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Abstract. In this study, in a football competition, which is one of the most
interesting sports encounters today, the state of the decision-making
strategies of referees, who play an important role in terms of final scores, is
investigated. In line with this aim, efforts have been made to determine the
decision-making strategies of Kocaeli football referees. Whether the
decision-making strategies determined have changed according to variables
such as gender, age, marital status, educational status, economic income,
work done outside of refereeing, professional experience and refereeing
years. For this purpose, "Decision Strategies Scale and Personal
Information Form" developed by Bacanli and Kuzgun [1], have been
applied to a total of 117 football referees, 11 female and 106 male active
football referees in Kocaeli. The results obtained from the scale
applications were evaluated in the SPSS 21.00 statistical package program.
As a result of the analyzes made; Subscales of decision-making strategies
of referees are not significant in terms of gender, marital status, education,
work experience, work done outside refereering, refereeing years; while it
is not meaningful in terms of unstable, logical and dependent decision
making sub-scales when compared to the economic level, it has been seen
that only internal tepic decision making increases significantly when
economic level is lower.
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1 Introduction

Every human being begins to shape his/her life by constantly making decisions until the
later periods of his life from the moment his/her mental ability develops. He gets
experience and matures with difficulties or conveniences that he/she has encountered in his
life after his decisions. Today's technology has an intense flow of information. The
individual in this fast flow is constantly faced with changing circumstances, difficulties and
sometimes problems and the individual must cope with these problems quickly. In order to
cope quickly and healthily with problems, the individual must produce logical and correct
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solutions. Decision-making has been described as an orientation that will solve the problem
when there is a need and many alternatives that can achieve a goal [2]. It is defined as "a
cognitive process" and the selection of the most favorable solution from the existing
options for eliminating any need and meeting this need [3]. When any issue or problem is
encountered; it is stated that people use different strategies in order to be able to make a
decision and it is the process of knowing how people will behave when a situation should
be decided [4]. Decision making, considered as a cognitive state and considered as one of
the important functions in an individual's life, has been defined as choosing the most
appropriate alternative for problem solving or solution when it is deemed necessary in any
matter [3, 5, 6]. It has been stated that the individual will be directed to the alternative that
is thought to solve the problem considering the fact that there many alternatives when a
decision is made, and a decision is also made to adapt and different strategies will be used
in these processes [4, 7]. It has also been reported that cognitive processes that are away
from the anxiety and comfort are necessary to provide solutions and make the right
decisions [8].

It has been reported that the decisions that are seen as one of the basic skills in a
person's life will lead to positive changes in order to bring solutions in human life when
given in a healthy way that will lead to correct, timely, correct and appropriate solutions,
and wrong decisions will adversely affect life in on the contrary [9]. Researchers working
on decision making and putting forward ideas on this issue; defined effective decision-
making as “a multifaceted process” involving informed decision-making by individuals
who discern the contradiction between the current situation and the situation they are
aiming at, testing various alternatives to reduce this contradiction and evaluating the results
after these tests, storing information processing and feedback on the effectiveness of the
tested cases " [10].

It has been reported that people who are actively involved in this process also perform
the probability calculations of events and eliminate and select between two or more options
[11].

Referees are defined as the officials who are in the field of competition to manage
competitions or games in the most equitable manner by observing the rights of the teams
competing against each other, applying the rules of the game in an impartial manner [7].

It was stated that while the success in the sports environment was determined during the
competition, it was evaluated within the framework of the rules of the game played. It is
explained that the referees are responsible for the execution of the competition, considering
the suitability of a game with the rules and the rights of the competing teams. We often
witness the decisions of the referees are discussed after the competition on the media and
press. While the referees, who play an important role in contests in sports environments,
play a supervisory role in complying with the rules, on the other hand, when it is considered
that the referees have a decision-making role, the definition of the decision-making, and
that it is the selection and elimination of an option among many more options, and that we
often see commentaries on the press after the competition that the referees have made
incorrect decisions in the game, it was wondered how the decision-making strategies of
referees are. In this respect, the decision-making strategies of football referees in the
football field, which is of particular interest to the masses, were searched and the answers
were asked whether these strategies changed according to gender, age, marital status,
educational status, economic income, work done outside of refereeing, professional
experience and refereeing years.

