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Self-Regulation as Predictor of Decision Making
Styles among Managers of Cellular Companies

Aliya Abdul Hayee and Bushra Hassan
Quaid-i-Azam University

The present study aimed to explore the role of self-regulation in
prediction of decision making styles among managers of cellular
companies. Short Form of Self-Regulation Questionnaire (Carey
& Neal, 2005) and General Decision Making Style Questionnaire
(Scott & Bruce, 1995) were used to assess self regulation and
decision making styles, respectively. The sample constituted
managers of cellular companies (N = 163) of Rawalpindi and
Islamabad. Findings revealed that self-regulation positively
predicted rational, intuitive, and spontaneous decision making
styles and negatively predicted the dependant decision making
style, whereas it has nonsignificant correlation with avoidant
decision making style. No differences were found among three
levels of management in relation to self-regulation and decision
making styles. Results also showed that men preferred to opt
rational decision making style as compared to women. Moreover,
young managers use intuitive, dependant, and avoidant decision
making styles while older managers follow rational decision
making styles.

Keywords: self-regulation, decision making styles, managers,
cellular companies

Organizations are complex dynamic fields that are challenged by
the demands of change and continuity (Burke & Trahant, 2000;
Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron, 2001) and personnel are aspiring
and working to achieve their personal as well as organizational goals.
An individual’s effort toward achieving a goal such as advancing the
success of a change effort is because of the self-regulation which
requires active temperamental processes in cognitive, emotional, and
motivational context (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 1998) as well as better
decision making abilities (Scott & Bruce, 1995). For an organization’s
membership to be fully motivated in support of ongoing change goals,
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everyone must experience positive self-regulation in the changing
environment for better and effective decision making (Bianco &
Schermerhorn, 2004).

Self-regulations’ role in social thought and behavior was more
highlighted in past 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 self 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). Thus the
field of decision making is divided into distinct decision making styles
that individual use and adapt in response to different task situations.
On the other hand, self-regulation is widely viewed as a set of
complex psychosocial processes which are neither linear nor well
ordered (Vancouver & Day, 2005). Thus combining two areas has
proven difficult from both theoretical and methodological perspective.

In fact adaptive decision making has become a focus for the
cognitive perspective on decision making (Payne, 1997; Unger &
Stahlberg, 2008). Studies have shown that different strategies are
selected in response to task and environmental demands and also
influenced by personal characteristics including self motivation
(Kerstholt & Raaijmakers, 1997; Ranyard, Crozier, & Svenson, 1997).
A similar conclusion is reached by Bandura (1997), who argues 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 decisions on the basis of their management level
as well as their hierarchical position 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 solving) whereas managers of
higher level displayed the conceptual style of decision 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 this
capacity also decreases (Blankenship & Miles, 1986; Heller & Yukl,
1969). Men are viewed as logical and analytical problem solvers in
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workplace (Loden, 1985) whereas women are believed to be more
intuitive and empathetic. There are controversial findings regarding
the differences of gender in decision making. Some researchers found
that no gender differences exist (Baiocco, Laghi, & D’Alessio, 2008;
Loo, 2000; Spicer & Sadler-Smith, 2005) while others found that
women are more likely to use avoidant decision making style
(Hablemitoglu & Yildrim, 2008). Older adults are more likely to
employ intuitive decision making style while younger adults adopt the
rational decision making style (Kim & Hasher, 2005). The results
further showed that the older adults are less likely to change their
decisions because of larger past experience in decision making. Other
researchers stated that working memory (Charness & Bieman-
Copland, 1992; Craik & Salthouse, 1992) and various cognitive
aspects (Briggs, Raz, & Marks, 2001) declines with age thereby
limiting older peoples’ capacity to monitor decision processes. In
comparison with young adults, older adults have slower information
processing speed, shorter working memory span, more difficulty
inhibiting irrelevant information, and slower activation of relevant
information (Chen & Sun, 2003). On the contrary, Dror, Katona, and
Mungur (1998) concluded that age does not degrade the quality of
decisions’ speed.

