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ABSTRACT 
 
 This research was carried out to determine  the views of the players of the Turkish Handball Super League 
clubs with some of the demographic variables regarding the risks they perceived. In the study was used the 
"general screening model" which is one of the descriptive screening methods. The study population was 
consisted of 435 athletes who were actively engaged in the Turkish Handball Super League teams, and its  
sample was consisted of  randomly and casually selected 376 sporterswho were playing in different clubs.  The 
Gök’s questionnaire (2006)  of a risk assessment in the sport was used in the study as a data collecting means. 
The reliability and validity study of the questionnaire used in this research was carried out and  theCronbach's 

alpha value of the questionnaire used,  was found to be 0.71.  Arithmetic mean ( X ),  Kruskal-Wallis and LSD, 
Mann-Whitney U, F tests were used in the  data analysis, and the data were analyzed using a statistical software 
package. The significance level was accepted as 05 in order to determine whether there is a difference among 
the demographic variables in the conducted survey. The difference among the levels of risk of the athletes 
participating in the study according to the variables of  gender, the year of playing handball and the team played 
in,   was statistically found significant (p> 0.05). In any case, the difference between them in accordance with 
the variables of age, marital status and education level was not found significant (p>0,05). As the result of 
research it was found that  the female players compared to male players,  the players with high school level 
education compared to the players with  university and post-graduate education, the players who are between the 
ages of 16-17 compared to the players  of  18-21, 22-25, 26-29, and over 30 years of age, the players who have 
been playing handball for  1 to 5 years compared to the players who have been playing handball  for  6-10, 11-
15, 16-20, 21 years and above,  perceived the risks in a higher level. And it was concluded that the variable of 
marital status was not a factor in determining the riskfrom the point of the players. 
 
Key words: Risk, Risk Identification, Handball 
 
Introduction 
 
 The sport has a history dating back to the 
beginning of human history and is an essential fact of 
our social life. The sports is auniversal, integrative 
activity that the societiescan notignore,cannot  
suspend and cannot relinquish [1]. 
 The handball game is a team sport played with 
two teams of six field players and a goalkeeper, who  
constantly fight body to body  trying to score a goal 
to each other's goalposts and trying to prevent the 
goals to be kicked into their own goalposts. The 
game, that consists of individual, group and team 
behaviours for scoring a goal and preventing a goal, 
requires  a very high level of decision-making, 
collaboration, and taking of a responsibility [2]. 

 Risk:  derived from the Italian word 'Risco' , is 
the  probability of occurrence of an event that may 
cause damage or loss [3]. The Frenchword  (Risque) 
is a concept that means 'draw back' [4]. When 
defined in a large framework, the situations like 
possibility of plans failure, the risk faulty decision-
making, the risk of loss or profit, can be described as 
a risk in general [5]. 
 All of the sport disciplines or recreational 
activitiesincludes a number of risks even when 
appropriate measures have been taken [6]. The risks 
in sports are not the same in every sporting event.  
Besides the type of the sport, the players, the 
environment, the  tools and equipment used, a 
number of variables such as adverse climate 
conditions, especially the cold and rainy weather,the 



918 
Adv. Environ. Biol., 7(5): 917-923, 2013 

 

