), 33-41.

Ko, Y. T. (2006). A study on the university students’
leisure participation and life satisfaction by leisure
types. Unpublished master’s thesis, Soonchunhyang
University, Asan.

Lee, J. H, Lee, G. S, & Eum, J. J. (2005). The
relationship between leisure activities and leisure
satisfaction in university students. Journal of
Korea Sport Research, 16(5), 401-411.

22 KCBOT Vol. 8, No. 3, 2018

Lee, J. K (2005). The relationship among creativity,
work preference, and academic self-efficacy for the
students in the university. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 19(2), 413-432.

Lee, K H, & Kim J. Y. (2014). A study on the relationships
between academic self-efficacy, learning motivation,
course satisfaction, and academic achievement of
college students. International Journal of Adult &
Continuing Education, 17(4), 33-57.

Lee, S. W. (2004). A study on the real state of old
people’s leisure activity and direction of leisure
policy. Unpublished master’s thesis, Sookmyung
Women's University, Seoul.

Lee, T. Y. (2012). Correlations between quality of life
and sensory processing abilities in older adults.
Journal of Korea Contents Association, 12(5),
212-279.

Park, M. H, & Kim, K. M. (2006). The necessity for
adult’s sensory processing evaluating tool and the
introduction of Adolescent/Adult Sensory Profile.
Journal of Korean Academy of Sensory Integration,
4(1), 17-28.

Raine, A., Reynolds, C., Venables, P. H., & Mednick, S.
A. (2002). Stimulation seeking and intelligence;
A prospective longitudinal study. Journal of
Persondlity and Social Psychology, 82(4), 663-674.

Sim, J. M. (2003). Leisure boredom and leisure
motivation experienced by college students in their
daily leisure. Journal of Leisure Studies, 14(3),
85-111.

Sim, J. M. (2016). University Students' Academic
Performance and Physical Leisure. Tourism
Research, 41(4), 127-148.



Abstract

Leisure Activities and Self-efficacy according to Sensory Processing Feature
of University Students

Lee, Chun-Yeop®, Ph.D., O.T., Park, Young-Ju™, Ph.D., O.T.

“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Kaya University
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Sehan University

Objective : This study was conducted to investigate the leisure activities and self-efficacy according to
sensory processing feature of university students.

Methods : The survey was conducted from March to June, 2018. A total of 235 university students in Jeolla
and Gyeongsang area participated. We used Adolescent/Adult Sensory Profiles to investigate sensory
processing feature, Leisure Activity Questionnaires to examine leisure activities, and Self-Efficacy Scale
for self-efficacy. This study identified the frequency of leisure activities of university students, the
frequency of leisure activities and self-efficiency according to the sensory processing feature, and the
leisure activities according to the feature of sensory seeking.

Results : For the frequency of leisure activities and self-efficacy according to sensory processing feature
of university students, only sensory seeking showed significantly difference in the leisure activity
frequency, and the self-efficacy was significantly difference according to the feature of all types of sensory
processing (p<.05). In addition, this study identified that leisure activities according to the feature of
sensory seeking showed a significantly difference in gym, watching TV, shopping, internet search and web
surfing (p<.05, p<.01).

Conclusion : According to sensory seeking feature of university students, leisure activities and self-efficacy
showed a significant difference. In order to encourage leisure activities of university students and to
improve their self-efficacy, an interventional approach based on an understanding of sensory processing
characteristics will be needed.

Key words : Leisure Activities, Self-efficacy, Sensory Processing Feature, University Students
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