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A CASE STUDY: Structured coaching and measuring its effectiveness in a Retail Company in Turkey

INTRODUCTION 

	Coaching has various types. Individual coaching, team coaching, free-flow coaching, structured coaching, etc. As a development method itself, coaching is widely discussed let alone how it is delivered. In this paper, we are aiming to share a case study of a retail company for which a customized, structured coaching programme was developed and delivered between years of 2016 and 2018 and after 2 years of the final delivery in 2020, the residue of the coaching in the company culture was a matter of curiosity. If the behaviours coached about were still prevalent, if there was difference between the groups which got the coaching and which did not, and many other questions are the subject of this paper as well.

	When this retail company client first came to us as Minerve Coaching and Consulting Istanbul, in 2014, we offered them free-flow coaching. With the permission of the human resources (HR) department and the coachees, we used these free-flow coaching sessions as like interviews where the needs of the company were listened for, noted and coded. 35 white-collar employees were involved in a 6 free-flow coaching session journey, each session taking 75 minutes. In total, 15.750 minutes, therefore 262,5 hours of coaching led to valuable data in terms of what this company needed. In 2015, the results were presented to the management team with a proposal for a structured coaching programme which called DOST (meaning “friend” in Turkish). DOST was an acronym standing for discipline, positivity, transparency and team spirit. These 4 behaviours forged the structure of the coaching programme. For all 4 behaviours, a total of 16 sub-behaviours were defined and described. Literature about these 16 sub-behaviours were screened and pre-work materials were constructed for each of them.  Pre-work materials were for the participants who will choose that specific sub-behaviour as a development item.

	Before starting the DOST coaching programme, the participants were offered 6 or 8 sessions after being evaluated 360-degree by their raters in the DOST behaviours. This 360-degree assessment was acting as a conversation starter for the coach and the coachee and also giving them a data-based chance to identify the development areas and choose among the 16 sub-behaviours of DOST as their coaching roadmap. At the end, in the first coaching session, there was 3-way alignment among the coach, coachee and the direct manager of the coachee about the coaching roadmap. By the end of 2017, 54 coachees have gone through DOST coaching programme and by 2018, 21 fresh employees also received either one-to-one or group coaching with DOST structure. 
	
	The new and updated needs of the company communicated by the HR team in 2020 necessitated a survey to be conducted and then followingly the design of a new coaching programme. The data results of the survey mentioned can be found under Appendix and this paper will discuss the results of the survey and the hypotheses formed before. 

LITERATURE REVIEW and RESEARCH QUESTIONS

	One may wonder why coaching and especially the choice of structured coaching for the client company. It can be explained first with cognitive and behavioural approaches.

As Sheward and Branch (2012) explains:
	“…an emphasis on positive psychology and the work of Martin E.P. Seligman and Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi…summarizes the purpose of individuals working within helping professions ( including career counselling and coaching) as: Seeing problem management  as life-enhancing learning and treating all encounters with clients as opportunity-development sessions that are part of the positive psychology approach…that practitioners can use each session as an opportunity to teach clients a range of problem-solving skills and thus increase their self-efficacy…The career counselling and coaching approach has a strong focus on collaborative problem solving with clients and joint action planning. The Cognitive Behavioural Therapy positive psychology approach encourages clients to think more effectively in challenging situations in order to improve the way they think, act and feel. These combined approaches offer a powerful model for helping clients to succeed in their career and learning aims”. 

	The aim of the programme was exactly helping participants, in our case the employees of the client company, to succeed in their career and learning aims. In order to succeed in their career, it was known that their company should hit the targets first, both strategically and based on numbers. Basically, the design of the DOST behavioural structure considered also the strategic initiatives of the company and how to get there from the perspective of the required behaviours. For this purpose, this research has asked the below questions. The first 3 questions aimed at understanding the company. The questions number 4 and 5 aimed looking for if and how DOST behaviours were used as a means of promotion. The questions from number 6 to 9 aimed at looking at the residue of the 2-year (between 2016 and 2018) DOST coaching programme on the company culture as perceived by the questionnaire participants. Only after understanding this, a new programme could be designed in 2020.


