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ABSTRACT

This study is realized with the aim to determinmioms of coaches in the clubs of Turkish HandSalper League
about the risk they perceive by means of certamatgaphic variables. “General screening model” asecof the
descriptive screening models is used in the stugtydy population consists of 49 coaches activelskiwg in the
Turkish Handball Super League teams, and 45 coasloeking as a coach in different clubs and selecstiomly
constitute sample of the study. Go6k’s risk deteation survey in sports (2006) is utilized in thedy as the data
tool. Validation and reliability work of the sunye@ised in the study is performed, and Cronbach @ldiue of the
survey used is determined as 0.72. Data is andlipggemeans of the statistical package programthAretic mean

(x), Kruskal Wallis, Mann Whitney U tests are utitlze the analysis of data. Significance levelosgidered as
.05 in the survey applied with the purpose to duaiee if there is any difference between the denpigcavariables.
The difference between the risk determination feweélcoaches participating in the research accogdia the sex
variable is found statistically meaningful (p<0.05pn the other hand the differences accordincheovariables of
age, marital status, educational background, coagtduration are not found statistically meaningfp$0.05). At
the end of the research, it is concluded that ncaleches, coaches with university education, coaahesd over
the age of 55, married coaches and coaches wiilchiag time of 21 years and over perceive risks kigher level
respectively in comparison to the female coacheaclies with postgraduate education, coaches betages 27-
33, 34-40, 41-47 and 48-54, unmarried coaches aatites with coaching time between 1-5, 6-10,11Atb1%-20
years.
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INTRODUCTION

Sports that form an inseparable whole together thighhuman life play a significant role in the hlkalnd success
of human in his/her lifetime and in his/her higlirisg [1].

Handball game is a sports branch which is appltedregular times and intervals and based on aannaerobic
endurance, and which reflects anaerobic weightetegzeharacteristics and requires versatile qualiioa. Success
is determined by the physical structure, conditimthnique, strategy and ability of comprehending ame.
Game is played in two halves, and it necessitathistimct physical structure and conditional featuf2, 3].

Risk is the possibility of not obtaining projectegsult or incurring losses or damages within aaderperiod of

time. It is also defined as possibility of genematof an undesirable event or losses, damagesjrandse it is

generated severity of the adverse effect it stmlise. Risk signalizes potential problems, threats hazards that
may be encountered in the future [4].
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Sports clubs also face risks in the sport actiwiti®roblems encountered may destroy reputati@patft clubs and
even have certain legal consequences. Thus, sgobis or organizations have to avoid probable dggman order
to ensure continuity, preserve their existencetanhaintain their reputation. Primary target i successful in
the sportive activities. Risks may have adversecebn the success. It is very important to detee risks that
may influence the targets in a negative way anditomize them in order to achieve the targets.

Determining the risks that may be encountered aegemting them by taking the necessary precautitrestly
proportional with success [5]. We must not fordeattwork for prediction and reduction of risks $hethable
avoidance of problems before they are observedaksuodenable us to take significant opportunités [

Risk determination enables risks and sources tbebected before they are turned into a problensksRinay not be
evaluated or administered without determining diniteg them. Risk determination is to define tligks that may
influence the operating activities and to documthatir characteristic features. Purpose of riskedeination

process is to define the factors that may affectsadf the team and how these factors may origindttés very

important to define the most important risks [, 7]

Potential risks are defined by means of the folfapéctions [8, 9].
» Evaluation of program, administration

» Reviewing the documentation

*Evaluation of previous programs and data

* Brain storming

* Risk lists, documents

» Work groups

* Surveys

» Negotiations

This research is highly important in terms of det@ing risk factors of handball coaches and takingcautions
beforehand, and completing their process concertimgy activities successfully and without any pewbs.
Purpose of this research is to determine the opénad coaches in the Turkish Handball Super Leaduies about
the risks they perceive by means of various denpgcavariables.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

“General screening model” as one of the descripseeening models is used in the study. Study lptipn
consists of 49 coaches actively working in the TsirkHandball Super League teams, and 45 coachdsngaas a
coach in different clubs and selected randomly titute sample of the study. Gok’s risk determioatsurvey in
sports (2006) is utilized in the study as the datd. Validation and reliability work of the sury@ised in the study
is performed, and Cronbach Alpha value of the sunsed is determined as 0.72. Data is analyzaddans of the

statistical package program. Arithmetic mearn),(Kruskal Wallis, Mann Whitney U tests are utilizen the analysis
of data. Significance level is considered as r0the survey applied with the purpose to deterrfitieere is any
difference between the demographic variables.

RESULTS

When we examine gender variable in Table 1, wettsste73.3% is male and 26.7% is female; when agabla is
considered, 8.9% is between ages 27 and 33, 2& Bgtiveen ages 34 and 40, 37.8% is between agasdid?,
11.1% is between ages 48 and 54 and 15.6% is ag&5and above; when marital status is examine®@%a'Ts
married and 22.2% is bachelor; when educationakdracind is considered, 80.0% has graduated fromeusity
and 20.0% has a postgraduate education, and thewe doach having only high school education; wt@aching
period variable is examined it is seen that 4.4%warked as handball coach for 1 and 5 years, 26r% and 10
years, 28.9% for 11 and 15 years, 22.2% for 162@ngkears, 17.8% for 21 years and above.

