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o] AT ZEZZUI|ofA 7EHE FRUAE (EetolBAE, sojgo|tzg, 2AAFE,
= BA5)
= -

Al Bg, eANEE, FFHEF)] FFerol] v GFHo o] Aok 2k Ao
At FARer nIIRAZEFEH3] (PGA), W2z Z2H3] (LPGA), d=dxizzZ
Z5o] (KGT), 281 ggojRzagz o] (KLPGT)dA &4, ¥/4s A8E S5 PGA,
LPGA, KPGA, KLPGA Rt 7t S2W 50| Fresol njxe A= F3 xpol 7t geA
AZ3dck. 2 23 PGAS LPGA 23 o] =elolunAz el adAFgo] Fgeol nx
AR} p <.05 £FAA EAROR §98 xo|7} Y= Aoz Jehgton, KPGASF KLPGA
23 el =etelB A, gANEE, 283 Fgodo] BFEre] nxe BE7F F8 Aol rt
Q= Aoz yehgth =3 PGAS KPGA 2F 7o =alo|BvAg, AR EE, 28al J7H
o] Brekrel nAe ZE7lp <.05 A l OE gt Apel7h Qe Ao ' YERton,
LPGAS} KLPGA 2§ Zholl= BE ARoA p >.05 A BAZROE |93 2}ol7t gl A
22 Yepyth o] AT A Fy Fuf Foie} n|F $ oo F= A7 TR EAE ozt
283 72AEE 8 T 5 UL AoH FF Fo] AES A {FYS AR E 5 S Zolth
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(B0l A= GFFES BAS¢E =3 Min (2011), MinT} Hyun (2009)2 PGA A8E v}
Bo g A7s8S Uetl+ 8053 #AE 4893, Hwang (2009), Son¥} Kim (2008)-2 4
A A-EY 4718 A8 AL EA43Th

ZZ F718 ATEL FZ U)o 4TS nAE 84 8 HAS A5t HATY] ARG g
I ey AE 5 47186 riX= 3 2 g o] FE oYyt 1| AWHdES F7Y 43
A WA B 2=, T8 oZRX], I¥ Aot V&, HY, 5 LR RS 47 g
A Wels AR ot (Choi 5, 2006). 15t T= F7|H B4 AN 35Hoz2 233}
3 e HAE FoA ] 2= AFZEA =2lo]BAE] (driving distance) 2} Eglol¥ FE = (driving

accuracy percentage), L¥7}XQ] HZA H712A 238 ASE (green in regulation percentage), ~1
g G718 AZEA AE=Mo]H-& (sand saves ratio), 2]# W2 (recovery ratio) L]l 179
A B8] Ax2AXE B Y (putting average) o] A= 1 Tk

sepolE A el vhge] S sty As) thE vtk FiR ZolA 17 A Bk ARlE of=
(vard) 2 S73th. =eto]d Aote = Eefo]wSo] s|ojeo] (fairway)oll HojX &2 o v]stn 3

olglo]obztg (fairway hits)ol2tuE HHATE. 1UAFEL AFEsud] 22 19
< 2o, 2dAFHAAY REAYY] FEHE SH AEAoBgd AN vHS
2 OPA|E HAMNA 223 F 1HER & oF2Z o= FES Uittt 3 g4
Ao Aot oA 3 = gEo E2 AXS 7|5 FE5E Loty oo g ¥
AA HYS S4+E FFo= 43S Zojnh
25 APAFAAA o5 HAET A7 HAE E48 Ay &3t Min (2011), Sond}
Kim (2008)°] 7oA+ ZefolBAE, Zefo|BAZE (Hojglo]tas), 1d485E&, AEAoR
£, 283 FaA"ReTt 4 HdEs (A9 798 9 ]
Z A7AEQA =ge]lBAE, dHode|tatg, IbAFE
Z e (scoring average) ol 9ol njXctia B 1 dF3ich.
stio g FIZA7|&= ESFC R HE HHY o o2& HAA 4] F7] 847 sAFoR ZE3e
2A A71847) BHE v X B s A=RY HdYo] Jlesith. Jke #HY de2 P
st ojZz2 X i I8 AFE i, 219 HAFEL Setolwe] Al Fexe) o8 IA JFS
7] wigoltt. =gto] B A, sojgleltag, 1 2
FR A o]FAR = AEAN B, FEIAYTE Blrol AFAYA S 1Rt (Sond Kim, 2008)+&
A7 Bag wbp gl