Table 1: Research questions 
	1. Does one’s seniority in their career affect their time spent in this organization? (Hypothesis 1)

	2. If one’s seniority in their career affect their time spent in this organization, how significant is that correlation? (Hypothesis 2)

	3. Does length of stay in this organization differ in 3 different managerial positions for supervisor, manager and director? (Hypothesis 3)

	4. For getting "manager" and higher positions, does one need to take DOST structured coaching programme previously? (Hypothesis 4)

	5. Does one’s seniority in their career affect getting DOST structured coaching programme in this organization?  (Hypothesis 5)

	6. What is the difference among 3 different managerial levels’ perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization? (Hypothesis 6)

	7. What is the difference among 3 different categories of years spent in this organization and their perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization? (Hypothesis 7)

	8. What is the difference among 2 categories of employees who took DOST coaching programme before and who did not and their perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization? (Hypothesis 8)

	9. What is the difference among 7 different departments  and their own perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization? (Hypothesis 9)

	10. Having passed 2 years after the last delivery of DOST structured coaching programme, to what extent these 4 behaviours are still perceived to be prevalent in the organization?

	11. How does managerial level affect the perception level of DOST behaviours existence in the organization?

	12. How does getting DOST structured coaching programme previously in this organization affect the perception of the existence of DOST behaviours?

	13. When divided into 3 groups according to their length of stay in this organization, how does it affect their perception of DOST behaviours’ existence?

	14. What is the difference between different departments in terms of perception of DOST behaviours’ existence?	Comment by Merve Can: @Christine Davies Can we think of questions from 10-to1-14 as Research questions although they are already hypothesized in the previous questions?






METHODS

Methodological Paradigm
First of all, it might worth to underline that any paradigm or perspective can be recruited while choosing any research methods. Gray (2018) subtly gives this information in his recent book (p.165). One may use mixed methods incorporating both qualitative and quantitative methods into the research design too. About the level of mix, there are 3 views as mentioned in Gray’s book: purists who do not mix methods, situationalists who mix due to the situation and pragmatists who can mix different methods even for one research question.
The paradigm the researcher coming from is more congruent with pragmatism willing to mix different methods for different research questions. However, in this paper a realist ontology and objectivist epistemology will be prevalent due to the nature of the research questions asked. Our research questions require quantitative methodology as generalisable answers and empirical evidence based on numbers are sought after. If an interpretivist paradigm was chosen, as the researcher and the coach are the same person, the inferences might have been questionable. As Hefferon & Roche states giving reference to Gyllensten & Palmer, “the process of qualitative analysis is subjective and thus different researchers will reach different conclusions (Hefferon & Roche, p.22). In order not to be perceived from this angle, objectivism and positivism combination are selected. 
Reflexivity, Ethical Concerns and Survey as the Method

	Reflecting on the role as a researcher and her effect on the research itself reminds some of the ethical concerns. In the context of this paper, the consultant who designed the intervention programme, the executive coach who delivered all the coaching sessions, the researcher who analysed the results are all the same person. Therefore, Positivism seemed to be the most reliable and appropriate stance.

	Positivism comes with its own methodologies and methods which require more quantitative and “distant” stance from the participants. Experimental research method, survey research or questionnaires which might give way to methods such as statistical analysis are more compatible with objectivist positivism. The choice of survey as a method comes from this perspective.

Participants 

	As previously denoted, the research was conducted in a retail company in Turkey which produces, imports and distributes stationery products.
The survey participant sample was chosen by the HR department of the company having in mind selecting all the people managers. There were originally 63 people selected however 48 of them completed the survey. General demographic data such as gender and age were not asked in the survey as the only focus was about the coaching programme and its residue in the behaviours. The managerial level of the participants were divided into 3 groups: directors, manager and supervisors. There were also 2 specific groups, one who attended a DOST coaching programme previously and the other group who did not attend any DOST coaching programme.