As it is seen in Table 2, as a result of the Manhitidéy U test performed to determine whether or mskt
determination levels of coaches constituting theeaech group have differed according to the gemdeable, the
difference between is found meaningful statisticfi<0.05). When sequence average of Mann Whithégst is
considered (Sequence average = 27.65; 10.21)séds that risk averages of male coaches are higherthe risk
averages of female coaches.
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Table 1: Distribution of coaches according to demagphic variables

Variables f %
Male 33 733
Gender Female 12 26.7
Total 45 100
27-33 4 8.9
34-40 12 26.7
Age 41-47 17 37.8
48-54 5 111
55and above 7 15.6
Total 45 100
Married 35 77.8
Marital Status Bachelor 10 222
Total 45 100
High School -

University 36 80.0

Educational Background Post graduate 9 20.0

Total 45 100

1-5 2 4.4

6-10 12 26.7

) . 11-15 13 28.9
Coaching Period 16-20 10 229
21 and above 8 17.8

Total 45 100

Table 2: Results of Mann Whitney U Test Performedd Determine Whether or Not Risk Determination Leves of Coaches Differentiated
According to the Gender Variable

Gender N  Sequence AverageSequence Total U p
Male 33 27.65 912.50
Female 12 10.21 12250 44500 000

Table 3: Results of Kruskal Wallis Test Performed ¢ Determine Whether or Not Risk Determination Leves of Coaches Differentiated
According to the Age Variable

Age N  Sequence Average Sd X2 P
27-33 4 24.75
34-40 12 15.63
41-47 17 24.35 4  6.941 0.139
48-54 5 23.10

55 and above 7 31.29

As it is seen in Table 3, as a result of the Krudkallis test performed to determine whether or nigk

determination levels of coaches constituting theeaech group have differed according to the agabia; the
difference between is not found statistically meghil (p>0.05). When sequence average of Krugkallis test
(Sequence Average = 24.75; 15.65; 24.35; 23.1@931s considered; risk averages of coaches abagmd above
are higher than the risk averages of other agepgrouHowever, it is established that this diffeeeris not
significant.

Table 4: Results of Mann- Whitney U, test performedo determine whether or not risk determination le\els of coaches differentiated
according to the marital status variable

Marital Stat N Sequence Average Sequence Total U P
Married 35 23.31 816.00
Bachelor 10 21.90 21900 164000 0.762

As it is seen in Table 4, as a result of the Manhitidéy U test performed to determine whether or mgkt
determination levels of coaches constituting theeaech group have differed according to the mastatus
variable, the difference between is not found stigklly meaningful (p>0.05). When sequence avemfgMann
Whitney U test is considered (Sequence average31231.90), it is seen that risk averages of radrdoaches are
higher than the risk averages of bachelor coadthesever, it is established that this differencaads significant.

Table 5: Results of Kruskal Wallis Test Performed & Determine Whether or Not Risk Determination Leve$ of Coaches Differentiated
According to the Variable of Educational Background

Educational Background N  Sequence Averag8&d X2 P
University 39 23.28 1 0.082 0.775
Post Graduate 9 21.89
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As it is seen in Table 5, as a result of the Krudkallis test performed to determine whether or nigk
determination levels of coaches constituting theeaech group have differed according to the vaziabi
educational background, the difference betweerotsfound statistically meaningful (p>0.05). Whsequence
average of Kruskal Wallis test (Sequence Averag@8.28; 21.89) is considered; risk averages of cegmtiaving an
education in the university degree are higher tharrisk averages of coaches having a post graédatzation.

Table 6: Results of Kruskal Wallis Test Performed & Determine Whether or Not Risk Determination Leve$ of Coaches Differentiated
According to the Variable of Coaching Period

Coaching Period N  Sequence Average Sd X2 p

1-5 2 26.50
6-10 12 23.38
11-15 13 15.54 4 7.118 0.130
16-20 10 26.25
21 and above 8 29.63

As it is seen in Table 6, as a result of the Krudkallis test performed to determine whether or nisk

determination levels of coaches constituting theeaech group have differed according to the vagiablcoaching
period, the difference between is not found siatfly meaningful (p>0.05). When sequence avermafgéruskal

Wallis test (Sequence Average = 26.50; 23.38; 12645; 29.63) is considered; it is seen that determination
level risk averages of coaches whose coaching ¢hési@1 years and above are higher than the riskages of
coaches whose coaching periods are between 1-8, 1115 and 16-20 years. However it is estabtishat this
difference is not significant.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

When we investigate Table 1, it is seen that 7308%0aches is male and 26.7% is female; 77.8% isieth and
22.2% is bachelor; 80.0% has university educatimh28.9% has worked as handball coach for 11-1Eydable
1). Oktem (2011) has determined that 42.9% of keadealing with archery is female and 57.1% isealerage
age is 40, and 50% is married and 50% is bach®&03f4 is high school graduates and 42.9% has uniyetspree
and 7.1% is post graduates. These findings showallpiism with our study. It is seen that educatlevel of
handball coaches is higher than the coaches dealthgrchery sports.

