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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable data-obtaining tool for exploring which
decision stage deems sufficient for managers in the public or private sector, how they use time and
how they act in different occasions. Also, a scale demonstrating the approaches which managers are
following in their decision processes has not been seen among past studies. This study has been
carried out in order to close this gap. The scale has been developed in consideration of the managers’
recommendations about the decision process. Sampling method applied in research is easy sampling
method. The 389 participant of this study consist of public and private sector managers in the cities of
Giimiishane and Bayburt in Turkey. The results of this study are assembled under four factors as
“manager’s problem noticing time, manager’s problem defining time, manager’s problem solving
time, and the manager’s decision time on different occasions.” A “Manager Decision Time Scale”
containing 13 items has been developed from these Likert scale factors. It has been tested for validity
by Model-Defining Factor Analysis. The scale that was formed with the data obtained at the end of
this study has been proved to be a valid and reliable data-obtaining tool.
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Karar Sireci Uzerine Bir Olgek Gelistirme Denemesi:
Yonetici Karar Zamani Olgegi

0z

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, kamu sektirii ve ozel sektor alaninda faaliyet gosteren yoneticilerin karar
stirecinin hangi asamasina kadar gelmeyi yeterli gordiiklerini, karar siirecindeki zamanlarint nasil
kullandiklarini ve degisik durumlar karsisinda ne zaman karar aldiklarini ortaya ¢ikarmak amaciyla,
gecerli ve giivenilir bir veri toplama araci gelistirmektir. Gegmiste yapilan ¢alismalar icerisinde
véneticilerin karar siirecinde zamani nasil kullandiklariyla ilgili bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamistir.
Calisma literatiire bu konuda katki yapmak amaciyla planlanmistir. Olgegin gelistirilmesi asamasinda
véneticilerle goriismeler yapilmigtir. Arastrmada kolayda oOrnekleme yontemi uygulanmistir.
Aragtirmanin ¢aligma grubu Giimiishane ve Bayburt illerinde faaliyet gésteren kamu ve ozel sektirde
calisan 389 yoneticiden olusmaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgular: ol¢egin, "yoneticinin sorun bildirme
zamani, yoneticinin problem tamimlama zamani, yoneticinin problem ¢dzme siiresi ve yoneticinin
farkly vesileyle karar verme zamant" adiyla adlandirilan dort faktor altinda toplandigi gériilmiistiir.
13 maddeden olusan "Yonetici Karar Siiresi Olgegi" gelistirilmitir. Likert tarzi dlcegin gegerliligi
Kesfedici Faktor Analizi ile test edilmistir. Caltsmanin sonucunda elde edilen veriler dlgegin gegerli
ve giivenilir bir veri toplama aract oldugunu kanitlamigtir.
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. INTRODUCTION

The management is a process consisting of planning, organizing, directing, coordinating
and supervising the resources in order to realize the pre-determined objectives, under
consideration of the environmental factors. Managers must make decisions at all stages of
this process. Making the decision is the most important activity the manager has to do. At the
same time, the use of time during the decision process directly affects the results of the
decisions.

Simon, known for his work on decision making, emphasized that the analysis of the
decision making process is required to be investigated under three sections (Campitelli,
Gobet 2010). The first one is that human decisions cannot be predicted by logic only;
instead, they can be predicted by means of statistical or any formal model or experimental
research. The second is that three factors are required to be taken into consideration in
decision making, which are type of duty, characteristics of environment, and different
properties of the cognitive system; and that in these three factors, decision making depends
on previous knowledge and competency of the decision maker. The third one is that if a
formal model has been developed for decision making processes by collection of
experimental data, it must be compared with estimations of human behaviors. In this regard,
the present study models the manager decision making process by means of statistical data
obtained by experiment; and strives to introduce an alternative interpretation and different
approach to the manager decision making process.

Managers are viewed as decision makers because organizations can act in the world
through their “decisions” (Laroche 1995). On the other hand, Laroche (1995) has stated that
managers are people who make decisions and that the members of an organization are
surrounded by the decisions concerning the process. “Decisions” correspond to concrete and
symbolic expressions (Laroche 1995). Based on this perspective, if influence area of the
decisions taken in an organization is considered, decisions are required to be evaluated
within an extensive framework.

