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The Moderating Effects of Intrinsic Motivation on the Relationships between
Elementary School Students' Stress and Class Satisfaction in Physical
Education Class

Sung-Hoon KIMF
(Daegu Catholic University)

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the influence of elementary school student's stress on class
satisfaction in physical education class and to analyze the moderating effects of intrinsic motivation on the
relationships between elementary school students' stress and class satisfaction. The participants consisted of
356 5th and 6th grade students from eight elementary schools located in K city(male: 183, female: 173),
and data were collected using survey. The data was analyzed by using SPSS 20.0 for exploratory factor
analysis, reliability analysis, correlation analysis and hierarchical regression analysis. As a result of these
analysis of data, the following findings were drawn. First, the physical education class stress had a
negative correlation between the intrinsic motivation and class satisfaction. Also intrinsic motivation has a
positive correlation on the class satisfaction. Second, the stress of class contents, friends, teacher and class
environment had a negative effect on the class satisfaction. Third, there is a moderational effect of
intrinsic motivation on relationship between friends stress and class satisfaction. There is a moderational
effect of intrinsic motivation on relationship between class environment and class satisfaction. These results
implied that it is necessary to recognize the effect of elementary school students' physical education stress
on class satisfaction and efforts to improve intrinsic motivation are necessary for the class that satisfies the
students.
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<Table 1> General Characteristics of Participants

Characteristics Variables N %
Male 183 514
Gender
Female 173 48.6
5 191 53.7
Grade
6 165 46.3
Total 356 100
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<Table 2> Correlations between physical education class stress, satisfaction and intrinsic motivation

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Class contents 1
2. Friends .654%** 1
Stress in 3. Teacher  ASI*** 412%%% |
e%l;yc?tclzln 4. Confidence  .613%*% 58g%** 34g%kx |
class 5. Punishment 363*x* QTRF*F J4¥** 39(*** 1
6. Class environment .290%*** 203%%% 31Q%** 3(]*k*k 3F7Q*** 1
7. Preparations 360***  3]5%k* 23e¥F* J (R*F JRRFk*  DRSEA* 1
8. Class satisfaction - 404%F% D1 4kxx _ DOFFRER _ [93**F _ O88F** - 105*¥*F*F  -.075 1
9. Intrinsic motivation S 4Q2%FFk _QROFHE L QDTHRK L DOSFEE - (038 - 121%F* - 124%F*F 670**¥* |

k< 001
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<Table 3> Variables influencing class satisfaction

Class satisfaction

B SE B B t
(Constant) 5.317 297 17.873%%*
Contents -471 .056 -423  -8.339%**
Friends -231 .031 =279 -7.343%%*
Teacher =211 .088 -.102 -2.404*
Confidence .063 .050 .061 1.264
Punishment ~ -.003 .047 -.003 -.061
Environment  -.312 .048 =272 -6.536%**
Preparations  .029 .036 .033 798
R? = 298, F = 31.455%**

*p<.05, *¥**p<.001
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<Table 4> Moderating effect of intrinsic motivation
class satisfaction
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on the relationship between class content stress and

Step Independent variable B t R? AR? F

1 Class content stress -.404 -10.108%** .163 163 102.171%%*
Class content stress -.200 -5.307***

2 — — .376 213 178.830%**
Intrinsic motivation .505 13.373%%*
Class content stress =237 -2.477%

3 Intrinsic motivation .564 7.263%** 377 .001 769

Class contentxIntrinsic motivation -.074 -.877

*p<.05, ***p<.001
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<Table 5> Moderating effect of intrinsic motivation on the relationship between friend stress and class
satisfaction
Step Independent variable B t R? AR? F
1 Friends stress -.656 -19.897%** 430 430 395.877***
Friends stress -491 -14.663%**
2 — — 534 .104 116.698***
Intrinsic motivation .362 10.803***
Friends stress -476 -14.402%**
3 Intrinsic motivation 438 11.862%** 552 .018 20.598%%**
Friends stressxIntrinsic motivation 151 4,538%**
*r¥p< 001
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<Table 6> Moderating effect of intrinsic motivation on the relationship between teacher stress and class
satisfaction
Step Independent variable A t R? 4R? F
1 Teacher stress -.203 -4.142%%* .041 .041 22.483%**
Teacher stress -.146 -4.165%%*
skoksk
2 Intrinsic motivation 571 16.290%** 364 323 263379
Teacher stress -.241 -2.536*
3 Intrinsic motivation 469 4.668*** .365 .001 1.161
Teacher stressxIntrinsic motivation 137 1.077

*p<.05, ***p<.001

<Table 7> Moderating effect of intrinsic motivation
and class satisfaction

on the relationship between class environment stress

Step Independent variable B t R? 4R? F
1 Class environment stress -.305 -7.420%%* 11 11 15.858***
Class environment stress -.243 -5.999%**
2 — — 345 234 266.327%**
Intrinsic motivation 581 16.320%**
Class environment stress -.332 -3.388***
3 Intrinsic motivation 270 2.690** 357 .012 9.805%**
Environment stressxIntrinsic motivation 581 3.131**

**p<01, ***¥p<.001
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