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everyone must experience positive self- regulation in the changing 
environment for better and effective deci ion making (Bianco & 
Schermerhorn, 2004). 

Self-regulations' role in social thought and behavior was more 
highlighted in pa t three decades as it includes the nature and value of 
one's projected outcomes, supporting motivation system (Higgins, 
2000) which appears to be related to both cognitive and decision 
styles (Bandura, , 2001; Kanfer, 2005; Thunholm, 2003). Very few 
researches have investigated the broader role of elf regulation in 
decision making (Baron 2004; Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004). This 
omission is partly owing to the fundamental incompatibility that many 
perceive between decision making and self-regulation (Vancouver, 
2000). On the one hand, many approaches to decision making view it 
as a systematically ordered, linear set of processes, still anchored in 
the world of determinant risk (Kahneman & Tversky, 2000). Thu the 
field of decision making is divided into distinct decision making tyles 
that individual use and adapt in response to different task situations. 
On the other hand, elf-regulation is widely viewed as a set of 
complex psycho ocial processes which are neither linear nor well 
ordered (Vancouver & Day, 2005) . Thus combining two areas has 
proven difficult from both theoretical and methodological per pective. 

In fact adaptive deci ion making has become a focu for the 
cognitive perspective on decision making (Payne, 1997; Unger & 
Stahlberg, 2008). Studie have shown that different strategies are 
selected in response to task and environmental demands and also 
influenced by personal characteristics including elf motivation 
(Kerstholt & Raaijmakers, 1997; Ranyard, Crozier, & Svenson, 1997). 
A similar conclu ion is reached by Bandura ( 1997), who argue that 
generative social cognitive processes, self-efficacy, and self-regulated 
cognition in particular play a significant role in adaptive decision 
making with dynamic environments. 

Managers make decis ions on the basis of their management level 
as well a their hierarchical po ition in the organization. Pennino 
(2000) found that lower level managers displayed the behavioral 
decision making styles (quest for support, low tolerance for 
ambiguity, and short term problem olving) whereas manager of 
higher level di played the conceptual style of deci ion making 
(creativity, risk taking, high tolerance for ambiguity, and cognitive 
complexity). Researchers (Certo, Connelly, & Tihanyi, 2008) found 
that top mangers mostly make unstructured, novel, uncertain, and 
risky decisions and with the decrease in management level thi 
capacity also decreases (Blankenship & Miles, 1986; Heller & Yuki, 
1969). Men are viewed as logical and analytical problem olver in 
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managers. Present study intends to provide empirical evidence about 
the self-regulation and decision making styles of mangers working at 
different levels, as it has been evident that in the complex turbulent 
environment self-regulation is more significant (Bandura, 1997; 
Brockner et al., 2004; Curry, 1983). Self-regulation abilities improved 
the self-regulation of individuals rather than depleting it (Baumeister, 
Gailliot, DeWall, & Oaten, 2006; Riaz, Haque & Hassan, 2010). The 
present study focused the managers of cellular companies as they 
encountered those situations which require goal setting and impulse 
control (i.e., self-regulation) and better opportunities for variety of 
decision making styles. As described earlier managers make decisions 
on the basis of their management level as well as their hierarchical 
position in the organization including top managers, middle managers 
and lower managers. The present research aims to explore the 
predictive role of self regulation in decisions making of managers; 
which will help organizations to take substantial steps for enhancing 
self regulation capacity of their managers leading to constructive 
decision making within organizations, which will in turn affect 
organization's success and productivity. 

The objectives of present research were to explore the role of 
self-regulation as a predictor of decision making styles and to 
determine the impact of different demographics including 
management level, gender, and age on self regulation and decision 
making styles within organization. Following hypotheses were 
formulated in accordance to the stated objectives: · 

1. Self-regulation positively predicts rational, intuitive, and 
spontaneous decision making styles and negatively predicts 
avoidant and dependant decision making styles. 