Questionnaire and Data Collection 

	The survey was designed by the researcher just before conducting. Therefore, the nature of the data is primary data. 

	The items in the questionnaire were very straightforward. The questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first section looks for the general characteristics of the responder and the second section includes questions that measure each of the DOST constructs as behaviours. 
	In total, there were 37 questions: 3 categorical questions asked for which department the responder is working at, which is their managerial level and if they attended any DOST coaching programme previously, 2 scale data questions asked for how many years they have been working and also working in this organization, 32 Likert scale ordinal data questions asked for the responder’s perception of the existence of the 16 sub-behaviours twice that were mentioned in the Introduction part of this paper. It is asked twice because the researcher wanted to get an intradepartmental view as well as an interdepartmental view. For example, for the sub-behaviour of “giving feedback” under the “S” letter of DOST which was standing for “transparency”, the responder was asked first if they see feedback giving behaviour in their own department among team members first and then if they see feedback giving behaviour as a team behaviour towards other departments. The Likert scale was out of 5 as follows:
1- Almost non existent
2- Low existence
3- Mediocre existence
4- Good existence
5- Always exists

	Basically the 32 questions were structured measuring 4 constructs of DOST behaviours: discipline, positivity, transparency and team spirit. 
	The survey was sent by the HR department to the responders via email on 22nd July 2020 with a SurveyMonkey link and 1 week was given for the responses.

Hypothesis Testing

The hypotheses aimed to be tested with this study are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: There is a significant relationship between active years in work and time spent in this organization

Hypothesis 2: There is a non-significant correlation between active years in work and time spent in this organization

Hypothesis 3: There is significant difference in length of stay among different position groups

Hypothesis 4: There is a significant relationship between taking coaching service previously and getting management positions in this organization

Hypothesis 5: There is a significant difference between 2 groups of employees who got coaching before and who did not in terms of their total years in work.

Hypothesis 6: There is a significant difference among 3 different managerial levels’ perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization

Hypothesis 7: There is a significant difference among 3 different categories of years spent in this organization and their perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization

Hypothesis 8: There is a significant difference between2 categories of employees who took DOST coaching programme before and who did not and their perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization

Hypothesis 9: There is a significant difference among 7 different departments and their own perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization.


DATA ANALYSIS and RESULTS

	The sample consisted of 48 respondents of the client company employees all being people managers. 6 of them were directors, 19 were managers and 28 were surpervisors (Please see table 2 for the percentages) 

Table 2: Managerial Level Distribution of the Questionnaire Participants

	 
	Number
	Percentage

	Directors
	6
	12,5%

	Managers
	19
	39,6%

	Supervisors
	23
	47,9%

	TOTAL
	48
	1



One of the questions was asking for tenure information: for the total years of work life while another one was asking for total years worked in this organization per person. Table 3 shows the results for the means. For all the 48 respondents, the total tenure is by average 15,8 years while tenure in this company is by average 5,9 years. So, almost 1/3rd of their tenure has passed in this company.

Table 3: Tenure: Total years of work life vs Total years worked in this organization per person
	 
	Mean of Total Worklife (years)
	Mean of Worklife in this Organization (years)

	Directors
	22,0
	5,3

	Managers
	16,8
	7,2

	Supervisors
	13,9
	5,2

	ALL
	15,8
	5,9




	Other descriptive statistics like mode, median and standard deviation for internal and total tenure can be found on Table 4:

Table 4: Tenure Means, Medians, Mode and Standard Deviation

[image: ]


	As this table shows, for the participants minimum year of total work life is 4 years while maximum is for 29 years. When we look at the tenure in this organization, the range is from 0 years to 24 years. 
	