IFN B7184l] FA SIS AL A71Hel vAls Gl e Als BAYHECR
F2 o= 3 AEA (multi regression), & ZEEA (path analysis) o] FR5F o] gt} tE3AEA
< Shte] HkgHe (59} o] AR (SR 74E 23S Foke] uhkeHest A
g AAE gely] A FHor AgArh webs ZY ojmd duHeEe Akl 1t
SHgol A TS FEStAshe 2ol F AAAtelth T3y AR ARl e SHHSS
olls tHs3414 (multicollinearity) olvt Wp7re] A2 Zh7be] WpEo] S50l o|gA 93
= FeA, B3 47t SyAesel oW AddAzr 2=l sl AW skt A7 vk
(Min, 2011). o]& SAFE BAs17] SaiA B2 EAL ik Wy oz {F83ich & 4= 9lr)

A2EALZ oY 7o) tEIFRFES T A AT (FRAT)E 7S + doen 5
e e BE AdE a¥she 23R Y (HSIFEA) ® ot A7 Zhdel wE Aok 2y
< AAslo] A 3 4 9l AEE 7MY (Yu, 2012; Hong, 2009). 53] o]8e 3HS 53 =28
Ao A= AT A (multiple group analysis) o] 7Fs3tth. A GEAL £ ojate] kg E4
sto] RAZT A FAHCR o3 Aol7t AeAE ASE W A 5 e 7otk
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o] AT AFolA odE W PGAA Teto|BAR 7L Fdekpol vX+= AZAT7E 090 2=
=3, KPGAOA Egto]|BAE 7} FHEol vX+= AE2ATE 0.7022 425 vk 7831t
PGA7]. KPGAE];]. E_E]-O]£7-]B]7]— .“xﬂ-ELE]N"I:oﬂ ] ]L Oﬁtﬂ:o] /\h;HzJ o7 ir/].j_ -61- = o]z]u]_ 574]
AoZ [FoaHA 24 AR & 5 vt oA AERAAqAE F A=E 2 574124 o= Fost
2ol 7h QEAE e AFATE A= 7MY AA o] Jhesith. 2Et AR AFE (Kim 5,
2012; Min, 2011; Min 3 Hyun; 2009; Son 3} Lee, 2013)2 2z 37712 £S5 8] SAF 0
2 B2A% ARE AAStE 9t 22v PGA, LPGA, KPGA, KLPGAY 71258 2% 435}
%QD}HH H]—\:H S 143_3].01 /\I-I:HXJ o7 ﬁi 74]7(4 o7 H]JJ_ —F‘—/ﬁﬂ'ﬂ' g;h ].x] U]?a]-l:]- TI]-
2hA o] A A AEAT AALS HLsly FzEFao Iz YR Z2 I} o
Az2Fm FI7IA A718 A 8RS Aolg st} sty FAHOE PGA, LPGA, KPGA,
KLPGAo|A SA3= T8RS (=gtolB A, Hojdoltag, IR FE, MM o8 g, gAY
& FFo " )0l BaErol 4TS T+ A2 SAZLE g Aolvt QA AFstaA} st
TIALE A71Y 2R 8919 A T F& Aolg st Apet ARAE # ot} v|Tt]o] AR
2A B8 £ gl ARE AFsten 53] ot

