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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Articlehistory: Purpose of this study is to determine the coacjus’satisfaction levels and reve
Received 12 February 2016 variations according to their demographic featygender,age, education level, job
Accepted 29 March 2016 satisfaction levels, service time, service tim@aoach, and team gender). “Minnes
Availableonline 4 April 2016 Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ)” was applied om@Bnen and 139 men, 174 peo
in total from different regions of Turkey. Inforna anayzed with the program SP¢
Keywords: 20.0. In the analysis, independent sample t-tes¢way analysis of variance a
Coach, Jobsatisfaction, Club, Tukey's test was used. As a result, a logical difiee could not be found according
Sports,Staff the job satisfaction, gender, teams’ gender, sentime and age between the

participants (p > 0,05); a logical difference waarfd according to different educati
levels and graduates’ overall average from diffeegpas (p < 0,0¢

INTRODUCTION

Job satisfaction levels are closely related withexpected performances from coaches and also @sadif
the athletes which they will train in the clubsyth&ork. It is important that the coaches, who hgforts tc
grow, is satisfied with their jobs in the clubsyheork and works in the teams bece it will affect the athletes
they train and success of the teams. As the Idviiiencoaches * job satisfaction affects their teaar clubs’
success positively, it is also seen that it affeloes success negatively if job satisfaction isoat leves. The
coaches, who had reached job satisfaction, propahitive effect on themselves, on the society andhe
country’s economy.

In the aspect of the organizations taking placthéchanging and developing world order and thekers
in these orgamations, job satisfaction has always been a studject. Since early 1900s, scientists who
interested in behavioral sciences have done raséaudetermine the extent of job satisfaction dreldlement
affecting the job satisfaction. The firsudies done to maintain job satisfaction are “Hawrlbd studies whicl
developed by Elton Mayo and colleagues in Amer&hicago Western electricity corporation in 1920st
results were available in 1930s. Hawthorne stustiate that failing to treate workers as human beings cau
by problems such as low morale and performancejfahd workers are respected more, industrial ccapons
would have much more efficien€®{Connor 1999 Simselet al 2001)Vroom (1964) defines job satisfaction
‘the pleasing or positive emotional state which is cdusg the individual who evaluates their work or w
experience’.

The I mportance of Job Satisfaction:

People want to put their personal abilities forwandl expect them to become real. People get digapg
if job satisfaction could not be maintained. Jolihis basis of human life. An unemployed persorsfaito
despair. Could not be able to maintjob satisfaction causes disaffection from the gdnoralization and as
result, an unhealthy society. Maintaining job datifon is not easy in practice. The reason isdifffeculty to
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find a job which will realize the needs and desoethe people. There are different opinions thefedd the job
satisfaction is either important or not (Kaynak Qp9

Job satisfaction is one of the subjects which @reremphasized because it causes demoralization for
workers, and evidence that shows the conditionseraking down for organizations. In an organizatiob
dissatisfaction comes after sudden strikes, slowimgn the job, low efficiency, discipline problerasd other
organizational problems. From the aspect of orgditral results, job satisfaction might cause uliwghess
for the workers to go to work, leaving the orgatima, insufficiency emotion, could not managing petation,
making mistakes at work, will to become distantniréhe work, making wrong decisions, and quality and
quantity drops(Bas andArdic 2001)ob satisfaction studies carry great importancettier subjects such as
detection of the problems related to the workerd #me work, cultivating their attitudes for the \kpr
determining organizational training needs, plannargl managing organizational alteration, and aimang
communication within the organizatigNewstromand Davis1993).

The Factors Affecting Job Satisfaction:

Job satisfaction is not a static or stable phemame So, personal or some other factors may calse |
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. In this contekie tfactors which are classified as personal andweorwork
environment related facto(gumas 2008).

Personal Factors:

“Worker's expectations from their work are printarrelated with their own personal attributes. Thei
personal base attributes are decisive with theviddal's expectations from their work and work enviment
with regard to quality and quantityAlkis 2008).

