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Abstract 
This study investigated adaptive decision making styles (DMSs; Rational and 
Intuitive) among working and non-working students. These cognitive styles 
involve approaching tasks objectively, analytically, thoroughly and unemo-
tionally. Workers performing tasks in organizations are expected to use intui-
tion and make rational business decisions compared to non-workers. Work 
personality, which is influenced by both home and school environments, has 
been identified to influence critical adult work behaviors such as task comple-
tion as well as how we engage with others in work settings. Increasingly, col-
lege aged students are working full or part-time and have to combine their 
studies with work demands in addition to other responsibilities at home. Prior 
studies have found no significant differences between working and non- 
working students on outcomes such as academics and social experiences. 
However, working students seem to transfer and optimize their decision 
making competencies to be successful on the job and in college compared to 
non- working students. We predicted that task oriented working students 
would use more adaptive decision making styles than non-workers after con-
trolling for gender and age. A total of 130 respondents participated in this 
study and the results partially supported our assertion. Task oriented working 
students were significantly different than non-working students in the use of 
the rational decision making style than any other DMS. Our results were con-
sistent with previous studies on adaptive decision making styles. 
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1. Introduction 

With the price of a college education on the continual rise, part time or full time 
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employment has become a requirement instead of a choice for most students 
enrolled at universities across the nation [1]. In 2007, an estimated 45 percent of 
college students were working full time and around 80 percent were working 
part time [2]. Since this data was collected almost a decade ago, it is not a far 
jump to conclude that these numbers have increased over time. 

According to Yum, Kember, and Siaw [3], working students generally interact 
with four domains. These domains are self, work, family, and social life. While 
the ideal situation would be to have equal amounts of each domain, students of-
ten find that one or two domains tend to take up the majority of their time. 
Within the self domain, working students have to sacrifice money and time in 
order to find a balance between their work and school life [4]. The social life 
domain also has a tendency to suffer from the work/study domain. Students who 
work full or part time find it easier to decline social outings with their friends 
which have been linked to higher levels of depression in some students [5]. For 
working students, the work domain encompasses the majority of their time. 
Employers are often callus to the time related needs of their employees, and of-
ten require their employees to have open availability. Because of this, some 
working students have a tendency to miss lectures or studying to work [4]. 

Individuals spend a considerable amount of time at work. According to a sur-
vey conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics [6], the average employed 
American works around 7.6 hours a day. With the amount of time employees 
spend at work, it is believed that their motivation and behavior within the 
workplace must stem from some internal operations. While it is already known 
that differences exist across individuals’ personalities in everyday life, differences 
also exist in their personalities towards work. Researchers have found that indi-
vidual differences play a substantial role in an employee’s motivation to work as 
well as their behavior towards the job, co-workers and overall workplace envi-
ronment [7]. 

2. Review of Literature and Theoretical Framework 

A useful theoretical framework that describes the role of personality and its rela-
tionship and interaction with individual’s motivation processes and work per-
formance is the Theory of Purposeful Work Behavior [7]. The core of purposeful 
work behavior is based on the five factor model of personality; it explains the in-
teraction of traits and job characteristics and how they influence work outcomes. 
These work outcomes are preceded by decision making processes. The result, 
whether adaptive or not, has varying consequences for the individual and overall 
life success. Although trait theories of personality have provided adequate ex-
planation of individual differences, there is limited amount of research on work 
personality and decision making styles among working and non-working stu-
dents. 

The concept of work personality stems from the research conducted on Social 
Learning Theory by Bandura [8] [9], Neff’s ideas on workplace personality [10], 
and Erikson’s Developmental Stage Theory [11]. Combined, these theories and 
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ideas helped mold the foundation of work personality by focusing on school and 
home environments as well as the role models that are influential in grade school 
[12]. There are two primary domains that are said to be experienced while in 
grade school: completion of home and school tasks, and interpersonal and social 
skills of relating to peers and figures of authority. It is believed that these beha-
vioral domains lay the groundwork for task completion and social skills that are 
critical in adult work behavior [12] [13]. 