2. A7y

2.1. A+
A

o] AT = vFIAZZZ =3 (PGA) AEUYIAO]E (www.pgature.com), B|=oiAl 22 2=
3] (LPGA) Y Aol E (www.lpg.com), Stz 2F ZF o] (KGT) A Y ALo]E (www.kgt.co.kr),
I8]3 AFoRz2ZzFo] (KLPGT) AEUAlE (www.klpgt.co.kr)o|lA F75k= B4 7]EA}
S5 Z8319t. Sz FaFolE 200905 RE 7] ARE (ZetelB A, HodeltEg, 1
HHSE, oAl g, gAMEE, Ay, FTER)S 3187 ARSIt webA o] de
PGA, LPGA, KPGA, KLPGAS|Al S317] 2009d2E] 201147 +29 7| 20hS Rajo] ALgs}
Atk FAFCE wid (20099, 20104, 20114d) Fo|7F $2E & 4% A A9 AF FA5
£ AA A7171ES BF SR 40 H83kqith Table 2.1 o] Ao H8H A7Hsel 9%
< YERA Table 2.2+ thEE AFHSEY] 75 AA (B¢ M, ¥ SD)E Yehdct. @A)
LPGAA = g]|AWE]& (recovery ratio) S AAIFHA] 911 9lon, KPGAA = A=A o2& (sand
save ratio) < A|AISFA] kA STt

Table 2.1 Variables and contents

variable contents

driving distance
fairway hits
. reen in regulation
Independent variables & &
sand save rate
recovery rate

putting average

Dependent variable scoring average
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Table 2.2 Descriptive statistics of the variables

game variables N M SD
driving distance 567  288.9 8.47

fairway hits 567 62.8 5.25

green in regulation 567 65.8 2.68

PGA sand save rate 567 49.0 6.45
recovery rate 567 58.0 3.55

putting average 567 1.8 0.03
scoring average 567 70.9 0.61
driving distance 433 248.0 9.10

fairway hits 433 68.4 6.77

LPGA green in regulation 433 64.7 4.90
sand save rate 433 39.4 8.70

putting average 433 1.8 0.04

scoring average 433 73.0 1.33

driving distance 477 277.6 8.57

fairway hits 477 62.2 9.33

KPGA green in regulation 477 63.0 5.43
recovery rate 477 49.9 10.41

putting average 477 1.8 0.05

scoring average 477 73.6 1.59

driving distance 294 241.4 7.42

fairway hits 294 68.7 11.78

green in regulation 294 67.3 5.58

KLPGA sand save rate 294 39.4 11.58
recovery rate 294 51.4 5.66

putting average 294 1.8 0.04

scoring average 294 74.1 1.47

ES BYorA EdtoluAL, sojdlo]dHE, TUAFE, Al
ZHA ] el e AFR otk =etoly A et FFHE, T8 sojdle
o AT dAdA A AFEHAA AlLlH At

Driving clistance
Fairway hits S el
B 1
Greenin regulation < Saoling average
)
Sand save ratio p
Putting average

Figure 2.1 Path Model
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© Tigure 2,19 ATRRolA 245 P2k 2 A2 (A, B, C, D, B)& shpy 143 & =
R Aol (AR BI)E AR PUE AR AT AR 10]7 R9l550] 0
ol QAN 3845 20k 1 F2E FAACE AT 2§D Al7 ATkT F 4 Ak oAl
2ole AR EAIN §I5E (o) 22 i ge) weol ¥ 2
(AR, ARAFRR)S) AFE Aol G4 10] Ak PREAA Fel50] 05013 A%}
19 W) AR AAER (QAR)E 3847 Dok mebA] F 589 2ol BA (Ax?)7F 3840}
acd F nEe] ngY A2AS SARCE 3% Aol 7} gtk Arbae] F 2T

of ATolH 2elel AFEE Wrhar]) A3 AehARASZE AL (goodness of fit index;
GF1)&} H@As0]5 2 (root mean square error of approximation; RMSEA)S A3ttt 218
2 AAFA TR E EI)-Fo]2A 4 (Tuckey-Lewis index; TLI)®2} B2 &3R4 (comparative fit
index; CFI) & 2831310}, o] AgAISES ERgo] URaA) 9k 247120 Waalhs BAE 7}
At} (Yu, 2010; Hong, 2000).
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3. A3}
3.1. PGA, LPGA ZA2A$ zlo|Ad%

o] dFolAE= PGA, LPGA, KPGA, KLPGA 3717|188 &85t 74t 287 t5Ad 428248
AN AT 4 PGASE LPGA B¥7e] AZASE Afolg B4317] S vASRY (AF2¥)9
A% (goodness-of-fit) = TS Table 3.17} 2t} AthA A4 GFI=.98, RMSEA=.09% e}t
3, AATR < TLI=.90, CFI=.982 RMSEAE A3l 25 £ & 7|= (criterion index) ©]4F
o2 yehgth vAdR g Hgs = F 2 (PGARY, LPGARY)S d24N7] Byolnzg § &