Environmental Factors:

Job’s general appearance, social and economicedfibe provided to workers and working environment
conditions are effective factors for the workergéd satisfied with their jobs. Before anythingeelthese factors
are alterable by the manager to increase job aetish of the workers. The combination of the woike
attitude with some factors with their work and wiogk environment emerges as job satisfaction (Degan
al.1997).

Tools And Methods:

“Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ)” wapléed on 35 women and 139 men, 174 people in total
from different regions of Turkey. The 20 entrieals developed by Weiss, Dawis, England and Lofgusng
“Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire” long forn@@lentries) combining entries related to satisfecstatuses
including internal and external factors is the nfostjuently used scale in studies related to jdisfaation. The
short form MSQ’s validity and reliability are deteined by Gillet and Schwab. The short form MSQ ¢sissof
20 questions and each question consists of 5 aptivaluating the options “I'm not satisfied af’atl’'m not
satisfied”, “I'm not sure”, “I'm satisfied”, “I'm ‘ery satisfied”, scores from 1 to 5 used respectiv&tcording
to this, the highest score in the scale is 100,thadeast is 20. In the scale, scores represbregbisfaction; 20-
39 are very low, 40-59 are low, 60-79 are sufficiamd 80-100 are high (Baycan, F.A., 1985).

Calculation of overall job satisfaction;

Overall Satisfaction Score = (Total Score / Tot@frple Individual)
Overall Satisfaction Average = (Total Score / Tétsquency)
Calculation of satisfaction score (SS) and satisfa@verage (SA);
Satisfaction Score = (Total Score * 100 / Maximuooi® required to add)
Satisfaction Average = (Total Score / Total Freqygn

Statistical methods used in the study:
Data set was analyzed with program package SP35 [2Othe analysis, independent sample t-test; one
way analysis of variance and Tukey’s test was used.

Study hypotheses:

H1: Job satisfaction level shows logical differencated to gender.

H,: Job satisfaction level shows logical differencated to age.

H3: Job satisfaction level shows logical differencated to education level.
H,: Job satisfaction level shows logical differenceted to area.

Hs: Job satisfaction level shows logical differenceted to service time.

He: Job satisfaction level shows logical differencated to coaching category.
H+: Job satisfaction level shows logical differenceted to team gender.
Findings:
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In the study, job satisfaction scale was applied 195 participants working as coaches in different
provinces.

Tablel: Number of CoachesbyProvinces.