lack of purpose-built adequate facilities and materials  
puts at risk the health of the players [7-9].  
 As the risk may  be causeddue to the nature of 
the sport, it may also be caused by the behaviours of 
people. For example, the sports injuries are not an 
inevitable result in itself within a sport discipline. 
They are the result of the sporter’s own behavior 
[10]. In cases when the  source of risk is known, the 
behaviours that can cause a risk can be prevented and 
the occurrence of the risk can be avoided. In order to 
define this risk, we need first to identify the source 
that may create the risk and  the event and its effects 
[11]. 
 According to Fıkırkoca [12] the accurate and 
detailed determination of the risks and having  
clearly revealed the interaction between them, shall 
ensure identifying the basic reasons that that might 
lead to risks and the possibility to eliminate them.The 
purpose of identifying the risks is to find drastic 
solution by identifying them at the early stage before 
the risks turn into a problem, and to give an 
opportunity to reduce them and to the decision-
making activities. Because after the risks become a 
problem, solving them and  finding drastic solutions 
will include a great deal of suffering in respect to 
time, cost, and performance [12]. 
 Some sportersbehave in a way that take arisk 
most of the time. In general, this behaviorsexhilaret 
audience and receive wide media coverage. An 
action is considered risky when it is not certain 
whether  theavailable tools and opportunities to find 
an intended target to achieve the goal are 
sufficient.Some sporters, due to their personality 
trait,  may tend to take a risk. But apart from that, 
there are many reasons that lead to take a risk in a 
sport environment [13]. 
 The sporters, having the purpose of not  failing 
and  making efforts to have  the interest shown in 
them continued,  may show  actions having an 
excessive risk that are not suitable to their existing 
capabilities. The wish to find favour in their coach's 
eyes,  pleasing the audience, emulating to some 
sporters that show risky behaviors, excessive 
motivation, feeling an anger towards the opponent or 
not being able to accept the defeat, are the other 
reasons that cause the sporter to take a risk. In fact, 
the risky behaviours rarely bring positive results. 
Generally they have a negative impact onthe  
performance and can lead to injuries. The coaches, 
for the sake of a long and healthy sport life of the 
sporters,  should  avoid risky statements and 
behaviours that may emulate risky behaviours. [14]. 
 The sports hall where the competition or training 
shall be made,  from time to time has the risks arising 
from physical conditions. These risks should be 
eliminated in proportion they can be eliminated,if 
there is no anypossibility to eliminate them,  the risks 
must be taken into consideration. The lack of proper 
floor in the sports halls has brought along many 
problems. These  problems cause injuries of  various 

degrees and  affect  the performance that will be 
exhibited [15]. The sporters, on the ground that has 
lost its smoothness, are as if they are on a kind of an 
area full of traps. The smoothness of the sports hall 
floor from time to time is being destroyed due to 
slumps caused by want of care or due to bloating due 
to water expansion. As a result, the performance that 
will be shown on the ground that has lost its 
smoothness decreases and the risk of injury increases 
[16].    
 This research is quite important in finding the 
risk factors with respect to the handball players and 
for taking the necessary measures in advance, in 
order that they may successfully complete the 
processes related to their field of activity without any 
problems. The purpose of this study was conducted 
by using some of the demographic variables in order 
to determine the views of the players of Turkey 
Handball Super League clubs related to the risks they 
perceive. 
 
Appliance and Methods: 
 
 In the study was used the "general screening 
model" which is one of the descriptive screening 
methods. The study population was consisted of  435 
athletes who were actively engaged in the Turkish 
Handball Super League teams, and its  sample was 
consisted of  randomly and casually selected 376 
athletes who were playing in different clubs.  The 
Gök’s questionnaire [17]  of a risk assessment in the 
sport was used in the study as a data collecting 
means.  The reliability and validity study of the 
questionnaire used in this research was carried out 
and  theCronbach's alpha value of the questionnaire 

used,  was found to be 0.71.  Arithmetic mean ( X ),  
Kruskal-Wallis and LSD, Mann-Whitney U, F tests 
were used in the  data analysis, and the data were 
analysed using statistical software package. The 
significance level was accepted as 05 in order to 
determine whether there is a difference among the 
demographic variables in the conducted survey.  
 
Findings: 
 
 When looked at the gender variables distribution 
of the players participated in the study in Table 1,  it 
seems that  58.2% per cent were males and 41.8%  
were females, when looked at the age variables 
distribution of the players, they were 21.3% between 
the ages of 16-17,  21,8 % of them between the ages 
of 18-21, 26.9 % between the ages of 22-25, 14.6% 
between the ages of 26-29, 15,4% between the ages 
of 30 and over, when looked at the marital status 
variables distribution of the players, 19.1% per cent 
were married, 80.9% were single, when looked at the 
educational status  variables distribution of the 
players,  33.0% had high school degree, 60.9% 
university degree, 6.1% per cent post-graduate 
degree level, when looked at the years of handball 
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playing variables distribution of the players, it seems 
that they played handball as follows: 11.4% between 
1-5 years, 43.9% were between 6-10 years, 27.9% 

between 11-15 years, 13%, 3 per cent of 16-20 years, 
3.5% at 21 years and above.  

 
Table 1: Distribution  of the Sporters in terms of Demographic Variables. 