Yo} Ag=s A,

Table 3.1 Goodness-of-fit of unconstrained model (PGA, LPGA model)

GFI RMSEA TLI CFI
criterion index >.90 <.08 >.90 >.90
goodness-of-fit .98 .09 .90 .98

Figure 3.17} Tabel 3.2 BA| %R o] PGA A2R3¥ BEXATE epdch =elo] B A g9} o
dojetatg, IAUAFE, ATMolBg, TI81 FFHE o] FFERE (scoring average; SA)d WX
G BF p <.01 SN FAZ =2 {257 UEht

Table 3.2 PGA path model (vs. LPGA model)

path

/ variable variable C.R.(t) P
71 - 20 coefficient
- F hits
18 ( Driving distance — SA -.195 -6.627 .001
’ > Fairway hits — SA -.174 -5.714 .001
- Q( Green in regulation] — SA 597 -24.222 001
2 Sand save ratio
._ Sand save ratio — SA -.263 -12.534  .001
Putting average — SA .589 28.028 .001

Figure 3.1 PGA path model
(x? = 42.916, df = 4)
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Figure 3.2%} Tabel 3.32 H|A|FE S A L3 LPGA A2y EAZHE Uepd Zolth. =glo]
BAZE AT oh2 HAAE (Slojdloltatg, 2ARTE, MTAo|Bg, FFHH)e] FrErrol 1]
A P BF p <01 £FAM FAH R o5 Vet

Table 3.3 LPGA path model (vs. PGA model)

A R path
variable variable C.R.(t) p
coefficient

Driving distance — SA -.034 -1.453 .146
Fairway hits — SA -.120 -5.392 .001
Green in regulationl — SA -.606 -24.561 .001
Sand save ratio — SA -.156 -9.199 .001
Putting average — SA 474 27.145 .001

Figure 3.2 LPGA path model
(x? = 42.916, df = 4)

Table 3.4% o] A4 PGARYT LPGA R&3 A=Ase] BAR Aolds Az WA
233} 7 ARELS AK ARAGFRAEY] FAX T Aol (Ax%)ol et o4 B4 Az,
Ax?3kol 3.845 T} ATk 1 AR ASE A4 fo)8 2ol vehiry.

Table 3.4 Difference path coefficient between PGA and LPGA model

path constrained x2 daf Ax? Stg.
Driving distance — SA 48.4 5 5.5 O
Fairway hits — SA 43.0 5 0.1 X
Green in regulationl — SA 50.8 5 7.9 O
Sand save ration — SA 43.6 5 0.7 X
Putting average — SA 44.0 5 1.1 X
unconstrained model : x> = 42.916, df = 4

PGARZ I LPGA R4 =eto|nAe]7t Bekpel vixe =t 24580 JFerrol
UAE BRE AxPE] 3.84 olFOR p <.05 M AR o3 Aot Sl Ao UEhy
o} olelo] sojgo]t2hgo] FFetgol mAE R} MEA 0| B0l FaEtrd vAE F=, 17
1 FEF Yol Ferrel vlAE A2 Ax gl 3.84 oJ8k= p >.06 FEA FAH 2 oot 2}
o7t i AL = vehgth

3.2. KPGA, KLPGA ZAZA% zlo|A%

o] ATolA KPGAS} KLPGA R¥ 7o) ARASTE Aol A7 g vAdRy AP
= t}2 Table 3.5¢ Zth AAEA|+A FI_ 99, RMSEA=.072 uUeplgon, Aagx4l
‘:ﬂ'