N %

1. Nevsehir 3 1.7
2. Antalya 5 2.9
3. Samsun 5 2.9
4. Mugla 2 1.1
5. Istanbul 9 5.1
6. Afyonkarahisar 2 1.1
7. Yozgat 2 1.1
8. Karabik 2 1.1
9. Diyarbakir 2 1.1
10. Edirne 2 1.1
11. Mersin 4 2.3
12. Burdur 2 1.1
13. Kirsehir 1 ,6
14. Agri 3 1.7
15. Van 4 2.3
16. Ankara 8 4.6
17. Konya 1 ,6
18. Corum 4 2.3
19. Tunceli 2 1.1
20. lgdir 3 1.7
21. Hakkari 4 2.3
22. Mardin 2 1.1
23. Sivas 4 2.3
24. Adiyaman 1 ,6
25. Artvin 1 ,6
26. GUmishane 2 1.1
27. Aydin 2 1.1
28. Gaziantep 3 1.7
29. Osmaniye 3 1.7
30. Batman 2 1.1
31. Izmir 10 5.7
32. Erzurum 7 4.0
33. Giresun 1 ,6
34. Sanlurfa 2 1.1
35. Denizli 2 1.1
36. Balikesir 3 1.7
37. Sakarya 3 1.7
38. Bursa 2 1.1
39. Tokat 1 ,6
40. Bitlis 2 1.1
41. Hatay 1 ,6
42. Zonguldak 1 ,6
43. Elazig 1 ,6
44, Kilis 1 ,6
45. Aksaray 4 2.3
46. Kocaeli 2 1.1
47. Kirikkale 3 1.7
48. Erzincan 2 1.1
49. Bilecik 2 1.1
50. Mersin 3 1.7
51. Tekirdag 1 ,6
52. Rize 1 ,6
53. Sinop 2 1.1
54. Karaman 3 1.7
55. Kirklareli 1 ,6
56. Usak 1 ,6
57. Siirt 2 1.1
58. Amasya 2 1.1
59. Malatya 1 ,6
60. Yalova 2 1.1
61. Adana 1 ,6
62. Bayburt 2 1.1
63. Mus 1 ,6
64. Dilzce 1 ,6
65. Kars 1 ,6
66. Bingdl 1 ,6
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67. Manisa 2 1.1
68. Bolu 1 6
69. Trabzon 1 ,6
70. Sirnak 1 6
71. Kastamonu 1 ,6
72. Kayseri 1 ,6
73. Bartin 2 11
Total 175 100.0
These 175 coaches are working in different branches
Table2: Number of CoachesbyBranches.
N %
1. Cycling 1 ,6
2. Athletics 47 26.9
3. Tennis 8 4.6
4. Wushu 2 1.1
5. Badminton 12 6.9
6. Judo 20 11.4
7. Taekwando 7 4.0
8. Swimming 4 2.3
9. Boxing 9 5.1
10. Kickboxing 4 2.3
11. Muaythai 1 ,6
12. Basketball 3 1.7
13. Wrestling 22 12.6
14. Karate 7 4.0
15. TableTennis 7 4.0
16. Skiing 6 34
17. Gymnastics 3 1.7
18. Archery 1 ,6
19. Volleyball 2 1.1
20. Handball 5 2.9
21. Barbell 2 11
23.Triathlon 1 ,6
24. Fencing 1 ,6
Total 175 100.0
Number of coaches by sportsmanship level is below.
Table 3:Number of CoachesbySportsmanship Level.
n %
1. National Team Level 77 44.0
2. TeamPlayer 5 2.9
3. Amateur 20 11.4
4. Upper Level-Elite 12 6.9
5. Licensed 10 5.7
6. National 4 2.3
7. Professional 30 17.1
8. Master Trainer 4 23
9. 2. League 5 29
10. PerformanceAthlete 1 ,6
11.1. League 2 1.1
12. ContestantAthlete 3 1.7
13. SuperLeague 2 1.1
Total 175 100.0
Table 4: DemographicFeatures.
Gender F %
Men 139 79.9
Women 35 20.1
Age F %
<29 63 36.2
30-35 62 35.6
36-41 31 17.8
42 andabove 18 10.3
Educational Level F %
Secondary School 6 34
High School 45 25.7
University 119 68.0
Postgraduate-Doctorate 5 2.9
Area f %
PES 113 64.6
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Other 62 35.4
Service Time f %
1-4 91 52.3
5-8 38 21.8
9 yearsandabove 45 25.9
Category f %
Teeny 17 9.7
Star 13 7.4
Young 5 2.9
Mature 4 2.3
At leasttwo 136 77.7
Team Gender f %
Women 10 5.7
Men 28 16.0
Individualmixed 137 78.3

Of the participants: 79,9% men; 20,1% women; 364w age 29; 35,6% between ages 30-35; 17,8%
between ages 36-41; 10,3% age 42 and above.

Of the participants: 3,4% secondary school; 25high school; 68% university; 2,9% postgraduate6@4,
are in PES. 52,3% of the participants’ service time-4 years; 21,8% 5-8 years; 25,9% 9 years bodea

Of the patrticipants: 9,7% teeny; 7,4% star; 2,3%ng; 2,3% mature; 77,7% at least two.

Of the participants’ team gender: 5,7% women; 16éfh; 78,3% individual mixed.

Table5: ComparisionsRelatedtoGender.

N Avg. SS t p
Internalsatisfaction Wl\c/:;nen 13359 12?311%) ‘Z%ﬁ% ,150 ,881
Externalsatisfaction Wl\g;nen 133 g j%)%?% 55%)8508% ,569 ,570
e - R

Accordingtotheresults of independentsample t-teshere is nologicaldifferencebetween men
andwomenparticipantsrelatedtojobsatisfactionlefet 0,05)

Table 6: ComparisonsRelatedto Age.