Variables Sub Variables F % 
Gender 

 
Men 

Women 
Total 

219 
157 
376 

58,2 
41,8 

100,0 
Age 

 
16-17 
18-21 
22-25 
26-29 

30 and over 
Total 

80 
82 

101 
55 
58 

376 

21,3 
21,8 
26,9 
14,6 
15,4 

100,0 
Marital Status 

 
 

Married 
Single 
Total 

72 
304 
376 

19,1 
80,9 

100,0 
Educational Status 

 
 
 

High School 
University 

Master 
Total 

124 
229 
23 

376 

33,0 
60,9 
6,1 

100,0 
 

Year of Handball Playing 
 
 
 

1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 

21 and over 
Total 

43 
165 
105 
50 
13 

376 

11,4 
43,9 
27,9 
13,3 
3,5 

100,0 

 
Table 2: The Test Results  of Mann-Whitney U, conducted to determine whether the Risk Identification Levels of the Players differ in 

accordance with the Gender Variable.  
Gender N Sequence Average Sequence Total U p 

Men 219 169,92 37213,00 13123,000 ,000 
Women 157 214,41 33663,00 

 
 As the result of the test Mann-Whitney U, 
conducted to determine whether there was a 
significant difference in the risk identification levels 
of the players participating to the research group  
according to the gender variable, the difference 
among them was found statistically significant (p 

<0.05). Given the Mann-Whitney U test as the 
average (Sequence Average = 169.92, 214.41), it is 
seen that  the risk average of the  male players is 
lower that the risk average of the female players 
(Table 2). 

 
Table 3: The Results of Kruskal-Wallis Test conducted to determine whether  the Risk Identification Level of the Players differs according 

to the Age Variable. 
Age N Sequence Average Sd X² p 

16-17 80 208,34    
18-21 82 194,34    
22-25 101 170,94 4 5,948 ,203 
26-29 55 180,11    

30 and over 58 191,41    

 
 As the result of the test Kruskal Wallis, 
conducted to determine whether there was a 
significant difference in the risk identification levels 
of the players participating to the research group  
according to the age variable, the difference among 
them was not found statistically significant (p <0.05). 
Given the Kruskal Wallis test as the average, 

(Sequence Average = 208.34, 194.34, 170.94, 
180.11, 191.41) it was seen that  the risk average of 
the  players between the ages of 16-17  was higher 
than that of  the risk average of the  other age groups 
(Table 3). However,  it was found that this difference 
was not of a significant level. 

 
Table 4: The Results of Mann-Whitney U Test conducted to determine whether  the Risk Identification Level of the Players differs 

according to the Marital Status Variable. 
Marital Status N Sequence Average Total Sequence U P 

Married 72 190,23 13696,50 10819,500 ,880 
Single 304 188,09 57179,50 

 
 As the result of the test Mann-Whitney U, 
conducted to determine whether there was a 
significant difference in the risk identification levels 

of the players participating to the research group  
according to the marital status  variable, the 
difference among them was not found statistically 
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significant (p <0.05). Given the Mann-Whitney U 
test as the average, (Sequence Average = 190.23, 
188.09) it was seen that  the risk average of the 
married players though a bit, was higher than that of  

the risk average of the  single players (Table 4). 
However,  it was found that this difference was not 
of a significant level. 

 
Table 5: The Results of Kruskal-Wallis Test conducted to determine whether  the Risk Identification Level of the Players differs according 

to the Educational Status Variable. 
Educational Status N Sequence Average Sd X² P 

High School 124 200,51    
University 229 184,96 2 3,472 ,2176 

Post-Graduate 23 159,02    

 
 As the result of the test Kruskal Wallis, 
conducted to determine whether there was a 
significant difference in the risk identification levels 
of the players participating to the research group  
according to the educational status  variable, the 
difference among them was not found statistically 
significant (p <0.05). Given the Kruskal Wallis test 

as the average, (Sequence Average = 200.51, 184.96, 
159.02) it was seen that  the risk average of the high 
school graduate players was higher than that of  the 
risk average of the  players having a university and 
post-graduate  degree (Table 5). However,  it was 
found that this difference was not of a significant 
level. 