This research was carried out in order to determine what strategies the football referees
followed while deciding and how the decision strategies differ according to the variables.
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2 Materials and methods

This research is a descriptive study. After receiving permission to conduct a survey for the
research in 2016 from the Kocaeli Provincial Arbitration Board and the Central Referee
Board, participants were informed about the research during the referee training seminars
held at the Kocaeli International Youth Center and scales were distributed to those who
voluntarily participated in the research. A total of 117 football referees actively working in
Kocaeli province, including 106 males and 11 females, who were regarded valid after the
scale applications, were included in the study.

2.1 Data collection tools

In the light of literature information; Likert type "Decision Strategies Scale" (DSS)
consisting of 40 items and 4 subscales developed by Bacanli and Kuzgun [1], was used to
determine decision strategies with the "Information Form" formed by the researchers to
determine the socio-demographic characteristics of the referees.
Four sub-scales of these decision strategies are:
1.Impulsive behavior: acting extemporaneously without giving proper thought to options,
2.Logical-Systematic Behavior: Rational decision making; Information about options,
3.Dependency: Taking decisions continuously by asking others,
4.Chaging decisions very often

The lowest score that can be taken from each subscale is 10 and the highest score is 40.
The increase in scores from the subscales indicates that the participant adopts the decision-
making style for that subscale.

2.2 Statistical data analysis

The collected data were analyzed with the SPSS 21.00 package program. The normal
distribution of the data was determined by the Kolmogorov Smirnov test. Parametric tests
were used because the sample showed normal distribution. T test was performed in binary
comparisons and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) in multiple groups to determine
the source of the difference between the groups. The error level for the significance of the
statistics was accepted as p <0.05.

3 Results

In this section, the analysis results of decision making strategies of football referces
according to the demographic variables such as gender, marital status, age, economic status,
level of education, work outside refereeing, refereeing years, professional experience, and
score averages of the sub-dimensions of the decision-making scale were included.

Table 1. Average points taken from decision-making subscales

Decision Making Impulsive - Dep(fn.dant Lofgl.cal
. Indecisive decision- decision-
Subscales Score behavior . R
Averages mean=Sd mean+Sd making making
mean+Sd mean+Sd
22.37+3.81 19.95+4.27 21.71+3,08 27.52+4.11
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The mean of the subscales of decision-making strategies of referees from the findings:
the mean of the scores obtained from the logical-systematic decision making subscale is X
= 27.52 + 4.10. The average of the subscale scores of the impulsive decision making
strategy is X = 22.37 + 3.81. The dependent decision making strategy subscale point
average is X = 23,90 + 3,21 and the indecisive decision subscale point average is X = 19,95
+ 4,27. Based on the obtained data, it was found that the mean of the subscale scores and
standard deviation values were the highest of the mean of the logical / systematic decision
subscale and the lowest of the indecisive subscale.

The general decision-making strategies of the referees vary between 78 and 121, with an
average of 93.38 points. It was determined that the referees had a decision strategy in the
middle level.

Table 2. Percentage values of participants based on socio-demographic characteristics

Variables N %

Gender Female 11 9,4
Male 106 90,6

15-19 14 12
20-24 45 38,4
25-29 31 26,5
30-34 22 18,8

Age 35-39 3 2,6

39 and over 2 1,7
. High school 33 28,2
Educational level Un%versi ty 75 641
Postgraduate 9 7,7
Married 33 28,2
Marital Status Single 84 71,8
0-800 TL 33 28,2
801-1500 TL 16 13,7
Income Level 1501-2500 TL 30 25,6
2501 T1 and above 38 32,5
0-5 years 84 71,8
6-10 years 21 17,9

Work experience 11-15 years 8 6,9
16-20 years 4 3,4
Private sektor 90 76,9

Work Public sektor 27 23,1
1-4 years 64 54,7
5-8 years 26 22,2
Refereering years 9-12 years 17 14,5
13 years and above 10 8,6

When the socio-demographic distributions of the referees included in Table 2 are
examined, it is seen that the majority (90.6) of the referees are male, 20-24 years of age
(38.4%), the unemployed is 71.8%, the incomes are 32.5% 71.8% of the work experience is
between 0-5 years, 76.9% of them are working in the private sector and 54.7% of them
have 1-4 years of refereeing experience.