The analysis of the decision process confronts us with this fundamental proposition in
organizational theory: “the organization of a process affects the efficiency of this process”
(in terms of determined targets of the organization) (Witte et al. 1972). Results of the final
decision, special status of organizational processes will mean that these basic propositions
constitute decision processes in various degrees of their different organizational forms. There
are decision processes which are structured differently. In this case, decision processes can
only be proved by experimental researches (Witte et al. 1972). The structuring of decision
problems includes the definition of results which constitute decision options in relation to
decision targets. Decision analysis usually reveals results concerning the selection of
preferences based on a decision strategy by evaluating options and indeterminate events
which can affect their outcomes (Farquhar, Pratkanis 1993). Hence, effective functionality of
the decision processes would arise all elements in the process (individuals, ideas, physical
conditions, and etc.) or decision options (alternatives) would eliminate uncertainties. In case
decision makers (individual or collective) have multiple targets or criterions, they face with
multiple options (the most common situation). In these situations, the decision-maker
generally faces more alternatives than one. Hence, if there was single option, there would not
be need for structuring a decision problem; in this regard, the process is rather complicated
(Paniagua, Crespo 2012).
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The decision process is directly related to the need to solve the problem or to make a
decision. In the resolution of decision problems, accuracy of choices made for decision
making depends on the steps taken along the decision making process (Conteh 2009). Each
step taken within the decision mechanism and each stage progressed would have influence
on positive outcomes of the decision taken. That is, every problem is an opportunity at the
same time. The manager has to create the means to evaluate his own faults, the factors
leading to the problems, and to watch for the opportunities in the future where he can make
use of his experience.

This study has built a valid and reliable “Manager Decision Time Scale” for the literature.
The study has three sections. In the first section, a conceptual frame has been drawn for the
study as a structural foundation. The second section is allocated to related previous research.
In the final section, data and findings which are obtained by this study are discussed and
suggestions for future research are made.

11. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Decision-making is at the heart of management action. Simon was interested in the
mechanism of the decision making process and emphasized that a decision maker is required
to consider and evaluate results by making comparison. It is underlined with any decision
process that while evaluating results of a central problem, managers should be fully informed
about all incidents and their possible outcomes (Pomerol, Adam 2004). Asemi et al. (2011)
emphasized in their study that in order to increase organizational performances of all
managers in the organization hierarchy, in terms of accuracy of their decisions, they need
appropriate data and information. This result reveals that there is proportional correlation
between the subject (incident-status) on which managers need to make decision and their
knowledge levels regarding the issue in order to give the right decision.

In fact, decision problems are essentially about getting the best choice from a pile of
applicable options (Herrera et al. 1996). Al-Tarawneh (2012) reports in his study while
describing decision process that there must be a basic root cause, restrictive assumptions,
organizational boundaries, and interfaces in the process at the most minimal level; and that it
is necessary to determine problems of all stakeholders of the system; selected options in
applied decision making tools are required to validate the necessities and targets of the
decision problems. An unavoidable reality of decision making is that options are
inconsistent. This inconsistency may cause change in options and applicability over time. In
this regard, change must be accurately determined in this process (Busemeyer, Townsend
1993). From this point of view, Huber et al. (2011) investigated their positive- negative
status of them while making selection among alternatives and their indecisiveness status; and
emphasized that evaluation of their decision results depends on positivity — negativity
dimensions in their decision making process. Payne (1976) constructed a linear model in his
study, which can contribute to the accuracy of early decisions. In this model, each alternative
is assessed individually in a selection set; the selection process among alternatives is handled
multi-dimensionally. Each dimension of each alternative was evaluated through objectivity
or subjectivity values. Then, these components are combined according to their alternative
value contribution so that the alternative with the highest value could be selected.

As a result, time is significantly effective on the processes of proper decision-making
(Parent 2010). There would be limited time in assessment and application of some decisions.
In such a limited-time case, an upper-limit can be constructed by means of available
resources (information). Therefore, some strategies (methods) can be sacrificed (Beach,
Mitchell 1978). Pollay (1970) emphasized in his study that time is a short resource for



128 Hacettepe Saghk Idaresi Dergisi, 2017; 20(2): 125-141

managers and it is necessary to structure decision problems for effective usage of their time.
To that end, managers need to know the changes that occur in the decision time under
different conditions; and number and also the quality of alternatives in the hands of
managers depend on alternatives produced by other members of the organization.

This circumstance reveals that accuracy of a decision should not be assessed by only their
outcomes; also the timing of the question is substantially important. Nevertheless, time spent
while making this decision or opportunities that they postponed or renounced could have
caused missing some other more valuable opportunities. From this perspective, the right
thing for managers is to make right decision at the right time.

I11. LITERATURE REVIEW: PRESENT STUDIES

The origins of the decision making perspective and “constructive” opinions of decisions
are required to be questioned (Laroche 1995). By taking previous studies oriented on this
perspective into consideration, these constructive opinions concerning decision making
process were listed below.

