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Relationships among burmout, presenteeism,

and coaching achievement in athlete coaches

Keunchul Lee', Yongse Kim', & Kanghun Lee**
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[Purpose] The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship among burnout, presenteeism,
and coaching achievement perceived by athlete coaches in the sport field, and to identify the mediating
effect of the presenteeism on the relationship between burnout and coaching achievement. [Methods] For
this purpose, data were collected from 151 athlete coaches in South Korea through the survey. Measure-
ment tools consisted of questionnaires on the coach’ burnout and presenteeism (SPS-13) that were designed
in line with the research purpose. Collected data were analyzed using reliability testing, descriptive
statistics, correlation analysis and simple mediation effect test. [Results] First, burnout level perceived by
coaches was positively related to presenteeism, and not associated with coaching achievement. And pre-
senteeism negatively correlated with coaching achievement. Second, the burnout level of the coach was
negatively related to the coaching achievement through the presenteeism, the mediating variable. [Conclusions]
Burnout of the athletes” coaches in the sports field has been confirmed to decrease the coaching achieve-

ment by increasing the presentations which is the work impairment due to their health problems.
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Fig. 1. Research model
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202 VeI (A=111.634, df=34, p{.001, TLI=
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S Yo RN UM AFE Faok A B A
FTAANE AHE droht GBI E MR ER 79T
T AEF skl
1= %}

ez A & AN ANY HEE A2

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations

7] flel A7Aks 2t 29 g Bell SH=TE A
o, AEA o W EE AT 53, & A7
A AR LA F G 2228 A48 Al

7F glet. whebA] & Aol A AFE-EE SPS-13 A =7t 4]
59 ZAEFE SYoplo AAA ol tha e
Ao dedolst & = An. ol & Sd) 9A A5

A SPS-13 YA =9 MH ZL kel &5/ (equiva-
lence) A5< Al FAHA 93] (international test
commissions) 7} A ke 7ho| =l wpel SHEFE
HQSISATY, o] ¥ 3k on|7t A EA B3
UEHE T4 5 229 IXNES U Z 2749 on] 9}
AT-EA 9 olafjo] F-5 RIS o] HA el FojA =
7t A SHHILE Aot A A7 18, 2x2
A et WAt 2r | ol g dharo] Abgel| TE e m&e A
A 1Y, AFAE 2 g9 Hasta de 24 19l

B si4t.

AFAH o AYE AEAZE Bl AE2A A, 7 A
T 2S5y 2 AL, gue 5oL e 5 A7) A
A aEstg o, BE FoAEe] AR HojofitE d
< 3 2AE AAE T g HAAR A A% '
S Al sk AEZ2AL] U3 AFEE F0]7] Y8 =3
ST AEA A oF 158 =7 A8F
28N

F349 218 = IBM SPSS 213 SPSS€ PROSCESS

(Hayes, 2012)& o] &3}o] t}-&-1} o] BAS A 819

Variables Mean(SD) Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Physical exhaustion 3.13(.93) -208 -535 801
Emotional exhaustion 261(92) 236 -456 658 902
Burnout Poor working condition ~ 3.30 (94)  -426  -580 424" 4477 803
Dissatisfaction at evaluation 3,95 (og)  _1.110 820 519" 472" 674" 875
Trouble in relationship 286(94) 138 -601 5357 626" 5907 603" 769
) Completing work 242(68) 094  -231 018 2457 -046 -041 .187° 808
Presenteeism " . - . . *
Avoiding distraction 3.01(80)  -117 111 507" 543™ 3127 3417 489" 188" 817
Coaching achievement 70.82(16.74) -1.093  1.666 -.163 -251" -.004 -.134 -195" -294"-298" -

Note. The value of each diagonal line is Cronbach’s Alpha, The values below diagonal line represent the correlation

coefficient.
“p.01, p(.05
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40)5 24| ot 2kge] Htd 7Hg o] FEH AT
(Hong et al., 2003).
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JHAE AP EH oo 9 aQlEd ZejAEF,
53] T35 &AL F A BAVL SlE AR Y
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Table 2. Predictions for parameter and dependent variables
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T HHOIR1 EHXE M1t ZAHOM Z2|HE|
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%74 284 (Ordinary Least Square; OLS)& o] &-3}¢]
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A FAHEZ 7L e Aoz Yehdor (=336, K
001), FAAE Azteles BV} 8l Al Yehgt
(b=-.453, p).0b). T AE|FL FHA & Ao} 74
A BA} g Aoz JeERTHH=-10.865, X.001).

HEH o2 I E Hopxo] Eaxﬂﬂi% 53
AR = A3t A& HH &3 (p=-3.651) & FEX~
2 Al 2] 7-7H(confidence intervals) ] 05 i?ﬁow %=
A2 YERY(LL 95% of C1=-6.456, UL 95% of CI=
-1.354) BAACZ frof gt Aoz A ATKTable 3).

AA A 7—‘5%—% A, ZAE] ol T
A= ket A AA 7} gA W, 2| AEFH 34
29l #A 7} 21—5— A0 2 Jeith &, Wolxo] ZajAl

1m o

b SE t LLCI ULCI
Dependent variable = Presenteeism (R*=.1945, p<.001)

Burnout 336 058 5793 221 451
Constant 1.646 189 8.716™ 1273 2.02
Dependent variable = Coaching achievement (R*=.1468, p<.001)

Burnout -453 1.941 -234 4292 3.385
Presenteeism -10.865 2.548 4265™ -15.902 -5.827
Constant 101.701 7.055 14.416™ 87.752 115.651

Note: 'X.05, "pX.01,

Table 3. Predictions for indirect effect

2€.001, LLCI= Lower level confidence interval, ULCI= Upper lever confidence interval

Indirect effect

b Boot SE LLCI ULCI

Burnout — Presenteeism — Coaching achievement

-3.651 1.307 -6.456 -1.354

Note: 2£.05, "p{.01, ™

2¢.001, LLCI= Lower level confidence interval, ULCI= Upper lever confidence interval
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