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A Sudy of Influence Factors of Sport Socialization on the
Sudent Kendo Players

Abstract

The purposes of this study were to explore influence factors of sport socialization on the
student kendo players. The Objectives of this study were the kendo players of college and
senior high school students who attended 96th school year, national wide 32 annual kendo
tournament. A specific sport socialization questionnaire was used to measure the degree of
influence, and 394 valid samples were obtained. After descriptive statistics, independent
sample one-way MANOVA, multiple stepwise regression analysis, it was found that sport
socialization of the student kendo players could be predicted or anticipated from their gender,
degree of dan, education degree, and time he or she invested. It was concluded that: 1. The
major perceived influence factor of sport socialization of the student were community, school
and peer, family and media lessen in sequence. 2. Sport socialization process of the kendo
players who still in senior high school were easier influence by peer, family and media.
However, as whose age and education degree increased, school and community gradually
replace peer, family and media became prominent influence factor. 3. Gender, education
degree, dan, days of practice and time of daily practice may become an important influence
factor of student sport socialization. 4. The more practice time a senior high school student
invested and more experience he/she had may become a vital influence factor in attend of
kendo sport later. Finally, in future, the relevant unit could provide more resources and

opportunities to help students to learn kendo.
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