	Seeking an answer to the Research question number 10, “Having passed 2 years after the last delivery of DOST structured coaching programme, to what extent these 4 behaviours are still perceived to be prevalent in the organization?”,
a bar chart (Chart 1) shows us all DOST behaviours and the existence perception by the people managers. Discipline behaviour is perceived to exist to the extent of 3,3 over 5, positivity (O is standing for that) is perceived to exist to the extent of 3,5 over 5, transparency (S is standing for that) is perceived to exist to the extent of 3,6 over 5, and the same 3,6 over 5 for team spirit (T is standing for that).

Chart 1: To what extent 4 DOST behaviours are still perceived to be prevalent in the organization by 2020



Assessing for understanding the company (Hypothesis 1, 2 and 3)

Hypothesis 1: There is a significant relationship between active years in work and time spent in this organization

[image: ]
A regression analysis was conducted on Excel to see if there is a significant relationship between active years in work and time spent in this organization. The results indicate that it is a very small number which shows what we have here is very significant. Therefore we accept the alternate hypothesis and note that there is a significant relationship between active years in work and time spent in this organization

Hypothesis 2: There is a non-significant correlation between active years in work and time spent in this organization


[image: ]

A Correlation analysis was conducted on Excel to see if there is a non-significant correlation between active years in work and time spent in this organization. The result shows approximately 0,44. Therefore, the Correlation Coefficient is smaller than 0,5. The strength of the correlation is low. As a result, it can be noted that there is a non-significant correlation between active years in work and time spent in this organization.


Hypothesis 3: There is significant difference in length of stay among different position groups
[image: ]

A one-way ANOVA test is conducted on Excel to test the hypothesis. As the p-value is bigger than 0,5, we reject the alternate hypothesis and accept the null: There is no difference in length of stay between different position groups


Assessing for if and how DOST behaviours were used as a means of promotion (Hypothesis 4 and 5)

[image: ]Hypothesis 4: 


There is a significant relationship between taking coaching service previously and getting management positions in this organization
	

















A Chi-Square test is conducted on Excel to see if there is a significant relationship between taking coaching service previously and getting management positions in this organization. The results indicate that the alternate hypothesis should be rejected and the null should be accepted.	Therefore, getting managerial positions does not depend on taking coaching previously.

To be completed from here and on

Hypothesis 5: There is a significant difference between 2 groups of employees who got coaching before and who did not in terms of their total years in work.
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	An “Independent two-sample t-tests” were conducted to see whether there were significant differences between 2 groups of employees who got coaching before and who did not in terms of their total years in work. The results indicate a very small P-value therefore we accept the alternate hypothesis and denote that there is significant difference between 2 groups of employees who got coaching before and who did not in terms of their total years in work.


Assessing for understanding the residue of the 2-year DOST coaching programme: the perception of the existence of DOST behaviours were used as a means of promotion (Hypothesis 4 and 5)

The questions from number 6 to 9 aimed at looking at the residue of the 2-year (between 2016 and 2018) DOST coaching programme on the company culture as perceived by the questionnaire participants.

Hypothesis 6: There is a significant difference among 3 different managerial levels’ perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization

	A two-way ANOVA test is conducted on Excel to test the hypothesis. As the p-value is really smaller than 0,5, we accept the alternate hypothesis and reject the null: There is significant difference among 3 different managerial levels’ perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization.
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	For the Research question number 11, “How does managerial level affect the perception level of DOST behaviours existence in the organization?”, the answer is reached via a bar graph (Chart 2). Actually as the managerial level decreases, the perception level of the DOST behaviours existence decreases.

Chart 2: Managerial level affecting the perception level of DOST behaviours existence by 2020




Hypothesis 7: There is a significant difference among 3 different categories of years spent in this organization and their perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization


[image: ]

Result: yes, there is significant difference among different groups of people who spent different sum of years in the organization



When the mean scores of DOST are checked in these 3 different groups, it is found out that the lowest perception of DOST behaviours’ existence are in the mid group of 5,5-10 years of length of stay. This was an answet to the Research question 13.