If a child experiences a lack of positive role models, or an impoverished envi-
ronment, then the behavioral domains mentioned above might not have a 
chance to fully blossom due to the lack of opportunities that would be afforded 
them [12]. Children with disabilities are also at risk of not developing in these 
domains as a result of spending most of their childhood navigating the ends and 
outs of their disability while missing out on key social situations and relation-
ships [14] [15]. Research on task completion and social skills has focused mainly 
on individuals in work settings, team based activities and educational settings. 
These contexts require individuals to make decisions, usually involving others, 
and produce a desirable outcome. 

Decision making styles (DMSs) are defined as a response pattern that over 
time becomes habitual to an individual and is exhibited when the individual is 
confronted with a situation that requires a decision [16]. Throughout all of the 
research that has been conducted, nine decision making styles have been found 
[17] [18]. However, only five have been studied closely; the rational, the intui-
tive, the dependent, the avoidant, and the spontaneous DMS [16]. The rational 
decision making style is manifested in a constant comprehensive search of in-
formation. People who use this style tend to always have alternatives that they 
logically evaluate before making any decision. The intuitive decision making 
style is characterized by painstaking attention to details. People with this style 
pay extremely close attention to the information that they are receiving rather 
than seeking out and then processing information. They also have a tendency to 
pay more attention to their feelings and premonitions. Both the rational and the 
intuitive decision making styles are linked to more positive outcomes and, out of 
the five, are considered the most adaptive [18] [19] [20]. The dependent decision 
making style is portrayed as a person who is always asking for advice and guid-
ance from peers or authority figures before they can make any important deci-
sion. Those using the avoidant decision making style tend to avoid the decision 
making process altogether. Finally, those using the spontaneous decision making 
style make decisions instantaneously and without much thought [16]. These 
three styles are often looked at as non-adaptive and thus not greatly desired 
within individuals [21]. Workers with task oriented personality are therefore 
expected to demonstrate adaptive decision making styles than non-workers. We 
propose that, controlling for gender and age; 
1. Task oriented workers will use the Rational DMS more than non-workers. 
2. Task oriented workers will use the Intuitive DMS more than non-workers. 
3. Task oriented workers will use the Spontaneous DMS less than non-workers. 
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4. Task oriented workers will use the Avoidant DMS less than non-workers. 

3. Method 
3.1. Participants 

A total of 130 undergraduate students at a medium sized university in the Sou-
theastern region of the United States took part in this study by signing up via the 
online SONA system after Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval #7341725. 
These participants ranged in age from 18 to 44 where the median age was 19 and 
the average age was 20. The majority of respondents were women (77.7%; n = 
101). A total of 40.8% of the students were sophomores (n = 53), 33.1% were 
freshman (n = 43), 16.2% were juniors (n = 21), and 10.0% were seniors (n = 
13). Participants self-reported their working status revealing 63.8% were workers 
(n = 83) and 36.2% were not workers (n = 47). Students received research credits 
for their participation. 

3.2. Materials 

A survey was given to participants consisting of a 14-item revised work perso-
nality scale based on the Developmental Work Personality Scale (DWPS) [22], 
the General Decision Making Style Questionnaire (GDMS) [16], and demo-
graphic items capturing participants’ gender, age, student classification, and 
work status (working or not working). The original DWPS is “a 26-item self- 
report measure addressing behaviors, role models, and tasks that individuals 
encounter during middle childhood” (p. 274) [12]. The revised version contains 
three subscales with items pertaining to work tasks, role models, and social 
skills. Respondents reflect on their experiences in childhood and rate items on a 
scale ranging from 0 (Not at all like me) to 5 (Very much like me). A previous 
factor analysis revealed adequate internal consistency reliability of each subscale 
ranging from 0.75 to 0.90. The GDMS measures rational, intuitive, dependent, 
avoidant and spontaneous decision making styles and consists of 5 items per 
dimension for a total of 25 items [16]. Respondents reflect on the way they make 
decisions and rate items on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 
(Strongly agree). Previous studies reveal alpha coefficients above 0.71 for each 
subscale [16] [20] [23]. 