DOI: 10.1051/shscont/20173701043
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Table 3. Results of variance analysis (ANOVA) of mean values of decision making subscales of the
referees participated in the research

Dependant Logical

impulsive Indecisive decision- decision-
Variables Mean=Ss Mean £Ss making making
Mean £Ss Mean +Ss
15-19 23,2843,49 | 18284322 | 22214232 | 27,42+4,92
20-24 22,9743,95 | 20,71+4,52 | 21,55+345 | 27,22+433
25-29 21,9043,57 | 19,93+3,94 | 21,5142,71 | 27,74+4,05
30-34 21,45+4,11 | 20,09+4,68 | 22,18+324 | 28,0943.55
Age 35-39 22,66+4,04 | 17,0045,56 | 19,0041,73 | 27,3342,51
3 yr‘;frsea“d 19,50+1,70 | 18,00£3,56 | 24,00+4,24 | 25,50+4,94
P Value 0,44 0,37 0,48 0,94
High school | 22,93+3,51 | 18,6643,80 | 21,1542,59 | 27,24+441
]flgi‘lcjvt:l’ University | 22,144,04 | 20,48+4,18 | 22,01£329 | 27,73+4,06
Postgraduate | 22,22+2.81 | 20,33+5,74 | 21,33£2,95 26,77+3,59
P Value 0,60 0,12 0,38 0,72
0-5 years 22,7743,71 | 20,27+3,98 | 21,50+3,10 | 27,64+4,13
Work 6-10 years | 21,3843,91 | 19,194524 | 22,6143,02 | 27,04+4,47
experienc
R 11-15years | 21,62+4,.86 | 19,1245,19 | 21,87+2,79 | 28,00+3,33
16-20 years | 20,75+2,85 | 19,00£3,46 | 21254394 | 26,50+4,12
P Value 0,34 0,65 0,51 0,87
0-800T1 22,63+3,59 | 19,84+4,03 | 21,96+336 | 27,09+3,98

801-1500T1 25,37+3,42 | 20,62+3,55 | 20,75+2,88 26,62+4,64

Economic 1501-2500T1 20,63+3,60 | 19,30+3,59 | 21,83+3,04 27,63+4,09

income 251‘:1{)::‘1 20264361 | 20284523 | 21814299 | 28.18+4.03

P Value 0,01 0,72 0,60 0,55
1-4 years 22,76£3,64 | 19,96+4,11 21,70+3,11 27,50+4,64

5-8 years 21,76£3,93 | 20,30+3,88 | 21,92+3,17 28,00+2,81

Refereei
ge ;Z:f;" 9-12years | 22,5243,79 | 20,004539 | 22,0542,96 | 26,64+4,04
13yearsand | ») 5,473 | 18004472 | 20,7043,16 | 27,90+3,63
more
P Value 0,51 0,85 0,70 0,75

Subscales of decision making strategies of the referees participating in the research
group; statistical values of the ANOVA test related to variables such as age, educational
status, work outside of refereeing, economic income and refereeing years were not found
statistically significant as shown in Table 3 (p> 0,05). Only the results of the impulsive
decision making subscale were significant according to the economic situation variable (p =
0,01, p <0,05). As income rises, meaningful results are found in connection with the
increase in the impulsive decision.
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Table 4. Results of the t-test on the mean values of the decision making subscales of the referees
participated in the survey

Dependant Logical

impulsive Indecisive decision- decision-
Variables Mean £Ss Mean £Ss making making
Mean +Ss Mean +Ss

Female | 23,3642,83 20,45+5,08 22,6343,44 | 26,36+4,05
Male 22,27+3,89 19,90+4,21 21,6243,05 | 27,64+4,11
P Value 0,36 0,68 0,30 0,32

