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Effects of Instructors' Coaching Behaviors Recognized by Tennis Club Members

on Participants' Satisfaction with Lesson and Preference for Instructors
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(Pusan National University)

Abstract

This study aims to examine the influence of tennis instructors' coaching behaviors on the satisfaction
with lessons and preference for instructors. In order to achieve this study objective, by using the quota
sampling out of nonprobability sampling for tennis club members who are now(2015) actively involved in
tennis courts located in Daejeon Metropolitan City and Chungcheongnam-do, and also receiving tennis
lesson for more than six months or used to take lessons before, the 325 effective samples were used for
data analysis. Using the SPSS Ver. 21.0 Window Program, the collected data went through frequency
analysis, exploratory factor analysis, reliability analysis, t-test, one-way ANOVA, correlation analysis and
multiple regression analysis, and the results are like below. Regarding differences of coaching behaviors
depending on sex, first, there were significant differences in the factors like explanatory instruction,
positive feedback and negative feedback. In case of differences in accordance with age, every factor
showed significant differences. In regard of differences depending on academic background, there were
differences in the factor of negative feedback while the factor of positive feedback showed differences in
accordance with the experience of lesson. In case of differences depending on the level of athletic
performance, there were statistically significant differences in the factors like explanatory instruction,
questioning instruction and negative feedback. Second, the positive feedback, one of the sub-factors of
coaching behaviors had positive influence on satisfaction with lesson while the explanatory instruction, one
of the sub-factors of coaching behaviors had positive influence on preference for instructors. Lastly, the
satisfaction with lesson had positive influence on preference for instructors.
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<Table 1> Demographic characteristics of Participants

Division Frequency %
s Male 153 47.1
ex
Female 172 52.9
20~30s 93 28.6
Age 40s 129 39.7
More than 50s 103 31.7
Low than high school
97 29.9
Academic graduate
background  Junior college graduate 66 20.3
Higher than university 162 49.8
More than six
month-less than a year 38 17.8
R More than one year-less
Experience than 3 years 82 252
of lesson
More than three 49 15.1
years-less than 5 years
Over 5 years 136 41.9
Level of High 117 36.0
athletic Medium 105 323
performance Low 103 31.7
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athletic performance
Explanatory instruction 1 ~ 4
Coaching Questioning instruction 5~ 8
behavior Positive feedback 9 ~ 12
Negative feedback 13 ~ 15
Satisfaction with 1 ~5
lesson
Preference for 1 ~ 7

instructor
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<Table 3> The reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis on Coaching behaviors

. Coaching behavior variable .
Division - - — - — - Communality
Explanatory instruction  Questioning instruction Positive feedback Negative feedback
Coaching behaviorl .845 276 229 .-.078 .849
Coaching behavior2 793 307 247 -.079 789
Coaching behavior3 789 344 263 -.023 811
Coaching behavior4 769 275 293 -.043 755
Coaching behavior5 230 876 132 -.034 .839
Coaching behavior6 279 855 .193 -.083 .853
Coaching behavior7 273 .842 129 -.040 .802
Coaching behavior8 294 .805 .180 -.101 77
Coaching behaviorll .230 .098 .832 -115 769
Coaching behaviorl0 .163 211 .820 -.093 752
Coaching behavior9 304 .041 817 -.069 766
Coaching behaviorl2 188 261 75 -.027 704
Coaching behavior14 .-.059 -.149 -.125 .899 .849
Coaching behaviorl3 -.070 -.037 -.073 .889 .801
Coaching behaviorl5 -.023 -.004 -.040 .881 778
Eigen value 3.064 3.368 3.027 2.435
Explained variance(%) 20.424 22.451 20.183 16.234
Cumulative(%) 20.424 42.875 63.058 81.292
Cronbach's a 916 925 .880 877
<Table 4> The reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis on Satisfaction with Lesson
Satisfaction with Lesson variable
Division N N - Communality
Satisfaction with Lesson
Satisfaction with Lesson4 929 .863
Satisfaction with Lesson3 924 853
Satisfaction with Lesson2 .908 825
Satisfaction with Lesson5 .894 799
Satisfaction with Lessonl .879 773
Eigen value 4.114
Explained variance(%) 82.281
Cumulative(%) 82.281
Cronbach's a 946

<Table 5> The reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis on preference for instructors