N Avg. SS F p Difference (Tukey)
<29 63 4.5873 ,32738
30-35 62 4.5605 42255
InternalSatisfaction 36-41 31 4.5860 ,32807 ,483 ,694
42 and + 18 4.6759 ,24735 -
Total 174 4.5867 ,35653
<29 63 41213 ,48307
30-35 62 4,0181 ,54690
ExternalSatisfaction 36-41 31 4.1048 ,51447 1,946 124
42 and + 18 4.3472 ,49734 -
Total 174 4,1050 ,51788
<29 63 4.4011 ,35725
30-35 62 4.3435 ,43518
Total 36-41 31 4.3935 , 36532 | 1,276 ,284
42 and + 18 4.5444 ,32262 -
Total 174 4,3941 ,38623

According to the one-way variance analysis restliere is no logical difference related to agengans of
job satisfaction. (p> 0,05)

Table7: ComparisonsRelatedtoEducational Level.

N Ort. SS F p Difference (Tukey)
Secondary School 6 45972 ,26571
High School 45 4.6426 ,25414
Internalsatisfaction University 119 | 4.5623 ,39569 ,722 ,540
Postgraduate-Doctorate 5 4.70Q0 ,16245 -
Total 175 | 4.5881 ,3560(0
Secondary School 6 4.354P ,31041
High School 45 4.2583 ,46034
Externalsatisfaction University 119 | 4.0264 ,53654 3.274 ,023
Postgraduate-Doctorate 5 4.3750 ,250P00 2-3
Total 175 | 4.1072 ,51726
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Secondary School 6 4.5000 ,24495
High School 45 4.4889 ,30281
Total University 119 | 4.3481 ,41782 2.000 | ,116
Postgraduate-Doctorate 5 4.5700 ,148B2 -
Total 175 | 4.3958 ,38581]

As seen in the table 7, internal and overall jatisgaction doesn’t show difference related to edional
level, there is some logical difference with extdrsatisfaction levels. (p< 0,05) According to theults of dual
comparisons done with Tukey’s test, it is determitieat participants whose educational level is tsghool
have higher external satisfaction levels when caegb#o the participants who has university levelaadion.

Table8: ComparisionsRelatedtoGraduateArea.

N Avg. SS t p
Internalsatisfaction OPtﬁSr 13123 jgggf ggfzg -1.389 ,166
Externalsatisfaction gtﬁgr 16123 2271;1 23?5317 -3.171 ,002
P [ gt | o

In the results of t-test, while internal satisfastdoes not show difference related to graduated,a
external and overall satisfaction levels differit@dly. (p< 0,05) PES graduates have lower exteandl overall
satisfaction levels compared to the other partitipa

Table9: ComparisonsRelatedto Service Time.

N Avg. SS F p Difference (Tukey)
1-4 91 4.5971 ,34432
. . 5-8 38 4.5417 45715
Internalsatisfaction 9 yearsand + a5 26148 28052 473 ,624 ]
Total 174 4.5896 ,35649
1-4 91 4.1305 ,50239
) . 5-8 38 4.0761 ,50220
Externalsatisfaction 9 yearsand + 5 2.0917 57121 178 ,837 ]
Total 174 4.1086 ,51845
1-4 91 4.4104 ,37354
5-8 38 4.3558 44407
Total 9 yearsand + 45 4.4056 36622 2710 | 757 )
Total 174 4.3972 ,38647

According to the one-way variance analysis resifitts determined that job satisfaction level doed
show logical difference related to service time: (905)

Table 10: ComparisonsRelatedtoCategories.