2. Top managers are more likely to adopt intuitive decision 
making style and middle managers adopt spontaneous 
decision making style. 

3. Female managers are more likely to practice intuitive and 
avoidant decision making style as compared to their male 
counterparts. 

4. Older managers use intuitive decision making style as 
compared to young managers. 

Method 

Sample 

A purposive sample of 163 individuals from cellular companies 
of Rawalpindi and Islamabad participated in the present study. 
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track of my progress towards my goal", "As soon as I see a problem 
or challenge, I start looking for possible solutions". All items showed 
significant positive correlation with total SSRQ scores ranging from 
.49 to .79 (p < .05). 

General Decision Making Style Questionnaire (GDMSQ). 
The scale was developed by Scott and Bruce (1995). It contained 25 
items which were characterized as Rational Decision Making Style, 
Intuitive Decision Making Style, Dependent Decision Making Style, 
Avoidant Decision Making Style, and Spontaneous Decision Making 
Style (5 items in each subscale). High score on each subscale 
indicated greater use of respective decision making style and low 
score reflected less use of that decision making style. Furthermore 
internal consistency and factor stability were found adequate (Scott & 
Bruce, 1995). GDMSQ is a 5-point Likert scale where score 1 is equal 
to Strongly Disagree and 5 is equal to Strongly Agree and the score on 
each subscale ranged from 5 to 25. Sample items of scale include "I 
often need help of other people while making decisions", "I rarely 
make decisions without taking opinions from others". All items 
showed significant positive correlation with their respective subscales 
ranging from .54 to .78, (p < .05) which reflected construct validity of 
the scale. 

Procedure 

For data collection cellular companies of Rawalpindi and 
Islamabad were approached. Permission was acquired from the higher 
authorities of particular organizations to allow their managers to fill 
the given questionnaires. After having informed consent of managers 
they were briefed about the purpose of research. Questionnaires were 
presented to them and asked to rate their responses against each item 
honestly while ensuring confidentiality of information collected from 
them. 

Results 

The present study aimed to investigate the role of self-regulation 
in prediction of decision making styles. The correlation between self 
regulation and decision making styles were determined. Hierarchical 
regression was applied to determine the role of self-regulation in 
prediction of decision making styles. Moreover, One-Way ANOVA 
and t-test were used to explain differences in relation to level of 
management, gender, and age differences, respectively. 
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Hierarchical regression analysis was carried out by leaving other 
demographic variables with respect to predictability as it lacks theoretical 
support for hierarchical regression analysis. Table 2 showed that self­
regulation as a predictor variable has significant positive effect on 
rational, intuitive, and spontaneous dec ision making styles and 
s ignificant negative effect on dependent decision making style while 
nonsignificant effect on avoidant decision making. Self regulation as 
predictor accounted for 30.2% variance in the dependent variable i.e., 
rational decision making style 19.6% variance in intuitive decision 
making style, 18.8% variance in the dependent decision making style, 
1% variance in the avoidant decision making style, and 21 % variance 
in the spontaneous decision making style. 

Level of Management, Gender, Age, Decision Making Style, and 
Self-Regulation 

In order to see the difference between level of management, age 
decision making styles, and self regulation, the sample was divided 
into three groups and ANOV A was computed while for the gender 
differences t analysis was computed and the results are as follows: 

Table 3 

One way Analysis of Variance of SSRQ and Subscales of GDMSQ on 
Three Levels of Management 

Top Middle Lower 
Managers Managers Managers 

(n = 14) (n = 45) (n = 104) 
Variables M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F p 

SSRQ 68.85(4.36) 69.77(7.45) 68 .6(2 6.3) 0.49 .611 

GDMSQ 

Rational 9.93(3.67) 12.08(4.34) 11.78(4.87) 1.19 .310 

Intuitive 15.07(4.53) 15.73(4.16) 16.72(4.54) 1.37 .25-

Dependent 16.14(1.35) 17.51 (3.06) 17.93(3.54) 1.89 .153 

Avoidant 21.21(2.08) 20.97(2.76) 20.81 (2.65) 0.18 .83(' 