TLI=.92, CFI=.99% R% HA7%S wEs= Aoz et}
Table 3.5 Goodness-of-fit of unconstrained model (KPGA, KLPGA model)
GFI RMSEA TLI CFI
criterion index >.90 <.08 >.90 >.90

goodness-of-fit .99 .07 .92 .99
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Figure 3.3%} Table 3.6-2 H|AIGE o] KPGA 7|5 A2 EAZAE et Aotk &4 =}
zg2233] (KPGA)olAE PGA, LPGA, KLPGAS} th2 4 AlTAo|B§-S &4 okl AN
Z&S SA3t FAEkE Atk ElAMEE (recovery rate)2 LA ZF o A3t ZoA I} = gE
o2 4AS 7153 SEE 239ET (scrambling) F3& Uehdth webA o] Aol KPGA
By HRAG Aol AF2 MTAolBE thal glAW & o] BhEpel WX = R AolE AT
skttt 2 AF, HolflolbREE AL e =ete|B AL, IRAFE, AN EE, 281 FFHY
Bekrol n A+ T BF p <.06 AN SAZFLE [F3HA YERT

Table 3.6 KPGA path model (vs. KLPGA)

path

variable variable C.R.(t) P
coefficient
Driving distance — SA .062 2.593 .010
Fairway hits — SA -.007 -.232 .816
Green in regulationl — SA -.476 -19.626  .001
Recovery rate — SA -.218 -8.886 .001
Putting average — SA 534 21.118 .001

Figure 3.3 KPGA path model
(x% =10.277, df = 2)

Figure 3.49} Table 3.7 AR o2 KLPGA A2R3 2AZA7E Uit Selo)8Ae e}
sHoj o) targ o] el A JTFE AL o HUdE (1945E, gANEE, oY)
2 BF p <01 A SAZCE FootA FEol 43S A= AoE YT

=
=

O
=

Table 3.7 KLPGA path model (vs. KPGA)

. . path
variable variable C.R.(t) P
coefficient

Driving distance — SA -.044 -1.200 .230
Fairway hits — SA -.041 -1.190 234
Green in regulationl —— SA -.571 -13.655 .001
Recovery rate — SA -.346 -8.877  .001
Putting average — SA .148 4.319 .001

Figure 3.4 KLPGA path model
(x% =10.277, df = 2)

Table 3.8 o] oA KPGAR I KLPGA B3 7+ 2 AZALES] EARA ol A= AAE
Yehd Zoltt. viAldR g 2 A2 A FRAdRFE SAXQ x? 7+ o] (Ax3)el
ot o4 AA Aol

Table 3.8 Difference path coefficient between KPGA and KLPGA model

path constrained x> df % s1g.

Driving distance — SA 15.8 3 5.5 o
Fairway hits — SA 10.7 3 .50 X
Green in regulationl — SA 11.1 3 .88 X
Recovery rate — SA 37.1 3 26.9 (e}
Putting average — SA 46.4 3 36.2 O

unconstrained model : X2 =10.277, df =2
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KPGAR ¥ KLPGA 2304 sojglo] =83t 1d "S5 g o] JFepd nAE A2E Ax?3
o] 3.84 °J3Z p >.05 N FAHLE §93 2po|7t Q= Aoz UEhstth 1 9o =elolE A
27} ekl e A=, A o] B nAE g, 281 FeHdge] FFE 1)
AE AR AL BF 3.84 o] 4o p <.05 FEAAN SAFLE 23 Ao|7t I Ao 1}
3551

3.3. PGA, KPGA ZAZA4: zfolAZ=

o] Aol PGASE KPGA EFZ HEA S Apol& £A517]19 % vAdRY AdE+ the Ta-
ble 3.99} 2t} AYAFA 4 GFI=.99, RMSEA=.062 Yeton, AthAER 4 TLI=.95,
CFI=99% BF FHA7|&& WSk 222 et

Table 3.9 Goodness-of-fit of unconstrained model (PGA, KPGA model)

GFI RMSEA TLI CFI
criterion index >.90 <.08 >.90 >.90
goodness-of-fit .99 .06 .95 .99

