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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERSONAL DECISION MAKING 
STYLES AND MANAGERIAL VALUE  

Yazar / Author:  . Dr. i 
ii 

Abstract 
Management studies remark the importance of  individual values to understand 

managerial behaviours and propose a relation between individual values and decision making 
behavior. Values consist 
have an impact on decision behaviors. The relationship of personal value systems and managerial 
decision making behavior is starting point of this study. The sample of research is composed of 
Making Style Scale was used. At the end of the study, the series of findings depends of the 
relationship between  instrumental and terminal values with the most frequency and avoidant 
decision making style was obtained and these findings was discussed.  
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mevcuttur (England & Whitley, 1980; Guth & Taigeri, 1965; Singer, 1975; Ralston 
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ideal hedefleri  
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bireye atfedilen ve onun psikolojik obje ile i
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1963; March, 1978;  Kahneman, 1991; Mintzberg, 1976; Lyles & Mitroff, 1980; 

etmektedir (Selten, 1999: 2). 
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Ahiret selameti D2(42) 
 D10(19) 
 D14(18) 

Toplam frekans 124 
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Tablo 2
    

Karar Stili 
Maddeleri 

Aile 
 

Ahiret 
Selameti Huzur  Sosyal 

Onay  Zevk Ahiret 
Selameti  

Heyecan 
Dolu 

 
Bilgelik 

Rasyonel 1 1,62 1,48 1,63 1,72 1,69 1,37 1,23 1,53 1,57 2,00 
Rasyonel 2 1,67 1,67 1,68 1,67 1,86 1,57 1,41 1,73 1,64 1,91 
Rasyonel 3 1,60 1,45 1,63 1,61 1,78 1,37 1,32 1,60 1,50 1,91 
Rasyonel 4 1,80 1,68 1,58 1,67 1,69 1,51 1,50 2,13 1,71 2,00 
Rasyonel 5 1,87 2,10 2,05 2,00 2,17 2,09 2,00 1,93 2,00 2,18 
Sezgisel 1 2,07 1,69 2,26 2,06 2,11 2,09 2,23 2,33 1,93 2,00 
Sezgisel 2 2,29 2,29 2,58 2,39 2,28 2,40 2,50 2,33 2,50 2,09 
Sezgisel 3 2,24 2,05 2,54 2,22 2,37 2,31 2,59 2,27 2,14 1,82 
Sezgisel 4 2,09 2,02 2,26 2,00 2,31 2,20 2,34 2,47 1,79 2,00 
Sezgisel 5 1,96 1,71 2,00 1,94 2,06 1,71 1,86 2,33 1,86 1,91 

 2,18 2,00 1,95 2,22 2,17 2,11 2,32 1,47 1,86 2,27 
 2,33 2,02 2,58 2,78 2,39 2,17 2,82 2,33 1,93 2,27 
 2,50 2,24 2,63 2,89 2,51 2,42 3,05 2,53 1,86 2,18 
 2,33 2,15 2,53 2,17 2,50 2,12 2,50 2,27 1,93 2,00 

 3,13 3,41 3,32 3,33 3,06 3,49 2,82 3,87 3,07 3,91 
 3,27 3,07 3,68 3,78 3,43 3,37 3,36 3,60 3,21 3,82 
 3,87 3,81 3,95 3,77 3,67 3,91 3,63 4,53 3,79 4,09 
 3,69 3,85 4,05 3,67 3,69 3,97 3,55 4,07 3,71 4,18 
 3,75 3,69 4,20 3,71 3,67 4,08 3,64 4,19 3,93 4,09 

Ani Karar 
Verme 1 3,20 3,69 3,79 3,44 3,28 3,66 3,36 3,40 3,64 3,64 
Ani Karar 
Verme 2 3,18 3,62 3,47 2,83 3,17 3,43 3,09 3,13 3,64 3,91 
Ani Karar 
Verme 3 3,56 3,98 3,90 3,67 3,64 3,97 3,81 3,53 3,86 4,09 
Ani Karar 
Verme 4 3,49 4,10 3,72 3,33 3,75 3,82 3,50 3,40 3,71 3,73 
Ani Karar 
Verme 5 3,11 3,62 3,21 2,94 3,03 3,40 3,41 3,27 3,57 3,00 

Karar Stilleri 
Genel 

RASYONEL 1,71 1,67 1,72 1,73 1,84 1,58 1,49 1,79 1,69 2,00 
SEZGISEL 2,13 1,95 2,33 2,12 2,22 2,14 2,30 2,35 2,04 1,96 

 2,34 2,10 2,42 2,51 2,39 2,21 2,67 2,15 1,89 2,18 
 3,54 3,57 3,84 3,65 3,50 3,76 3,40 4,05 3,54 4,02 

 3,31 3,80 3,62 3,24 3,37 3,66 3,43 3,35 3,69 3,67 
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Tablo 3  

    
Karar Stili Maddeleri   Olmak   Muktedir 

Olmak  
Rasyonel 1 1,56 1,40 1,33 1,54 1,61 1,55 1,46 
Rasyonel 2 1,71 1,73 1,83 1,76 1,52 1,55 1,69 
Rasyonel 3 1,62 1,65 1,50 1,50 1,65 1,62 1,69 
Rasyonel 4 1,69 1,87 1,67 1,59 1,90 1,52 1,77 
Rasyonel 5 2,02 2,25 2,17 2,24 1,84 2,00 2,39 
Sezgisel 1 2,07 2,23 1,92 2,08 1,87 2,00 2,15 
Sezgisel 2 2,44 2,35 2,83 2,32 2,36 2,35 2,39 
Sezgisel 3 2,33 2,28 1,86 2,35 2,23 2,31 2,23 
Sezgisel 4 2,18 2,24 2,10 2,16 2,07 2,10 2,15 
Sezgisel 5 1,93 1,83 1,75 1,80 1,81 1,90 2,00 

 2,22 2,08 1,92 2,28 2,07 1,76 2,08 
 2,33 2,55 2,25 2,50 2,52 2,21 2,23 
 2,57 2,53 2,42 2,89 2,48 2,40 2,46 
 2,26 2,43 1,83 2,52 2,26 2,22 2,39 

 3,44 3,10 3,25 3,30 3,42 3,41 2,85 
 3,46 3,46 3,17 3,37 3,58 3,66 3,15 
 3,89 4,00 3,57 3,98 3,77 4,00 3,62 
 3,69 4,05 3,92 3,92 3,74 3,86 3,69 
 3,65 3,87 3,99 3,94 3,61 4,00 3,62 

Ani Karar Verme 1 3,44 3,60 3,50 3,72 3,29 3,45 3,46 
Ani Karar Verme 2 3,18 3,40 3,17 3,50 2,90 3,24 3,54 
Ani Karar Verme 3 3,72 3,73 3,75 3,82 3,65 3,83 3,77 
Ani Karar Verme 4 3,55 3,72 4,00 3,93 3,29 3,52 3,54 
Ani Karar Verme 5 3,18 3,23 3,17 3,48 2,87 3,24 3,39 

Karar Stilleri Genel 
RASYONEL 1,72 1,78 1,70 1,73 1,70 1,65 1,80 
SEZGISEL 2,19 2,18 2,09 2,14 2,07 2,13 2,18 

 2,34 2,40 2,10 2,55 2,33 2,14 2,29 
 3,63 3,70 3,58 3,70 3,62 3,79 3,38 

 3,41 3,53 3,52 3,69 3,20 3,46 3,54 
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