Hypothesis 8: There is a significant difference between 2 categories of employees who took DOST coaching programme before and who did not and their perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization


[image: ]

Result: yes, there is a significant difference between 2 categories of employees who took DOST coaching programme before and who did not and their perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization


	Seeking an answer to the Research question number 12, “How does getting DOST structured coaching programme previously in this organization affect the perception of the existence of DOST behaviours?”, means are shown on a bar chart ( Chart 3) and the results indicate that who got DOST coaching before actually perceives the existence of the behaviours as low as 3 to 11%.

Chart 3: Difference of means in the perception of DOST behaviours by responders who received the programme previously vs. did not receive any DOST coaching (2020)




Hypothesis 9: There is a significant difference among 7 different departments and their own perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization.
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Result: yes, there is a significant difference among 7 different departments and their own perception of DOST behaviours existence in the organization.


	When the departmental means are visualized with the help of a line chart (Research question 14), the champion in others’ perception for the DOST behaviour adoption is General Manager’s office which included law and information technologies offices. However when the least adopted is sought after, Sales department comes up. 








DISCUSSION and MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

To be completed


DOST Bireysel veya grup çalışmalar alanlarda, almayanlara göre: 3-11% arasında DOST uygulama algıları daha düşük: DOST’ta daha iyi olabiliriz diyorlar


When divided into 3 groups according to their length of stay in this organization, how does it affect their perception of DOST behaviours’ existence? It might be due to the toxification.















LIMITATIONS and FUTURE RESEARCH

	This research was a case study of client company of the researcher herself. Case studies, by nature, comes with the “triangulation” technique as the researcher would need to use surveys, observations, interviews or other methods. Of course, this nature of case studies brings strengths and limitations with itself. In this study, only a questionnaire is used to understand the effectiveness of the structured coaching programme, “DOST” in this case. However, interviews and maybe shadowing as a method of observation could be used. Unfortunately, the timing coincided with Covid-19 pandemic in summer of 2020 when no guests were being allowed to enter any company sites. But future research can use both interviewing and shadowing as a method observation to make sure the results are robust, and triangulation was in place.   

	As in the nature of case studies, the contextual variables such as timing, global economic or social factors can meddle with identifying causal relationships. In the timing of this research there was not only Covid-19 pandemic, but one of the harshest economic crises after Great Depression. Although in the results only fact-based descriptive statistics are discussed, future research should be wary of that as well. 
	Another limitation of the study was the small number of participants, 48 responders to the questionnaire. For the sake of generalisability, higher figures can be used. However in this case, it was almost the maximum number of people that could attend due to the company’s overall white-collar population summed up to approximately 100 people.
	This research is coming from a realist ontology and objectivist epistemology looking purely to the numbers. However future research should and will adopt a critical paradigm as pre and post evaluation should be designed before implementing any intervention/behavioural change programme. Therefore future research can look at how a “DOST 2.0” structured coaching programme changed the predominant behaviours that exist in the company. In other words, the next research question can be “ How has the existence of DOST behaviours  changed over the past 3 years  and how could it be improved?”
To be completed




CONCLUSIONS


To be completed
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APPENDIX:
Data
To be completed

DOST BEHAVIORS EXISTENCE PERCEPTION BY THE PEOPLE MANAGERS

DOST NEREDE	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.3	3.5	3.6	3.6	


As the managerial level decreases, the perception level of DOST behaviours existence decreases

Director	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.7333333333333334	3.85	3.9166666666666665	4.083333333333333	Manager	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.405263157894737	3.4937499999999999	3.7291666666666665	3.6354166666666665	Supervisor	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.1428571428571428	3.3964285714285714	3.3809523809523809	3.5370370370370372	