3.3. Procedure 

Participants came to the research lab at their designated time and were given an 
informed consent form to read over and sign. This document explained that 
participants were taking part in a study assessing characteristics of workers and 
non-workers. Once a participant indicated that he or she agreed to take part in 
the study, they were given the survey instrument to fill out. Upon completion, 
the participant returned the survey to the researchers and was shown out of the 
research lab. Data was entered into the statistical software SPSS and screened to 
identify and remove outliers. 
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4. Results 

Descriptive statistics were used to compare gender and age across workers and 
non-workers. For workers (n = 83), 75.9% of respondents were women (n = 63) 
and 24.1% were men (n = 20). Ages for workers ranged from 18 to 31 where the 
median age was 20 and the average age was also 20. For non-workers (n = 47), 
80.9% of respondents were women (n = 38) and 19.1% were men (n = 9). Ages 
of non-workers ranged from 18 to 44 where the median age was 19 and the av-
erage age was 20. 

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted for each of the five 
decision making styles (DMSs) across workers and non-workers using the DMS 
as the dependent variable and the three work personality subscales (work tasks, 
role models, social skills), age, and gender as the independent variables. 

4.1. Working Students 

A correlation matrix of the variables for working students is presented in Table 
1. The structural (demographic) variables gender and age were entered simulta-
neously in stage one of the regression analyses. The work personality subscales 
(work tasks, role models, social skills) were entered in stage two. The correla-
tions between the work personality subscales and the decision making styles 
were low and were mostly not statistically significant except work tasks with the 
rational decision making style (r = 0.59, p = 0.000). The intuitive decision mak-
ing style did not correlate highly with the work personality subscales (see Table 
1). 

The results presented in Table 2 shows the five hierarchical multiple regres-
sion analyses with each decision making style as the dependent variable. When 
the two control predictors (gender and age) were entered simultaneously in Step 
1, the models explained small amounts of variance in all the decision making 
styles and were not significant. After the entry of the work personality subscales 
(work tasks, role models, and social skills) in Step 2, the models explained an 
 

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and correlations among study variables workers (N = 83). 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Gender             

2. Age 20.73 2.96 −0.08          

3. Work Tasks 29.20 4.50 −0.02 −0.01         

4. Role Model 11.82 3.30 0.06 0.04 0.42        

5. Social Skills 2.19 3.31 −0.06 −0.06 −0.25 −0.23       

6. Rational 22.12 2.90 0.14 0.04 0.59*** 0.30** −0.31**      

7. Intuitive 18.66 3.68 0.08 −0.07 0.03 0.05 0.06 −0.04     

8. Dependent 16.78 4.77 0.04 −0.03 0.20 0.13 −0.10 0.12 0.18    

9. Avoidant 12.43 5.60 0.02 −0.04 −0.11 −0.09 0.07 −0.34** 0.19 0.33**   

10. Spontaneous 12.30 4.60 −0.08 0.01 0.06 −0.03 0.19 −0.21 0.25* 0.14 0.42***  

*p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 
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Table 2. Hierarchical multiple regression for decision making styles among workers. 

 Rational Intuitive Dependent Avoidant Spontaneous 

 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 

Step 1  0.02  0.01  0.00  0.00  0.01 

Gender 0.15  0.07  0.04  0.02  −0.08  

Age 0.05  −0.06  −0.02  −0.04  0.00  

Step 2  0.37***  0.01  0.04  0.02  0.05 

Gender 0.14  0.08  0.03  0.02  −0.06  

Age 0.04  −0.06  −0.03  −0.04  0.02  

Work Tasks 0.54***  0.03  0.16  −0.08  0.12  

Role Model 0.03  0.06  0.05  −0.05  −0.03  

Social Skills −0.16  0.08  −0.05  0.04  0.21  

Total R2  0.39  0.02  0.04  0.02  0.06 

*p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

 
additional 1% - 37% of variance in the DMSs over and above gender and age. 
The work personality subscale work tasks was the only statistically significant 
predictor indicating a moderate positive relationship (β = 0.54, p = 0.000) with 
the rational decision making style. No other beta values or models were signifi-
cant (see Table 2). 

4.2. Nonworking Students 

Correlations among predictor variables for non-working students were ex-
amined and presented in Table 3. Results indicated low to moderate correlations 
and most did not reach the level of statistical significance. There was a signifi-
cant correlation between the role models work personality subscale and the 
adaptive decision making styles (Rational and Intuitive) for non-working stu-
dents (r = 0.488, p = 0.001 and r = 0.347, p = 0.017, respectively). Finally, the 
correlation was not significant for work tasks and the rational DMS was not sig-
nificant but was significant for the intuitive DMS (r = 0.43, p = 0.002). 