Very few researchers’ attention turned towards the investigation
of decision making styles opted by employees as well as managers
(Bryant, 2006; Eberlin & Tatum, 2008; Scott & Bruce, 1995) and self-
regulation capabilities that focused on individuals as leaders, decision
makers, as team members, and as employees with varying degrees of
work motivation (Carver & Scheier, 1998; Kanfer, 2005; Wood,
2005). Collectively these research findings reflect the increasingly
dynamic nature of contemporary organizational environments, the
demand for more adaptive individual thought and behavior, and
highlighted the importance of self-directed goal pursuit, i.e., self-
regulation (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997). However, other studies
pointed the gaps in these researches (Bandura,1997; Brockner et al.,
2004; Thunholm, 2003), particularly they identified the need for
empirical and factual studies about the role of self-regulation in
organizational setting specially the influence of self-regulation on
people’s cognition, decision making, and goal directed behavior
(Baron, 2004; Baron & Ward, 2004; Brockner et al., 2004).

Mainly the self-regulations’ role in social thought, decision
making and behavior (Higgins, 2000) was highlighted in western
culture (Thunholm, 2003; Unger & Stahlberg, 2008; Vohs et al., 2008)
but the present research is designed to explore the self-regulation
capabilities and decision making styles followed by Pakistani
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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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Inclusion criteria was based on prior defined full time job experience
of at least one year and supervision of five employees to ensure that
participants were practically involved in different relevant corporate
operations including decision making in the organization and
requiring appropriate self-regulation. During the selection of sample,
prior defined full time job experience of at least one year and
supervision of at least five employees was insured to confirm that the
participants were practically involved in the different relevant
corporate operations and decision making practices.

The hierarchy for level of management was taken from annual
reports of respective organizations and sample was divided into three
distinct groups including top managers, middle managers and lower
managers. Sample constituted men (n = 81) and women (n = 82),
including top managers (n = 14), middle managers (n = 45), and lower
managers (n = 104) having lower education level (Bachelor; n = 38),
middle education level (Masters; n = 123), and higher education level
(M.Phil and above; n = 2). There were young managers (20-30 years;
n = 114), middle age managers (31-40 years; n = 25), and older managers
(41 years and above; n = 24). These managers had varying experiential
levels i.e., less experienced (1-10 years; n = 129), moderately experienced
(11-20 years; n = 21), and highly experienced (21 years and above;
n = 13). Data was collected from leading cellular companies including
Mobilink (n = 40), Ufone (n = 42), Warid (n = 41), Zong (n = 35), and
Telenor (n = 35).

Instruments

The Short Form of Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SSRQ).
The scale was developed by Carey and Neal (2005) was used in the
present study. It’s a 5-point rating scale with 21 items, based on the
Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ; Brown, Miller, & Lawendowski,
1999) to assess self regulatory processes through self report. It was
designed to assess self-regulatory capacity across the seven processes
of self-regulation. The SSRQ measures self regulation with the help of
following two dimensions i.e., Impulse Control (11 items) and Goal
Setting (10 items). Reported content validity, item-total correlation,
and internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) was very high (Carey &
Neal, 2005). The score 1 is equal to Strongly Disagree and 5 to
Strongly Agree, while 9 items are reverse scored. The minimum and
maximum score of SSRQ ranged from 21 to 105 and divided into
three categories i.e., = 81 high (intact) self-regulation capacities, 72 to
80 moderate self-regulation capacity, and < 71 low/impaired self-
regulation capacities. Sample item of scale include “I usually keep
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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 10 .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 r-test were used to explain differences in relation to level of
management, gender, and age differences, respectively.
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach Alpha and Inter scale
correlations between Subscales of GDMSQ and SSRQ

Variables M(SD) o Rational Int Dep AV SP
SSRQ 68.96(6.4) .70  .55%* A4xx _43%x 10 A6**