The lowest perception of DOST behaviours’ existence are in the mid group of 5,5-10 years of length of stay 

0-5 years	Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.4448275862068964	3.6785714285714284	3.7797619047619047	3.8273809523809526	5,5-10 years	Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.15	3.1428571428571428	3.1428571428571428	3.2857142857142856	10+ years	Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.1	3.3875000000000002	3.5	3.5714285714285716	



Who got DOST coaching programme before perceives the existence of the behaviour as low as 3-11%

Did take	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.2545454545454544	3.4	3.424731182795699	3.588888888888889	Did not take	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.3849999999999998	3.6157894736842104	3.7719298245614037	3.7105263157894739	



The leader in the perception of the DOST behaviours’ existence is the GM’s office while the Sales department is the lowest one

GM's Office	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	4.5333333333333332	4.8	4.25	4.083333333333333	HR	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.76	3.76	4.0666666666666664	4.2333333333333334	Bus. Dev.	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.3666666666666667	3.3333333333333335	3.6111111111111112	3.5555555555555554	Finance	Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.1625000000000001	3.65	3.8125	4.0625	Oper.	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.4444444444444446	3.4888888888888889	3.9629629629629628	3.7037037037037037	Marketing	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	3.6444444444444444	3.7222222222222223	3.8518518518518516	3.9074074074074074	Sales	
Disiplin	Olumluluk	Şeffaflık	Takımdaşlık	2.71875	2.9714285714285715	2.6666666666666665	2.858974358974359	





1

image1.emf
Mean of

Mean of Worklife in
Total this
Worklife .
(years) Organizati

on (years)
Mean 15,8490566 (Mean 5,91069182
Standard Standard
Error 0,78695654 (Error 0,78162495
Median 15| Median 5
Mode 10|{Mode 3
Standard Standard
Deviation 5,72913011|Deviation 5,69031556
Sample Sample
Variance 32,8229318|Variance 32,3796912
Kurtosis -0,6116639(Kurtosis 1,70104917
Skewness 0,27069303 [Skewness 1,37082543
Range 25|Range 24
Minimum 4(Minimum 0
Maximum 29| Maximum 24
Sum 840|Sum 313,266667
Count 53|Count 53









Mean of 

Total 

Worklife 

(years)

Mean of 

Worklife in 

this 

Organizati

on (years)

Mean 15,8490566Mean 5,91069182

Standard 

Error 0,78695654

Standard 

Error 0,78162495

Median 15Median 5

Mode 10Mode 3

Standard 

Deviation 5,72913011

Standard 

Deviation 5,69031556

Sample 

Variance 32,8229318

Sample 

Variance 32,3796912

Kurtosis -0,6116639Kurtosis 1,70104917

Skewness 0,27069303Skewness 1,37082543

Range 25Range 24

Minimum 4Minimum 0

Maximum 29Maximum 24

Sum 840Sum 313,266667

Count

53

Count

53


image2.emf
SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,78453248
R Square 0,61549122
Adjusted R S 0,59626045
Standard Errc  5,1129164

IObservations 53
ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 1 2175,98713 2175,98713 83,2374831 2,67407E-12
Residual 52 1359,37953 26,1419141
ITotaI 53 3535,36667

Coefficients itandard Erroi  t Stat P-value Lower 95%
Intercept 0 #YOK #YOK #YOK #YOK

Total Years il 0,38062139 0,04171898 9,12345785 2,2383E-12

0,296906127









SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,78453248

R Square 0,61549122

Adjusted R S

q

u a r e0,59626045

Standard Error 5,1129164

Observations 53

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 1 2175,98713 2175,98713 83,2374831 2,67407E-12

Residual 52 1359,37953 26,1419141

Total 53 3535,36667

CoefficientsStandard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95%

Intercept 0 #YOK #YOK #YOK #YOK

Total Years in  W o r k0,38062139 0,04171898 9,12345785 2,2383E-12 0,296906127


image3.emf
Correlation

Time Spent

in the
Total Years Organizatio
in Work  n (in Years)