Spontaneous 14.64(2.21) 16.4(3.5) 15.7(3.41) !.56 .210 

Between groups df =2; within groups df = 160; groups total df = 162 
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Results in Table 3 showed nonsignificant differences on three levels of 
Gl!lagement in relation to SSRQ and GDMSQ. It indicates level of 
.:;:magement has no effect on decision making styles and self- regulation. 

cans, Standard Deviations and t-values on SSRQ and Subscales ofGDMSQ 
r Jfale and Female Managers 

Male Female 
Managers Managers 
(n = 188) (n = 11 2) 95% CI 

Cohen's 

·mables M(SD) M (SD) t( 161 ) p LL UL d 

.::sRQ 68.07(6.0) 69.84(6.8) 1.12 .268 -3.7 .2 -0.27 

GD.\1SQ 

Rational 12.98(5.1 ) 10.42(3.6) 3.65 .000 -3.9 -1.1 0.57 

Intuitive 16.85(4.2) 15 .77(4.5) 1.56 .120 -.2 2.4 0.24 

Dependent 17.17(2.7) 18. 15(3.7) 1.89 .060 -1.9 .03 -0.30 

Avoidant 20.96(2.2) 20.81(2.9) .35 .724 -.6 .9 0.06 

Spontaneous 16.35(3.6) 15 .31(2.9) 1.97 .050 -.00 2.0 0.32 

~ Cl =confidence interval: LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. 

Table 4 showed nonsignificant differences between male and female 
.:::.magers on SSRQ. Further, nonsignificant gender differences were found 

four subscales of GDMSQ i.e., Intuitive, Dependant, Avoidant, and 
-;x>ntaneous, whereas male managers mostly adopt Rational Decision 
hl.ing Style as compared to women. 

f zble 5 

f~ans, Standard Deviations, and F-values of SSRQ and Subscales of 
C D.\tfSQ on Three Levels of Age 

Young Middle Older 
Managers Mangers Managers 

(n = 114) (n = 25) (n = 24) 

. :rriables M(SD) M(SD) M (SD) F p 

SSRQ 68.72(6.64) 68.36(7 .3 1) 70.71(4.47) 1.05 .352 

:iDMSQ 

Rational 9.45(3.48) 11.84(4.95) 12.16(4.69) 3.45 .034 

Intuitive 16.88( 4.42) 15.56(3.57) 14.33(4 .88) 3.80 .024 

Dependent 18.34(3.26) 16.4(2.56) 15.75(3.1 2) 9.09 .000 

Avoidant 22.08(2.20) 20.4(2.25) 20.75(2.73) 3.16 .045 

Spontaneous 15.97(3.38) 15.64(3.53) 15.33(3.13) 0.403 .669 

~een groups df=2; within groups df= 160; groups total df= 162 
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Table 5 showed nonsignificant differences among three levels of age on 
self-regulation. Whereas significant mean differences were indicated on four 
subscales of GDMSQ that is young managers use Intuitive, Dependant, and 
Avoidant Decision Making Styles, while older managers follow Rational 
Decision Making Style. 

Discussion 

The basic aim of this research was to investigate the role of self­
regulation as predictor of decision making styles among employees of 
cellular organizations. Additionally the other aim was to determine the 
impact of different demographics including management level, 
gender, and age on self regulation and decision making styles. 