 
Table 6: The Results of Kruskal-Wallis and LSD Test conducted to determine whether  the Risk Identification Level of the Players differs 

according to the Handball Playing Years Variable. 
Handball Playing Years 

 
N 
 

Sequence Average 
 

Sd 
 

X² 
 

P 
 

Significant 
Difference 

 
1-5 

 
 

 
43 

 
 

 
243,80 

 
 

 
 
 

4 

 
 
 

18,013 

 
 
 

,001 

6 -10 
11 -15 
16 -20 

21 and over 
6-10 

11-15 
16-20 

21 years and over 

165 
105 
50 
13 

186,28 
172,04 
198,29 
129,08 

   21 and over 
 
 
 

 
 As the result of the test Kruskal Wallis, 
conducted to determine whether there was a 
significant difference in the risk identification levels 
of the players participating to the research group  
according to the Years of Handball Playing variable, 
the difference among them was found statistically 
significant (p <0.05). As the result of the LSD test, it 
was specified that the players playing handball for 1-
5 years compared to the players who have been 
playing handball  for  6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21 years 
and above,  the players playing handball for 6-10 
years compared to the players who have been playing 
handball  for  21 years and above, the players playing 
handball for 16-20 years compared to the players 
who have been playing handball  for  21 years and 
above,  perceived more  risks. And it was concluded 
that the variable of marital status was not a factor in 
determining the risk from the point of the players.  
Given the Kruskal-Wallis test as the average 
(Sequence Average = 243.80, 186.28, 172.04, 
198.29, 129.08) it wis seen that the risk average of  
the players  playing handball for  21 years and over 
was lower than that of players played handball for  1-
5, 6-10, 11 - 15, 16-20 years (Table 6). 
 As the result of the test  Anova, conducted to 
determine whether there was a significant difference 
in the risk identification levels of the players 
participating to the research group  according to the 
team (which they play in)  variable, the difference 

among them was found statistically significant (p 
<0.05). (Table 7). 
 
Discussion and Conclusion: 
 
  When we look at the distribution of the players 
participated in the research related to demographic 
variables in Table 1, it was identified that they were 
consisted of 58.2% male and 41.8%female players. 
This difference has emerged due to having the 
number of male teams being 12, and  women's teams 
number being  9  in the handball super league season 
of  2011-2012.   
 It was observed that  21.3% of the players in 
Table 1 were between the ages of 16-17, 21.8% per 
cent between the ages of 18-21, 26.9% between the 
ages of 22-25, 14.6% between the ages of 26 -29, and 
15,4% were between the ages of 30 and above. 
Çobanoğlu [18] in his work on therisk assessment of 
the professional-level football  playershas determined 
that the most  of the participants were  between the 
ages of 21-25 [18].  This finding is in line with our 
study. 
 It was observed that  19.1% of the players 
participated to the survey were married and 80.9% 
were single  (Table 1).  In the study of  Öktem [11] 
related to  the risk assessment levels of the sporters 
who were engaged in archery, looking at the marital 
status of the participants,  it was determined that 
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26.3%  were married, 73.7% were single [11]. This 
finding is similar to the result of our study. 
 It was detected that   33.0% of the players 
participated in the survey in Table 1  had a high 
school degree, 60.9% of them had a university 
degree, 6.1% had post-graduate degrees. It was 
detected that  48% of the sporters engaged in archery 
had a high school degree, 42.0% had a bachelor's 

degree [11], 61.5% of the professional football 
players graduated from a high school, 28.9% of then 
graduated from colleges and had a bachelor’s degree 
[18].  Considering these results, we can say that the 
educational levels of the handball players is higher 
than the educational level of the player in other 
sports disciplines.  

 
Table 7: The Results of ANOVA Test conducted to determine whether  the Risk Identification Level of the Players differs according to the  

Team Variable. 
Team No Team of the Players Gen. N 

X 
SS F P Significant Difference 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Beşiktaş 
Trabzonspor 

BüyükşehirBelediyeAnkaraspor 
İzmir BüyükşehirBelediye 

KıbrısBeşparmak 
Mersin YenişehirBelediye 

Bursa NilüferBelediye 
AkdenizÜniversitesi 

MilliPiyango 
Ankara ilÖzelidare 

ÇankayaBelediyeAnka 
Çukobirlik 

 
 
 
 