N Avg. SS F p Difference (Tukey)
Teeny 17 4.5931 35707
Star 13 4.6090 ,30120
. ' Young 5 4.3167 | 25276
Internalsatisfaction Mature 2 24583 34359 ,903 | ,464 ]
At leasttwo 136| 4.5993| 36367
Total 175 4.5881 ,35600
Teeny 17 4.2059 ,42606
Star 13 4.1745| 52414
) ) Young 5 3.8750 ,60596
Externalsatisfaction Mature 2 38125 56366 782 | 538 ]
At leasttwo 136 4.1057 152414
Total 175 | 4.1072| 51726
Teeny 17 4.4382| 34393
Star 13 4.4362 ,37039
Young 5 4.1400| ,36980
Total Mature 4 | 42000 3012 900 | 465 )
At leasttwo 136| 4.4018] ,39179
Total 175 4.3958 ,38581)

There is no logical difference with job satisfactilevels between the participants working in défe
categories. (p> 0,05)
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Tablell: ComparisonsRelatedto Team Gender.

N Avg. SS F p Difference (Tukey)
Wormen 10 | 45000 47952
. Men 28 | 45714 | 32371
Internalsatisfaction individualmixed 137 | 45079]  35a1p 86 | 680 )
Total 175 | 45881 ] 35600
Wormen 10 | 3.7375| 64939
. Men 28 | 4.0855 | 45657
Externalsatistaction - qividuaimixed 137 | 4.387] 51174 2894 | 058 )
Total 175 | 41072 | 51726
Wormen 10 | 41950 51502
Men 28 | 4.3775 | 34768
Total Individualmixed 137 | 44142  381ag 1°°2 | 215 )
Total 175 | 4.3958 | 38581

According to the results of the one-way variancalgsis, there is no logical difference with jolisi@action
level related to team gender. (p> 0,05)

Discussion:

It is determined that there is no logical differerwith job satisfaction level between men and wonp>
0,05) The study by Sahinstates that men and wdraea similar job satisfaction levels.Dalkéical There was
no significant difference by gender in the workytla@e doing and this supports our study.It candie that job
satisfaction cannot be explained only with gended gender has increasing ability over job satigfag but
also social culture and living conditions which ghavomen’s social status have differing effect ojadr
satisfaction.

Job satisfaction level of coaches does not shgiwedd difference related to age. According to tesults of
the one-way variance analysis, it is identified fjoé satisfaction levels does not show logicaledénce related
to age. (p> 0,05) The study by Yerlisu states jblatsatisfaction levels of the coaches does notvsbgical
difference related to age. In the studies relatethé variable age no logical difference detectetivben job
satisfaction and age, which supports our study.

As seen in the table 7, internal and overall jatisfaction doesn’t show difference related to adional
level, there is some logical difference with extdrsatisfaction levels. (p< 0,05) According to tksults of dual
comparisons done with Tukey’s test, it is determitieat participants whose educational level is tsghool
have higher external satisfaction levels when carghéo the participants who has university levaladion.
The results of the study by Yaman states, whicimaides with out study, educational level has notimu
important effect on job satisfaction.

In the results of t-test, while internal satisfastdoes not show difference related to graduated,a
external and overall satisfaction levels differit@dly. (p< 0,05) PES graduates have lower exteandl overall
satisfaction levels compared to the other partiipaThis result supports the studies by YerlisuBodan and
colleagues and so our study.

According to the one-way variance analysis resifitss determined that job satisfaction level dows
show logical difference related to service time> (§05) This has shown similarities with the stgdiy Yelisu
and colleagues.

There is no logical difference between coachefiffarent areas related to job satisfaction. (p35),This is
in parallel with the studies of Yerlisu and colleag. We think that result have come different beeaaf the
features being different such as coaches’ managestyda, working conditions, advancemet, differbranches
and promotions.

According to the results of the one-way variancalysis, it is identified that job satisfaction ééwloes not
show logical difference related to team gender. (pd5) Coknaz’s study about team and individualrtspo
coaches’ genders supports our study.

As a result; the factors affecting coaches’ jobisaction have analyzed and a logical differendghw
coaches’ job satisfaction levels related to gendesym gender, service time and age (p > 0,05)cébgi
difference has found related to different educatidavels and average of graduates from differeanthes (p
<0,05).

Conclusion:

According to these results, considering the factdfecting job satisfaction of coaches and clabsltaking
precautions to improve job satisfaction carry intpoce for the coaches and the clubs to maintainnaakk
their success persistent.
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