The regression models for non-working students showed mixed results. First, 
similar to the models for working students, the two control predictors explained 
small amounts of variance in all the decision making styles and were not signifi-
cant. Second, after the entry of the work personality subscales (work tasks, role 
models, and social skills) in Step 2, the added variance explained by the models 
was 3% - 25% over and above gender and age. This additional variance was only 
significant for the rational and intuitive DMSs. Among non-workers, the work 
personality subscale role models was statistically significant (β = 0.48, p = 0.003) 
in predicting the rational decision making style. The subscale work tasks was al-
so statistically significant (β = 0.32, p = 0.042) in predicting the intuitive DMS 
but not the rational DMS. Finally, work tasks was significant (β = 0.35, p = 
0.043) in predicting the spontaneous decision making style. No other beta values 
were significant (see Table 4). 
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations and correlations among study variables–non-workers (N = 47). 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Gender             

2. Age 20.15 4.46 0.04          

3. Work Tasks 28.64 4.69 0.17 0.14         

4. Role Model 11.02 3.59 −0.04 −0.23 0.33        

5. Social Skills 2.47 3.51 −0.45** 0.00 −0.22 0.10       

6. Rational 21.26 2.42 −0.11 −0.07 0.24 0.49** −0.01      

7. Intuitive 17.68 3.74 0.03 0.12 0.43** 0.35* −0.04 0.21     

8. Dependent 17.40 4.81 0.09 −0.09 −0.08 −0.04 −0.16 0.12 0.15    

9. Avoidant 11.68 5.09 −0.09 −0.10 −0.25 −0.21 −0.15 −0.07 0.16 0.38**   

10. Spontaneous 12.04 4.18 0.01 0.11 0.27 −0.07 0.01 −0.10 0.48** 0.15 0.09  

*p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

 
Table 4. Hierarchical multiple regression for decision making styles among non-workers. 

 Rational Intuitive Dependent Avoidant Spontaneous 

 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 

Step 1  0.01  0.02  0.02  0.01  0.01 

Gender −0.10  0.03  0.09  −0.08  0.00  

Age −0.06  0.12  −0.10  −0.09  0.11  

Step 2  0.25*  0.23*  0.03  0.13  0.10 

Gender −0.15  −0.02  0.03  −0.16  −0.02  

Age 0.04  0.14  −0.08  −0.09  0.02  

Work Tasks 0.08  0.32*  −0.11  −0.21  0.35*  

Role Model 0.48**  0.27  −0.01  −0.15  −0.19  

Social Skills −0.11  −0.01  −0.17  −0.25  0.09  

Total R2  0.26  0.25  0.05  0.14  0.11 

*p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

5. Discussion 

The present study predicted that working students with task oriented personali-
ties will demonstrate more adaptive decision making styles than non-workers 
after controlling for gender and age. Comparing working and non-working stu-
dents, the results partially supported our hypotheses. Overall, higher work task 
personality scores tended to predict the rational DMS for working students 
compared to non-working students. However, this trend was not replicated for 
the intuitive DMS. Hypothesis one was therefore supported but not hypothesis 
two. These findings were consistent with previous studies [19] [23]. A few con-
siderations must be mentioned that could have impacted our results. 

First, labeling the rational and intuitive DMSs as adaptive–having an ability to 
change to suit—is still debatable in the literature. One argument is that both the 
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rational and intuitive DMSs yield different results; for example, in relation to 
competence, innovativeness [16], and social desirability [23]. Previous research 
also shows that the intuitive DMS is positively associated with the spontaneous 
DMS [24]. Scott and Bruce [16] even concluded that the spontaneous DMS is 
just a high-speed intuitive DMS. In the present study, the correlations between 
the intuitive and spontaneous DMSs for working students and non-working 
students were positive and significant (r = .25 and 0.48, respectively); thus con-
firming previous assertions. The intuitive DMS could therefore be considered as 
less of an adaptive style. Epstein [25] noted that the concept of intuition has 
been operationally defined in so many ways that researchers wonder what the 
term even means. Currently, there are at least three different types of intuition in 
extant literature [26]. 