M 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20 
18 
21 
19 
20 
17 
19 
16 
18 
18 
18 
15 

28,80 
25,77 
24,38 
25,31 
27,70 
23,82 
27,00 
25,37 
25,88 
27,50 
25,94 
26,73 

2,89 
3,37 
4,01 
5,00 
2,93 
4,17 
2,24 
2,47 
4,10 
3,88 
3,79 
2,05 

 
 

9,199 

 
 

,      ,000 

14-4-6-18-15-20 
13-14-18-1-15-16-17 

17-14-16-1-7 
14-15-17-13-5 
14-15-18-8-3 
16-13-10-5 

18-6-15-13-14 
13-14-1-15-19-17 
18-1-14-16-17-19 

13-15-3-4 
1-13-14-15-15 

13-14-18-6-3-16 
3-5-21-9-20 
10-15-6-7-17 

13-12-9-19-17 
15-4-7-8-11-21 
12-6-7-11-20-18 

19-10-11-13-14-16 
2-14-3-4-6-20 
14-6-18-15-16 

14-6-18-3-15-17- 
 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

AnadoluÜniversitesi 
İstanbul Emniyetgücü 

YeniMahalle 
ÜsküdarBelediye 

İzmir BüyükşehirBelediye 
GaziÜniversitesi 

MuratpaşaBelediye 
ÇankayaBelediyesiAnka 

MilliPiyango 

F 
 

20 
19 
18 
16 
18 
18 
17 
16 
15 

30,10 
31,89 
22,44 
29,68 
29,44 
23,55 
28,64 
26,31 
27,00 

2,53 
1,66 
3,53 
1,49 
3,25 
3,16 
2,39 
2,89 
3,44 

                                 Total    376      26,84      4,01    

 
 It was observed that 11.4% of the players 
participated to the research have been playing 
handball for 1-5 years, 43.9% for  6-10 years, 27.9%  
for 11-15 years, 13.3% for  16-20 years, 3.5% for 21 
years and above (Table 1). When taking into 
consideration the average age of the players, the 
majority of the handball players being at a young 
age,causes the proportion of players playing handball 
for 6-10 years be higher. 
 The risk identification level of the players 
participated to the research group was found 
significant according to the gender variable (p 
<0.05).Given  the sequence average (Sequence 
Average = 169.92, 214.41) of  the Mann-Whitney U 
test,  it was observed that the average risk of the male 
playerswas lower than the average of risk the female 
players (Table 2). Liebarman and Stashevsk [19] 
found out that women perceived a higher risk 
compared to men [19].  Rolison and Scherman [20] 
found out large differences in perceiving and the 
frequency of the risk between the girls and the boys 
[20]. Öktem [11] has identified that the risk level of 
the sporters engaged in archery had a significant 
difference according to the gender variable [11]. 
Misra and McKean [21] found out that the  female 
students felt more anxiety and showed  their anxiety 
with more sensitive behaviours in terms of emotions 
and the female students revealed more clearly their 