Total Years
in Work 1
Time Spent
in the

Organizatio
n (in Years)










Correlation

Total Years 

in Work

Time Spent 

in the 

Organizatio

n (in Years)

Total Years 

in Work 1

Time Spent 

in the 

Organizatio

n (in Years)

0,44356968 1


image4.emf
Anova: Single Factor

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance
1: Supervisor 28 144,6 5,16428571 27,8765373
2:Manager 19 137,166667 7,21929825 46,6359649
3: Director 6 31,5 5,25 8,175
ANOVA
Source of Variat, SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between Grc¢ 50,7550649 2 25,3775325 0,77702711 0,46524264 3,18260985
Within Grou; 1632,98888 50 32,6597775
Total 1683,74394 52










Anova: Single Factor

SUMMARY

Groups Count Sum Average Variance

1: Supervisor 28 144,6 5,16428571 27,8765373

2:Manager 19 137,166667 7,21929825 46,6359649

3: Director 6 31,5 5,25 8,175

ANOVA

Source of Variatio n SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between Grou p s50,7550649 2 25,3775325 0,77702711 0,46524264 3,18260985

Within Groups1632,98888 50 32,6597775

Total 1683,74394 52


image5.emf
Say Previously coaching service taken (Y/N)

Satir Etiketleri
Director
Manager
Supervisor
Genel Toplam

Observed Data

Position level
Director
Manager
Supervisor
Total

Expected Data

Position level
Director
Manager
Supervisor
Total

P-VALUE

Situn Etiketleri

no yes
1 5

13

13 15

20 33

Previous Coaching Take

no yes
1 5

13

13 15

20 33

Previous Coaching Take
no yes
2,264150943 3,736
7,169811321 11,83
10,56603774 17,43
20 33

0,310271992

Genel Toplam
6

19

28

53

Total

19
28
53

Total

19
28
53









Say Previously coaching service taken (Y/N) Sütun Etiketleri

Satır Etiketleri no yes Genel Toplam

Director 1 5 6

Manager 6 13 19

Supervisor 13 15 28

Genel Toplam 20 33 53

Observed Data

Previous Coaching Take

Position level no yes Total

Director 1 5 6

Manager 6 13 19

Supervisor 13 15 28

Total 20 33 53

Expected Data

Previous Coaching Take

Position level no yes Total

Director 2,264150943 3,736 6

Manager 7,169811321 11,83 19

Supervisor 10,56603774 17,43 28

Total 20 33 53

P-VALUE 0,310271992
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Variable 1 = Variable 2

Mean 13 17,5757576
Variance 29,4736842 27,6893939
Observations 20 33
Hypothesizec 0
df 39
t Stat -3,0088326

P(T<=t) one-" 0,00228885
t Critical one 1,68487512
P(T<=t) two- 0,00457769
t Critical twao 2,02269092










t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances

Variable 1 Variable 2

Mean 13 17,5757576

Variance 29,4736842 27,6893939

Observations 20 33

Hypothesized M e a n   D i f f e r e n c e 0

df 39

t Stat -3,0088326

P(T<=t) one-ta i l0,00228885

t Critical one

-

t a i l1,68487512

P(T<=t) two-

t

a i l0,00457769

t Critical two-t a i l2,02269092
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Anova: Two-Factor Without Replication

SUMMARY

Count Sum Average Variance

Disiplin 3 10,2814536 3,42715121 0,08752485
Olumluluk 3 10,7401786 3,58005952 0,05701876
Seffaflik 3 11,0267857 3,67559524 0,07389987
Takimdaslik 3 11,255787 3,75192901 0,08479126

Director 4 15,5833333 3,89583333 0,02136574

Manager 4 14,2635965 3,56589912 0,0208328
Supervisor 4 13,4572751 3,36431878 0,02672819
ANOVA