The first hypothesis predicting positive relationship between self­
regulation and rational, intuitive, and spontaneous decision making 
styles was supported by the results. Self-regulation is a systematic 
process of human thought and behavior that involves setting personal 
goals and steering towards the achievement of these goals (Higgins, 
2002) and rational decision making style also involves the deliberate 
analysis and evaluations of alternatives to reach on an ideal goal 
(Gross, Crandall, & Knoll, 1980). Moreover intuitive and spontaneous 
decision making style is also based on the interplay of cognitive and 
affective processes (Howlet, Kees, & Kemp, 2008; Scott & Bruce, 
1995; Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2005). The findings of present study 
ascertain the important role of self regulation in effective decision 
making for meeting organizational goals and objectives. Few studies 
have investigated the role of self-regulatory processes in terms of 
adaptive decision making (Payne, 1997; Vancouver, 2000; Vacouver 
& Day, 2005). In fact adaptive decision making i.e. rational, intuitive, 
and spontaneous has focused on the cognitive perspective of decision 
making. Studies have shown that different strategies are selected in 
response to task and environmental demands and also influenced by 
personal characteristics (Kerstholt & Raaijmakers, 1997; Ranyard et 
al., 1997). Similarly it has been concluded that self-regulated cognition in 
particular play a significant role in adaptive decision making with 
dynamic environments (Bandura, 1997). The current results are 
consistent with Thunholm (2003) findings which indicated that 
rational, intuitive, and spontaneous decision making styles of Swedish 
military officers' has been partly predicted by self-esteem and 
motivation. 

The first hypothesis also assumed that self regulation will 
negatively predict avoidant and dependent decision making styles: 
was partially supported as results showed that self-regulation 
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managers are found having high score on intuition; as intuition adds 
value when making judgment calls, managing unforeseeable, and 
when creativity and innovation are necessary. Younger people are also 
more willing to take risk and like to seek creativity and innovation 
leading to the higher use of intuition as their decision making strategy 
(Aaohn, 1999). 

Limitations and Suggestions 

Despite the usefulness of present study in Pakistani organization, 
few limitations have also been observed. In the present study while 
assessing the role of self-regulation in decision making, it was 
impossible to control all the individuals and organizational factors 
such as task characteristics, situational and dispositional factors, as 
well as the individuals own personality and cultural background. 

Secondly self-reported measures were used in assessing self­
regulation and decision making styles which might have affected the 
responses as the self-reported scales are vulnerable for response bias 
and fake good on part of participant (Curry, 1983). Further the sample 
consists of only the managers of cellular companies which may reduce 
the generalizability of present findings to other organizational setups. 
Future researches may also consider organizational variables like 
organization's culture, communication climate, emotional intelligence, 
and hierarchical structure that would be effecting self-regulation and 
decision making aspects. Moreover, multiple rating sources should 
also be incorporated which can be rated by the participants, their 
subordinates as well as their bosses as it will reduce biases. 

Implications 

Present study is an initiative to assess the predictive role of self­
regulation in decision making styles. The investigation of individual 
and organizational factors increases the worth as well as theoretical 
and practical implication of the current study. This research has vast 
implications in the organizational setup as it can be used in developing 
positive self-regulatory abilities and can further provide a comparative 
analysis of different personnel, their self-regulation abilities, and 
decision making styles. While exploring the relationship between 
these two variables organizations as well as employees, can 
individually suggested to take substantial steps for enhancing self­
regulation capacity by motivating them and increasing their morale 
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which will further results in more dynamic and constructive decision 
making within organization as per requirement of the present day 
challenges. 

Additionally, in the current economic recession it is highly 
important to understand and judge these variables as both variables are 
important for the success and failure of the organization because 
managers are the most affected members of the organization and their 
decisions are vital in failure and success of organization. 

Conclusion 

Overall research findings revealed that self-regulation positively 
predicted the rational, intuitive, and spontaneous decision making 
styles and negatively predicted the dependant decision making style; 
whereas nonsignificant prediction was found with avoidant decision 
making style. Nonsignificant differences were observed among three 
levels of management on self-regulation and decision making styles. 
Results showed that men preferred to use rational decision making 
style, while young managers employ intuitive, dependant, and 
avoidant decision making styles and older managers follow rational 
decision making style. 
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