feelings compared to the male students [21]. Based 
on this view, it is being considered that the male 
players are not able to adapt themselves to the risk 
creating factors as much as the female players do, 
whereas the female players show opposite 
behaviours which causes the risk average be higher 
as the result of the stress they experience when 
identifying the risks. 
 The risk identification levels of the players 
participating to the research group was not found 
statistically significant (p <0.05) according to the age 
variable.  Given the sequence average of the test 
Kruskal Wallis (Sequence Average = 208.34, 194.34, 
170.94, 180.11, 191.41) it was observed that  the risk 
average of the  players between the ages of 16-17  
was higher than that of  the risk average of the  other 
age groups (Table 3). However,  it was found that 
this difference was not of a significant level. Gök 
[17] found out that there was no any significant 
difference between the  risk identification levels of 
the  volleyball players in terms of age groups [17]. 
The needs of people, their wishes and their risk 
perception may differ when their ages changes. In 
general, it assumed that when people grow older,  
they take lesser risks in every matter [22]. It is 
considered that  the main reason of declining in the 
risk perception while the sporters grow older, is due 
to the fact  that young sporters have a long years 
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ahead to take any risksand to compensate the risks 
which may cause them any harm [23]. These findings 
are in line with our study. It is considered that while 
the age of the players change, the risks they identify 
also change, especially the young players are more 
likely to take risks. 
 The risk identification levels of the players 
participated to the research group was not found 
significant according to the marital status variable.  
Given the sequence average of  the test Mann-
Whitney U, (Sequence Average = 190.23, 188.09) it 
was identified that  the risk average of the married 
players though a bit, was higher than that of  the risk 
average of the  single players (Table 4). However,  it 
was found that this difference was not of a significant 
level. The view of   Karatay [24] that married players 
could take greater risks than the single players [24], 
is similar to our study. According to our study 
findings, it is being considered that being married or 
single  is not a factor that determines the risk 
identification. 
 The risk identification levels of the players 
participated to the research group in Table 5 was not 
found significant according to the educational status 
variable(p <0.05).  The difference among them was 
not found statistically significant  Given the sequence 
average of Kruskal Wallis test(Sequence Average = 
200.51, 184.96, 159.02) it was seen that  the risk 
average of the high school graduate players was 
higher than that of  the risk average of the  players 
having a university and post-graduate  degree. 
However,  it was found that this difference was not 
of a significant level.  Sam, Gürsakal and Sam,  [25] 
in their study concerning the environmental risk 
perception of the  college students, obtained the 
results that there was no any significant difference in 
the risk perceptions of the college students in terms 
of their grade levels [25]. Ceyhan [26] assumes that 
the level of education of the person increases the 
capacity to assess the risks involved, therefore 
positively effectsthe person's wish to take risks [26]. 
Liebarman and Stashevsk [19] in their study, have 
concluded that those with lower educational level 
perceive the risk at a higher degree compared to 
those with a higher educational status [19]. These 
findings are in line with our study results. It is 
considered that because the sporters who have a 
higher educational level are conscious and are able to 
solve a number of risk factors that may occur in the 
sports activities, therefore they do not perceive some 
of the risks, and the sporters who have a lower 
educational level and are not able to solve a number 
of risk factors that may occur in the sports activities,  
so this causes the risk average be higher as the result 
of their  perceiving the risks in a higher degree 
compared to the sporters with higher educational 
levels. 
 The risk identification levels of the players 
participating to the research group in Table 6 was 
found statistically significant according to the years 

of playing handball variable (p <0.05).  Given the  
sequence average of the Kruskal-Wallis test  
(Sequence Average = 243.80, 186.28, 172.04, 
198.29, 129.08) it was observed that the risk average 
of  the players  playing handball for  21 years and 
over was lower than that of players played handball 
for  1-5, 6-10, 11 - 15, 16-20 years.  The results of a 
numerous research by Cox [27], Cunningham [28], 
Sönmez and Graefe [29], Mitchell and Boustani [30], 
Liebarman and Stashevsk [19], suggesting that the 
past experience reduce the perceived risk,  are in line 
with our study.It is considered that  the reason why 
the risk average of the sporters who have been 
playing handball for 21 years and over is lower than 
that of the other age groups, is that they played 
handball for many years and as the result of relying 
on their past experience, they don’t perceive the 
risks.  
 The risk identification levels of the players 
participating to the research group in Table 7 was 
found significant according to the team variable (p 
<0.05). Gök [17], in his study concerning the risk 
identification of the volleyball players, found out that 
the risk identification levels of the players had a 
significant difference according to the club (which 
they played in) variable [17]. This result seems to 
support our study.It being considered that the risk 
average of the sporters playing in teams who 
completed the 2011 - 2012 handball super league in 
top-rank, is higher than that of the sporters of the 
teams completed the league in the lower-rank, and 
this is because  they perceive all the risks that may 
hinder thesporters of the  teams that fight for 
championship and they therefore behave more 
agitatedly. 
 As the result of research it was found that  the 
female players compared to male players,  the 
players with high school level education compared to 
the players with  university and post-graduate 
education, the players who are between the ages of 
16-17 compared to the players  of  18-21, 22-25, 26-
29, and over 30 years of age, the players who have 
been playing handball for  1 to 5 years compared to 
the players who have been playing handball  for  6-
10, 11-15, 16-20, 21 years and above,  perceived the 
risks in a higher level. And it was concluded that the 
variable of marital status was not a factor in 
determining the risk from the point of the players. 
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