Rational 11.71(4.6) .83 L L39%x 55k 45wk Dgkk
Int  1631(44) .77 _ -58%x .14 52xx
Dep  17.66(3.3) .59 R | L
AV 2089(26) .62 .15

SP 15.83(3.3) .63

*p < .05, *¥p <.01
Note. Int = Intuitive; Dep = Dependant; AV = Avoidant; SP = Spontaneous

Reliability of SSRQ was found to be .70, whereas the subscales
of GDMSQ that is Rational (.83), Intuitive (.77), Dependant (.59),
Avoidant (.62), and Spontaneous (.63) were also found adequately
reliable. The above Table shows inter scale correlations between the
SSRQ and subscales of GDMSQ. Self-regulation has significant
positive correlation with rational, intuitive, and spontaneous decision
making styles. Whereas Self-regulation has negative significant
correlation with dependant decision making style and nonsignificant
correlation with avoidant decision making.

Table 2

Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Self-Regulation as predictor of
Decision Making Styles

Predictors R’ AR* B SE Ji] t P
Step 1

Constant 30 29 5931 1:11

Rational 78 J1 56 92 .000
Step 2

Constant .19 19 58.31 175

Intuitive .20 A1 14 63 .000
Step 3

Constant 18 A8 54.79 2.21

Dependent -.03 A5 -01 52 .000
Step 4

Constant .01 .00 75.08 1.11

Avoidant -29 9 -1 15 131
Step 5

Constant 21 200 5553 221

Spontaneous .84 A3 43 6.2 .000
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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 decision making styles and
significant 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 ANOVA was computed while for the gender
differences  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(26.3) 049 .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) 1.37 257

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 .830

Spontaneous 14.64(2.21) 16.4(3.5) 15.7(3.41) 1.56 210
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
=anagement in relation to SSRQ and GDMSQ. It indicates level of
=anagement has no effect on decision making styles and self- regulation.

- Table 4
Means, Standard Deviations and t-values on SSRQ and Subscales of GDMSQ
or Male and Female Managers
Male Female
Managers  Managers
(n=188) (n=112) 95% CI
Cohen’s
WVariables M(SD) M(SD) «(161) p K. UL d
SSRQ 68.07(6.0) 69.84(6.8) 1.12 268 -37 2 -0.27
GDMSQ

Rational 12.98(5.1) 10.42(3.6) 3.65 .000 -39 -1l 0.57
Intuitive 16.85(4.2) 15.77(4.5) 156 .120 -2 24 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(29) .35 724 -6 ! 0.06
Spontaneous  16.35(3.6) 153129 197 050 -00 20 0.32
Muee. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.

Table 4 showed nonsignificant differences between male and female
managers on SSRQ. Further, nonsignificant gender differences were found
on four subscales of GDMSQ i.e., Intuitive, Dependant, Avoidant, and
Spontaneous, whereas male managers mostly adopt Rational Decision
Making Style as compared to women.

Table 5
Means, Standard Deviations, and F-values of SSRQ and Subscales of
GDMSQ on Three Levels of Age
‘ Young Middle Older

Managers Mangers Managers

(n=114) (=125} (n=24)
Wariables M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F P
SSRQ 68.72(6.64) 68.36(7.31) 70.71(4.47) 1.05 352
GDMSQ

Rational 9.45(3.48) 11.84(4.95) 12.16(4.69) 345 034
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) I5775(3:12) 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
Berween 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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negatively predict the dependent decision making style. Further self-
regulation showed nonsignificant prediction of avoidant decision
making style. These findings are in line with earlier evidence which
revealed that the dependant and avoidant decision-making styles could
not be predicted from scores on the self-esteem and motivation scales
and from scores on the action control scales (Thunholm, 2003). The
result indicated that decision making style is not only reflective of
habits and thinking practices as proposed in earlier researches (Bryant,
2006; Thunholm, 2003). Decision making style also involves basic
self-evaluation and the general ability to initiate and maintain
intentions i.e. self-regulation.