Figure 3.58} Table 3.102 ©] oA PGASt KPGA 23 7+ AZASL xpo)& EAsl7] 93t
PGA vA|dRY EAZATE epd Aott o] AFolA SHH =efo|B AT, sofdo]tzhg,
I885E, gANEE, 281 FEFPe] TEHLQ] FFEgel uA s L BT p <.01 $F
A BARLE RFoletA Erstt

Table 3.10 PGA path model (vs. KPGA)

path

variable variable C.R.(t) P
coefficient
Driving distance — SA -.203 -10.697 .001
Fairway hits — SA -.064 -3.217  .001
Green in regulationl —— SA -.557 -34.794 .001
Recovery rate — SA -.467 -33.504 .001
Putting average — SA 507 37.360 .001

Figure 3.5 PGA path model
(x% =10.172, df = 2)

Figure 3.63} Table 3.112 PGA%} KPGA 23 71e] AZAS Apo]E BAS7]93 KPCA v]A|oF
2y EAZRE vehd 2ot Flojglol bt o] kol v TS Al ?
gto|BA, 28AFE, AN E, FFFHE)S EF p <.01 $A AR
Foll S VA= AL e

Table 3.11 KPGA path model (vs. PGA)

. . path
variable variable C.R.(t) p
coefficient

Driving distance — SA .062 2.594 .009
Fairway hits — SA -.007 -.232 .816
Green in regulationl —— SA -.476 -19.632 .001
Recovery rate — SA -.218 -8.889 .001
Putting average — SA 534 21.125 .001

Figure 3.6 KPGA path model
(x% =10.172, df = 2)
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Table 3.12 & ©] A7olA PGARPF} KPGA B 7+ 7 F2AFE] A A Aolds 2ot
AR 7t ARES Aok ARAFRIES] FAXNA 7 Aol (Ax)ell fA B AT

o},

Table 3.12 Difference path coefficient between PGA and KPGA model
path constrained x> df Ax? stg.
Driving distance — SA 40.3 3 30.1 O
Fairway hits — SA 12.1 3 1.9 X
Green in regulationl — SA 12.1 3 1.9 X
Recovery rate — SA 119.7 3 109.5 (o]
Putting average — SA 32.0 3 21.8 (o]

unconstrained model : x2 = 10.172, df = 2

PGARZT} KPGA R4 sHojdlo|etztest Td&Fgo] Faeso] e F2E A’ gl
3.84 °J3LE p >.056 FFNA FTAZHSE oSt Ao|7) gl A2Z ERTE T 2o =Eto] B AT,
AR S, 222 o] FFERR uRE FREEC] AxPFS BT 3.84 o]AOE p <.05 TF
AX BAASR o3t xfol7} e AR UErgTE

3.4. LPGA, KLPGA Zg2A4 Jo|A=

o] dAFo|A LPGASE KLPGA RE¥7re] A=2A4 Alolg E4317] 93 nA|dR P APg=+:
ThS Table 3.13% Zth AhATA4 GFI=.99, RMSEA=.0628 Utelgton, AthAFA 459l
TLI=.95, CFI=.99% 2% & 7|%S uEsl= Aoz ey}

Table 3.13 Goodness-of-fit of unconstrained model (LPGA, KLPGA model)

GFI RMSEA TLI CFI
criterion index >.90 <.08 >.90 >.90
goodness-of-fit .99 .06 .95 .99

Figure 3.73% Table 3.14% o] oA LPGAS} KLPGA 23 7] AZASL 2po]ES BAs17] 93
LPGA WAeFR Y FA 475 vepd Zeojth. =gto]B AR E ALt dojglo|bats, 2188F
gAN &, 283 FEHP o] FHES uA= T2 BF p <01 £FoNA SAZ=R
[Ra=074= )

Table 3.14 LPGA path model (vs. KLPGA)

. . path
variable variable C.R.(t) P
coefficient

Driving distance — SA -.033 -1.425  .154
Fairway hits — SA -.113 -5.367 .001
Green in regulationl — SA -.589 -24.552  .001
Sand save ratio — SA -.147 -9.127  .001
Putting average — SA .448 26..174 .001