Secondly, studies using the big five personality traits tended to find unique 
and independent correlations with the rational and adaptive DMSs. Riaz, Riaz, 
and Batool [27] found that Extroversion and Openness to Experience positively 
predicted the intuitive DMS while Conscientiousness positively predicted the ra-
tional DMS. In addition, the current results showed that non-workers with work 
task personality positively predicted the intuitive DMS but not the rational DMS. 
Our findings, coupled with previous studies, show that there might be other fac-
tors apart from personality (such as emotional intelligence, creativity, or trans-
formational leadership) that could help explain the differences in adaptive 
DMSs. For example, a study by Avsec [20] using working students showed that 
emotionally intelligent individuals use the intuitive DMS more frequently than 
any other style. Although a number of studies have reported that rational and 
intuitive DMSs have the most positive outcomes compared to other DMSs, prior 
evidence supports that labeling of adaptive and non-adaptive DMSs may need to 
be re-examined and explored further. 

In addition, we predicted based on previous discussions on the adaptive and 
less-adaptive divide that working students with work task personality will use 
less spontaneous and avoidant DMSs than their non-working counterparts. In 
other words, non-working students who identify themselves with work task 
personality should make rapid and spontaneous decisions, postpone, or avoid 
making decisions all together. Our results supported hypothesis three but not 
four. That is, comparatively, work task personality among non-working students 
was significant (β = 0.35, p = 0.043) in predicting the spontaneous decision 
making style compared to working students. The model as a whole, however, 
was not significant. These findings could indicate that even though non-working 
students engage in tasks either for academic purposes or non-academic activi-
ties, decisions made to fulfill these tasks tend to be carried out spontaneously. It 
is also important to include that the correlations with the avoidant DMS were 
negative, implying that tasks among non-working students are not being 
avoided. 

Currently, it is difficult to find a conceptual model for avoidant, dependent 
and spontaneous DMSs, and it is too early to categorize these as non-adaptive. 
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Regardless, there are some results indicating that avoidant and dependent DMSs 
are positively associated with depressive tendencies [18], and avoidant and 
spontaneous DMSs are negatively associated with life satisfaction [28]. There 
may be other factors beyond personality that affect the decision making of both 
non-working students and working students. 

5.1. Conclusions 

The role of personality in predicting work related outcomes has been extensively 
covered in the literature [29] [30] [31] [32]. Some of the key conclusions of these 
studies have informed us that the relationship between personality and any per-
formance variable depends on the big five traits, but they are still valuable pre-
dictors. Apart from the question of personality trait validity, there is a growing 
trend to understand the influence of personality traits shaped by home and 
school environments on organizational behavior throughout individuals work-
ing lives from elementary to college years [12] [33]. Based on the present study, 
it seems that work personality does influence the efficiency of tasks and decision 
making. We assert that performance of work related tasks can be carried to aca-
demic contexts. 

One of the key implications of this study is that students with adaptive deci-
sion making styles have a tendency to make better decisions throughout their 
time as students and beyond. While not all students are employed, this study 
shows that working students with adaptive decision making styles not only have 
a tendency to perform better in the classroom, but in their work setting as well. 
Wong, O’Sullivan, and Strauser [12] found in their study that kids who expe-
rienced positive role models and a stable environment growing up had better 
outcomes when it came to task completion and social skills. It is believed that 
personality is not constant but prone to change over time [34]. Looking ahead, it 
may be beneficial to learn about different decision making styles in hopes of 
modeling more adaptive decision making styles for the future generations. 

5.2. Limitations and Recommendations 

There are some limitations to these findings. First, the present study used a sam-
ple from a college student population who volunteered to take part for research 
participation credit; results may be different from non-college adults or the pop-
ulation of workers. Future studies should attempt to replicate the present find-
ings in an organizational setting to compare work personality and decision 
making styles of current employees to working and non-working students. 
Another concern is the small sample size used. Subsequent research attempting 
to replicate our findings should include a larger number of participants. In addi-
tion, self-report measures in the form of questionnaires were used to capture 
work personalities and decision making styles across working and nonworking 
students. Although self-report measures are generally considered accurate, there 
is the potential for individuals to fake or inflate their work personality or deci-
sion making styles [35]. A future study should consider using a different method 
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such as behavioral measures to objectively assess decision making styles in both 
academic and organizational settings. Despite these limitations, it is hoped that 
this study has provided useful comparison of working and non-working students 
in academic institutions which will help and improve our knowledge of the work 
personality and decision making styles of students. 
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