When Table 2 is examined, risk determination lewdIsoaches are found meaningful according to thedgr
variable (p<0.05). When sequence order of Manntiéli U test is taken into consideration (Sequeneerdge =
27.65; 10.21), it is seen that risk averages ofentalaches is higher than the risk averages of &sr@lable 2).
Slovic (1992), Gustafson (1997) argue that womenh mien perceive risks differently; Ozer and Giilpi(2005)
suggest that women perceive less risk than menl[10and 12]. On the other hand Harranta and \fdil2008)
claim that generally women avoid risks in many areacomparison to men [13]. Dal (2009) determiire his
research he performed with university students tieit levels perceived by men and women are sicpnifily
different [14]. These findings show parallelismw@ur study. It is considered that male coach@xggbmore active
than female coaches in the edge administratiorhénhandball super league teams, male coaches beitigp
forefront in the activities related with sportsmand club causes their risk determination level éohigher and
results in a significant difference with the leveffemale coaches.

When we examine Table 3; risk determination lewalsoaches is not found meaningful according to dge
variable (p>0.05). If sequence average of Kurskallis test (Sequence Average = 24.75; 15.63; 2423510;
31.29) is considered, Barak (2008) determined tiisataverages of coaches at age 55 and over ighiphan the
other age groups; willingness of persons to taslkesrmay change in time [15]. Gok (2006) has deteedhthat risk
determination levels of volleyball coaches did ddfer significantly according to the age varial§{fadk, 2006).
These findings show parallelism with our studyisltonsidered that coaches at age 55 and overfanagast risks
better and perceive them at a higher level wheard®hing risks in comparison to the younger coadiese they
have serviced handball for long years, and alsbyitiang coaches behave more timid when determithiegisks.
When Table 4 is examined, risk determination lewdlsoaches is not found significant accordingheirt marital
status (p>0.05). When sequence average of Mantn@&hU test (Sequence Average = 23.31; 21.90)nsidered;
it is seen that risk averages of married coachesigher than the risk averages of bachelor coacHesvever, it is
specified that this difference in not significafiaple 4). Liebarman and Stashevsk (2002), Kara2@@g) have
concluded that married coaches perceive risk hittear the bachelors, and married ones can undemtake risks
than the bachelors [16, 17]. These findings shoralfgdism with our study. It is considered thatighle of marital
status has no effect on risk determination.
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Risk determination levels of coaches constituting tesearch group are not found significant acogrdd their
educational background (p>0.05). When sequenceageeof Kruskal Wallis test (Sequence Average 223.
21.89) is taken into consideration; it is seen tiskt averages of coaches having an universityetegre higher than
the coaches who have post graduate education (babl8arac and Kahyalu (2011) have specified in their studies
that risk levels of persons who have high schoalcation are higher than people having university post
graduate educations, and that risk levels of usityeigraduates are lower than post graduates B&Jante and
Gren (2004), Hanna and Lindamood (2005), Gutter Feontes (2006), Coleman (2003), Brown and Tayl@0@)
did not determined any relation between the edoratibackground and risk determination. It is idexed that
there is nobody who received high school educatimiong the handball coaches, thus risks to be detednby
handball coaches shall be similar, since they hanreersity degree or post graduate education [0922, 22 and
23].

When we examine Table 6, risk determination of eacts not found meaningful according to the vasabf

coaching period (p>0.05). When sequence averaffeuskal Wallis test (Sequence Average = 26.5032.315.54;

26.25; 29.63) is taken into consideration, it isrs¢hat risk determination level risk averages adahes whose
coaching period is 21 years and above, are higtaar the risk averages of coaches whose coachirigdpeare

between 1-5, 6-10, 11-15 and 16-20 years. Howeveestablished that this difference is not digant (Table 6).

GOk (2006) has specified that risk determinatiovele of volleyball coaches did not differentiatgrsficantly

according to the variable of their coaching peli@dk, 2006). This finding shows parallelism withr study. It is
considered that coaches whose coaching period igeats and above can observe risks more efficieguy

perceive them more accurately in comparison to geucoaches because of their experience.

In consequence of the research, it is concludedntiade coaches, coaches having university degmsghes at the
age of 55 and above, married coaches and coactesewloaching period is 21 years and above percsk® at a
higher level respectively in comparison to femadaches, coaches who received post graduate eatucediaches
between ages 27-33, 34-40, 41-47, 48-54, bachekwhes, and coaches whose coaching period is betivBe6-

10, 11-15 and 16-20 years.
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