Source of

Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Rows 0,17630928 3 0,05876976 11,5723073 0,0066007 4,75706266
Columns 0,57599858 2 0,28799929 56,7097127 0,00012683 5,14325285
Error 0,0304709 6 0,00507848
Total 0,78277876 11









Anova: Two-Factor Without Replication

SUMMARY Count Sum Average Variance

Disiplin 3 10,2814536 3,42715121 0,08752485

Olumluluk 3 10,7401786 3,58005952 0,05701876

Şeffaflık 3 11,0267857 3,67559524 0,07389987

Takımdaşlık 3 11,255787 3,75192901 0,08479126

Director 4 15,5833333 3,89583333 0,02136574

Manager 4 14,2635965 3,56589912 0,0208328

Supervisor 4 13,4572751 3,36431878 0,02672819

ANOVA

Source of 

Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit

Rows 0,17630928 3 0,05876976 11,5723073 0,0066007 4,75706266

Columns 0,57599858 2 0,28799929 56,7097127 0,00012683 5,14325285

Error 0,0304709 6 0,00507848

Total 0,78277876 11


image8.emf
Anova: Two-Factor Without Replication

SUMMARY

Count Sum Average Variance

0-5 years 4 14,7305419 3,68263547 0,02898464

5,5-10 years 4 12,7214286 3,18035714 0,00494473

10+ years 4 13,5589286 3,38973214 0,04304076

Disiplin 3 9,69482759 3,2316092 0,03472156

Olumluluk 3 10,2089286 3,40297619 0,07192708

Seffafhk 3 10,422619 3,47420635 0,1019109

Takimdaslik 3 10,6845238 3,56150794 0,07342451

ANOVA

Source of

Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Rows 0,50921835 2 0,25460918 27,9024971 0,00091492 5,14325285
Columns 0,17616062 3 0,05872021 6,43511908 0,02642896 4,75706266
Error 0,05474976 6 0,00912496
| Total 0,74012873 11
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Anova: Two-Factor Without Replication

SUMMARY

Count Sum Average Variance
Disiplin 2 6,63954545 3,31977273 0,00850919
Olumluluk 2 7,01578947 3,50789474 0,02328255
Seffaflik 2 7,19666101 3,5983305 0,06027345
Takimdaslik 2 7,2994152 3,6497076 0,00739783
Took DOST
Coaching
before 4 13,6681655 3,41704138 0,01876201
Did not take
DOST
coaching
Ibefore 4 14,4832456 3,6208114 0,02883926
ANOVA
Source of
Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Rows 0,12638524 3 0,04212841 7,6976962 0,06385055 9,27662815
Columns 0,08304444 1 0,08304444 15,1738666 0,03001364 10,1279645
Error 0,01641858 3 0,00547286
Total 0,22584826 7
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SUMMARY Count Sum Average Variance
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Anova: Two-Factor Without Replication

SUMMARY

Count Sum Average Variance

GM Office 4 17,6666667 4,41666667 0,09981481

HR 4 15,82 3,955 0,05532963

Bus Dev 4 13,8666667 3,46666667 0,01884774

Finance 4 14,6875 3,671875 0,14410156

Operation 4 14,6 3,65 0,05634659

Marketing 4 15,1259259 3,78148148 0,01436671
Sales 4 11,2158196 2,8039549 0,01906084

Disiplin 7 24,6301389 3,51859127 0,31649076

Olumluluk 7 25,725873 3,67512472 0,32034851
Seffaflik 7 26,2217593 3,74596561 0,26711639
Takimdaslik 7 26,4048077 3,77211538 0,21626844
ANOVA

Source of

Variation ) df MS F P-value F crit
Rows 5,7700159 6 0,96166932 18,1956549 9,5493E-07 2,66130452
Columns 0,27227501 3 0,09075834 1,71722996 0,19921802 3,15990759
Error 0,95132865 18 0,05285159
Total 6,99361955 27
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