Findings of the second hypothesis revealed nonsignificant
differences among management levels on SSRQ and GDMSQ. The
results are consistent with the findings of Riaz (2009). Contextual
factors (task characteristics and problem solving) play a vital role in
determining the suitability and effectiveness of decision making at
each management level (Rowe & Boulgardies, 1992). Certain
environments where complete information is available, probabilities
are known, and outcomes are predictable require the managers to
make effective decisions in ideal context. The only work of the
decision maker is to identify the most ideal and best alternative from
the information in hand (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972).

Furthermore Klein (2003) concluded that decisional environments
filled with uncertainty, change, time pressure, ill-structured tasks, and
ambiguity are more appropriate for intuitive decision making (Smith,
2008), whereas cellular companies serving in Pakistan are more
structured organized, and well established, minimizing the chances of
intuition based decision making. Whichever the decision making style
followed by the managers, it depends upon various individual as well
as organizational factors including thinking styles, mood states,
organizational culture and norms, domain specificity, and problem
structure (Smith, 2008; Sinclair & Ashkanasy as cited in Sadler-Smith
& Sparrow, 2008).

Individuals have one primary, one secondary, and one least
preferred style and there exist one or more than one points of
convergence between all the decision making styles. It is one of the
many reasons that most individuals employ decision styles in
conjunction (Driver, Brousseau, & Hunsaker, 1993; Singh &
Greenhaus, 2004). Further, decisions styles are widely based on the
risk and uncertainty in the surrounding environment and situation
(Certo et al., 2008) and identical scenario of current uncertainty in our
country might have changed or disturbed their decision making styles
as well, thereby, leading to nonsignificant difference in management
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levels. Moreover, level of pressure experienced by managers at the
time of decision making determines when they will take shift from
their dominant to backup decision making style (Driver et al., 1993).

Nonsignificant differences were also found among three levels of
management on self-regulation. Baumeister et al. (2006) found that
the regular exercise in self-regulation produce improvement in self-
regulation (which is the ability to plan, guide, and monitor one’s
behavior flexibly in the face of changing circumstances) and most
private organizations allow their managers to make decisions on their
own.

The present study indicated significant mean differences between
male and female managers on only one subscale of GDMSQ that is:
Rational. These results are consistent with earlier findings (Loo, 2000)
which found that male managers are more likely to adopt rational
decision making style as compared to their female counterparts. Prior
researches have concluded that men are highly inclined towards the
use of rational decision making styles as compared to women (Loden,
1985). On the other hand, studies (Agor, 1989; Baiocco et al., 2007;
Bryant, 2006) found no gender differences in self-regulation. There
are controversial findings in gender context of decision making and
decision making styles (Baiocco et al., 2007, Brenner & Bromer,
1981). Probable explanation would be that women are increasingly
joining the work force and working in diverse organizational setups
such as cellular companies, which are considered as nontraditional
occupations for women. Therefore, the women’s increased level of
motivation and self regulation enables them to survive and strive as
equal to men, which is reflected as nonsignificant difference in self-
regulation capacity of both men and women.

Results indicated nonsignificant differences among three levels of
age on self-regulation it could be the fact as previous researches have
concluded that gender and age are nonsignificant factors in self-
regulation (Grant & Higgins as cited in Bryant, 2006). With reference
to decision making styles, results indicated significant differences
across the different age groups revealing young managers scoring high
on intuitive, dependent, and avoidant whereas, older managers opted
for rational decision making styles. Several researchers (Baiocco
et al., 2008; Loo, 2000; Riaz, 2009) found that older adults use
rational decision making style more than intuitive, avoidant, and
spontaneous decision making styles. As this age is marked with
wisdom and generosity, these people think of different alternatives
and plan their course of action before actually executing the decisions.
Similarly, older and younger adults are similar in their cognitive
processes involving risk taking behavior (Dror et al., 1998). Younger
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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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