Figure 3.7 LPGA path model
(x% =8.714, df = 2)
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Figure 3.85} Table 3.15% LPGA% KLPGA 23] A 2A 4 Apol5 £4317] 93 KLPGA H]
AlFRY LA E3E YERE 2ol ﬁﬂﬂ%]olﬂ&%ol Baerel vAle 9% AL oE Wdds
(EStolBAR, JUAFE, AW E, T3 H)S BF p <01 FFM FAHCE {5 B
Eipell 3= v AR ekt

_>,:

]
=
T

Table 3.15 KLPGA path model (vs. LPGA)

X . path
variable variable C.R.(t) D
coefficient

Driving distance — SA -.013 -.341 733
Fairway hits — SA -.118 -3.137 .002
Green in regulationl —— SA -.662 -13.973 .001
Sand save ratio — SA -.116 -3.285 .001
Putting average — SA .304 9.188 .001

Figure 3.8 KLPGA path model
(x* = 8.714, df = 2)
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G914 2AATE e Aolth

Table 3.16 Difference path coefficient between LPGA and KLPGA model

path constrained X2 df Ax3 S1g.
Driving distance — SA 8.8 3 0.1 X
Fairway hits — SA 10.3 3 1.6 X
Green in regulationl — SA 9.3 3 0.6 X
Sand save ratio — SA 11.2 3 2.5 X
Putting average — SA 11.6 3 2.9 X

unconstrained model : x2? = 8.714, df =2
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o] AFAAME FZ A7gl 4TS vAE F8 HAE (EgelBAE, A l° &H%, au4
&, AMEAM ol g, Elﬂ*ﬂal FEHHS)0] el 982 F= A7Y 2y P27 PGA,
LPGA, KPGA, KLPGA FutollA FAREA] = Xfo]7h =2 ﬁiﬁlr—tﬂ %& o] ATt
3 59k AT = 2 tHFI ARG ot SHA o A7]™
3ol £o] (PGA, LPGA, KPGA, KLPGA) 7t 2lo] o E SA A o7 3elsl= Alel+ 19tk 1
=9 PGA, LPGA Foizt nlaofA] =eto] B AE, o 1 , IUASE, A=AolBE, 2AY
ggo] FaHEgol nX= AR Byo] FoaA vEht F= 7Y A BP0 F 2 i}ﬁ}ﬂl HERSL
t}. PGA, LPGA FoloA T AFEN Y AZAT7E BN 71F 3A 9FE vAE &
Aol A gk, F Fojol|A] HAEAFEY Aol ol Arlet 2AAFENA YERG St

KPGA, KLPGA Fo] 7 v]moA& A=A olBE thal gANeE& 2PS 2455 o 43
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LPGAS} th2 ARAS 545 Holx led Exby A% 2dHFE, X 1d45ES gAY
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Abstract

This study is to analyze effectiveness of golf skills (driving distance, rating of fairway,
green in regulation, sand save ratio, recovery ratio, putting average) to average score
using records of PGA, LPGA, KPGA, KLPGA. Independent variables were driving
distance, rating of fairway, green in regulation, sand save ratio or recovery ratio, putting
average. Dependent variable was the scoring average in this study. To analyze these
variables, multi-group (PGA vs LPGA, KPGA vs KLPGA, PGA vs KPGA, LPGA
vs KLPGA) path analysis was used through AMOS 18.0 program and significance
level was set at 0.05. As the result, the variables that show significant differences
of path coefficient between PGA model and LPGA model were driving distance and
green in regulation to average score. The variables that show significant differences
of path coefficient between KPGA model and KLPGA model were driving distance,
recovery ratio, and putting average to average score. The variables that show significant
differences of path coefficient between PGA model and KPGA model were driving
distance, recovery ratio, and putting average to average score. There was not significant
difference of path coefficient between LPGA model and KLPGA model.

Keywords: KLPGA, KPGA, LPGA, multi-group analysis, path analysis, PGA.
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