Marital | Married | 21,81£410 | 19,66+4.81 | 225142,69 | 27,30+4,17

Gender

Status Single 22,59+3,69 20,07+4,07 21,40+3,18 | 27,60+4,10
P Value 0,32 0,32 0,08 0,72
Private | ) 30,313 19,9643,66 21,7743,11 | 27,33+3,98
Sector
Work Publi
UblIe 95 6243,69 19,92+5,97 21,5143,03 | 28,14+4,53
Sector
P Value 0,69 0,64 0,70 0,36

When Table 4 is examined, no significant difference was found in any of the subscales
of logical-systematic decision making, impulsive decision making, dependent decision
making, and indecisive decision making according to the variables gender, marital status
and and work done outside refereeing in public or private sector (p> 0,05) .

4 Discussion

When we evaluate the results of our work in terms of gender; Internal impulsive, logical,
dependent and indecisive decision making subscale scores did not show a significant
difference even though they were high in favor of women. In our study, the reason why
there is no gender difference in decision-making strategies in male and female referees is
that judges should only make judgments on the basis of rules, not on their own emotional
states and it is thought that decision-making scale results do not make a difference in terms
of gender, as referees make decisions on basis of the rules of the sport branch they arbitrate.
When other studies in the literature are examined, there are studies reporting that there is no
difference in terms of gender in support of our work [12, 13], and there are also studies that
suggest that girls use logic-systematic and dependant and decision-making strategies more
than men, and that men use the impulsive decision strategy more than girls [2]. Likewise,
some studies have found that girls use impulsive [14], some use logical [15], and others use
dependent decision making strategy [16] more than men. Even if a generalization can not
be made from the outcomes, it can be said that there is a need for further research to
analyze the difference between the decision strategies and the gender and the situation
regarding this difference in detail.

It has been seen that decision-making styles are independent of each other but not
completely different from one another, and that individuals do not use a single style when
making important decisions, instead they use all these styles [17]. In a study, it was seen
that although there was no significant difference according to gender, women were more
likely to use rational decision-making style than men and males used more dependent
decision-making styles compared to females [18].

According to the marital status of the referees in our research, there was no significant
difference in the logical-systematic decision making, the impulsive decision making, the
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dependent decision making, and the indecisive decision making subscales. There is no
study in the literature on the variable of marital status.

There was no significant difference in decision making subscales according to age
variable (P> 0.05). According to other research results comparing adult and adolescent
decision making processes, age and gender have not been effective in making final
decisions [13, 18, 19]. This finding is also parallel to the results of our research. While in
some studies, it was found that only dependent decision making style showed significant
difference according to age [20]. Some studies have shown that managers in the age range
of 36-40 years compared those in the 25-30 age range, and managers in the age range of 41-
45 compared to those 20-25 are more rationally examining options in the decision making
process [13, 18, 21]. Considering these results, it can be considered that as the age
progresses, there is an increase in the experience and logical evaluation, and a healthier
decision is made.

There was no significant difference in decision-making subscales, if we were to
interpret our findings according to educational status variable. When we look at the
literature, while some of the studies support our findings [18, 22], some studies have also
found that the rational, spontaneous-momentary, dependant, and avoidance decision style
averages do not vary significantly relative to their level of education, but that the heuristic
decision averages are significantly different as education level increases but there is no
difference in other areas [7].

In the study we conducted, there was no significant difference in all the subscales
related to decision making based on the work done outside refereeing, and the year of
refereeing, ie work experience. It has been stated that being experienced at work is not
effective in decisions [7, 22]. In addition to the literature findings supporting our research
results [7], it has been stated that managers who have 21-25 years of compared to those
who have 20 years of experience have evaluated the options more carefully and evaluated
pluses and minuses considering every possibility [21].

There was no significant difference in decision making subscales according to economic
income variable. However, there was a significant difference in favor of those who had low
incomes only in the impulsive decision making subscale. In a study conducted in the light
of literature; It has been determined that the instant decision making strategy is different
according to income level, the instant decision making style of low income individuals is
higher than other income groups, and the other decision making styles do not show any
difference [7].
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