Preference for instructors variable
Division ; Communality
Preference for instructors

Preference for instructors2 .847 17
Preference for instructorsl 843 15
Preference for instructors5 832 693
Preference for instructors4 .829 692
Preference for instructors3 817 .668
Preference for instructors6 789 .623
Preference for instructors? 725 .525

Eigen value 4.635

Explained variance(%) 66.208

Cumulative(%) 66.208

Cronbach's a 911
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<Table 6> Differences of coaching behaviors
depending on sex

Division M+SD df t
Explanatory Male(n=153) 4.01+.74 *okk
instruction Female(n=172) 3.77+.72 323 3588
Questioning Male(n=153) 3.87+.78 323 149
instruction Female(n=172) 3.76+.95 :
Positive Male(n=153) 3.98+74 553
feedback Female(n=172)  3.79+.63 3.248
Negative Male(n=153) 1.98+.90 323 :
feedback Female(n=172) 1.82+.76 2.114

T p<05, 7 p<01, 7" p<001
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<Table 7> Differences of coaching behaviors
depending on age

Explanatory  Questioning  Positive Negative
Division  instruction instruction  feedback feedback
M=£SD M=£SD M=£SD M+£SD
20~30s
(n=93),A 4.00+.70 3.89+.83 4.04+.75  1.66+.67
05129 397060 393481 390867 192:85
More than
50s(n=103),  3.63+.75 3.58+.99 3.70+.60  2.09+.93
C
*ok XKk Kk * 3k k
F 15.963 9.905 11.050 9.759
Duncan C<A,B C<B,A C<B<A A<C,B
T p<001
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<Table 8> Differences of coaching behaviors depending on Academic background

Explanatory Questioning Positive Negative
Division instruction instruction feedback feedback
M=£SD M=£SD M=£SD M+SD
Low  than I(I;g:%f)cgo"l graduate 3.87+.62 3.844.85 3.80472 2.00+.96
Junior college graduate 3.99+.75 3.98+.82 3.95+.64 1.95+.89
(n=66),B
Hig“gni‘i“g;;“g ersity 3.94+.77 3.75+.84 3.98+.72 1.77+.70
F .646 2.233 1.706 3307"
Duncan - - - C<A
"t p<03,
<Table 9> Differences of coaching behaviors depending on experience of lesson
Explanatory Questioning Positive Negative
Division instruction instruction feedback feedback
M+SD M=+SD M=+SD M+SD
More than six month-less
than a year(n=58),A 3.84+.73 3.74+.78 3.75+.81 1.87+.88
More than one year-less than 3.88+.72 3.71+.87 3.84+.67 1.79+.69
3 years(n=82),B
More than three years-less
than 5 years(n=49),C 4.01+.59 3.86+.85 4.07+.61 1.95+.78
Over 5 years(n=136),D 3.97+.77 3.92+.85 4.00+.70 1.90+.90
F 873 1214 3374 .569
Duncan - - A<C -
<05,
<Table 10> Differences of coaching behaviors depending on level of athletic performance
Explanatory Questioning Positive Negative
Division instruction instruction feedback feedback
M+SD M=+SD M=SD M=+SD
High(n=117),A 3.73+£.76 3.66+.92 3.79+.69 1.99+.86
Medium(n=105),B 3.83+.66 3.90+.93 3.89+.60 1.98+.90
Low(n=103),C 4.08+.74 3.87+.79 3.92+.74 1.75+.78
F 10516 4.446" 2.047 3.831°
Duncan B,A<C A<B,C - C<AB

T op<05, " p<001
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<Table 11> Analysis of correlations between each variable

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Explanatory 1

instruction
2. Questioning

instruction 633% !
3. Positive

feedback 568+ A4l5% !
4. egative - 160%* 167%* 197 1
5. Satisfaction with 194%% 180%* A52%% -030%* 1
6. Preference for 2554 202%* 205%* - 144% S519%* 1
op<ol

, KN|EXMMSEL| O  <Table 12> Effects of coaching behaviors on

kA satisfaction with lesson
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<Table 13> Effects of coaching behaviors on
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<Table 14> Effects of satisfaction with lesson on
preference for instructors

Division B SE B t F

Constant 2.210 .145 15.279
Kok
R=.519 R*=270 Adjusted R*=.268
T p<001
V. = 9
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