In the present literature of decision making research, the time factor as an important
variable of decision making is ignored (Trull 1966). However, the concept of “time” in the
decision process is the most important condition in assuring competitiveness and survival
(Sabuncuoglu et al. 2010). Ken Iverson, the CEO of Nucor Steel Corp, elaborated why good
managers make bad decisions. Iverson has stressed that the best managers from Harward
University can make bad decisions at 40% of the time, and an average manager can make
bad decisions at 60% of the time (McCormack 2001). Saleem et al. (2011) focused on time
pressure in decision making in their study. They underlined two important factors while
analyzing this pressure. The first one is that decision strategy of decision makers (according
to decision codes and intuitional decision) is superior in necessary circumstances. The
second one is that they emphasized the ultimate decision made by a decision maker by
comparing alternatives based on evidences. Finally, they indicated that time pressure has a
significant effect on individuals’ decisions. Galotti et al. (2006) stated in their study that
different individuals have different decision approaches. It was reported that these personal
differences do not arise immediately; instead, decision makers react to decision and its
process by making plans to determine their individual targets and apply them as decision
making is covering extensive stages. Trull (1966) expressed success in decision making in
his study as whole of variables of decision quality and application. He also strived to shed
light on an optimum time aspect which can maximize success rate of decisions. Moreover,
the quality of the decision is determined by the time aspect and the knowledge level
(corrective and destructive information), amount of available time and information, and
application time. White et al. (1980) studied group decision making processes within three
groups; and found that group experiences were utilized in order to develop solutions for
managerial problems by developing conceptual understanding toward them. Finally, it was
found that decision making process of complex problems affect application initiatives in an
increasing way. From this perspective, the researchers indicated that managers, auditors or
leaders are required to organize meetings for planning activities along the structural process
in their limited time frame. They suggest that this clarifies the definition of problems and the
steps to be followed along the problem solving process. Vroom and Jago (1974) emphasized
in their study that if a leader (manager) is not competent to resolve a problem and lacks
necessary knowledge and skill, it is necessary to resolve problems through communication
among subordinates; and this situation would increase quality of the decision substantially. If
a problem or problems have equal effect on subordinates, they will even offer opportunities
to influence the decision.
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Rogelberg et al. (1992) developed “the ladder technique” in their research they conducted
about efficient group decision. The ladder technique is devised for improving group decision
by structuring the members of a core group with certain entries. The ladder technique
suggests three steps for a group of four persons. First, two members work together on the
present problem. Then, the third member joins this core group and offers solutions for the
same problem. By adding the third member to the group, an environment of three-person
discussion is provided. Finally, a fourth member joins the core group and he too offers his
own solutions for the problem. By this way, a four-person discussion is achieved for making
a final group decision towards the target. According to Nutt (1984), the definition of the
problem constitutes the foundation of the management paradox. It indicates that existing
problems in terms of hierarchal relationships can be viewed by systems. Furthermore, it was
reported that all systems include numbers of smaller systems; and it is possible to consider
them part of a larger system. Safi and Burrell (2007) investigated decision making skills of
managers and leaders for international development. They remarked that managers can
consult their subordinates so that they can debate important facts and assumptions once more
to collect more information. They reported that most of the time, emotional and ineffective
performances of human beings could result in a dead end; and in this case, they can focus on
differences between opposite positions. That is, they can investigate underlying tensions by
asking about the assumptions; and they can put their crew into the right track. They can
create mutual value and cooperation areas in critical subjects. In decision making,
professionals who are equipped with critical thinking can ask questions by collecting
opinions of various groups in order to assess complex problems; and rational decisions can
be made by weighting presented evidences supporting opinions. Hence, decisions made
rationally can contribute to the growth, survival and renovation of the organization. Armesh
(2010) investigated the decision making process in his study in five stages: “1) Definition of
problem or opportunity, 2) Developing an alternative, 3) Evaluating the alternative, 4)
Selecting and application of the best alternative, 5) Evaluation of the decision”. In this
process, it was emphasized that managers are before either a problem or an opportunity when
there is no clear line of distinction between problem and opportunity; and that it is important
to consider the reasons underlying these problems (or opportunities) while defining a
problem (or opportunity) from this point of view. Pinfield (1986) evaluated the
organizational decision making process in terms of structural and anarchic point of view:
“(1) the conceptual and empirical definitions of what constitutes a decision, (2) the extent of
participant consensus on goals and the means used to accomplish those goals; (3) how
participation is included as an attribute of the decision proces; (4) how the organizational
context influences decision processes; and (5) how time is incorporated into each
perspective”.

Newman et al. (1967) examined the decision making process in four different parts:
“making a diagnosis and defining the problem, (b) arriving at alternative solutions, (c)
analyzing and comparing alternative courses of action, and (d) selection of a solution”
(Reported by Summers, White 1976). Shnits (2010) has stated the basic targets of the stages
in the decision process as “selection of the most appropriate scheduling policy for the
current system state’’. Based on this perspective, decision processes has been investigated
under different titles; the majority of these studies aim to create an organization schema
concerning basic reasons of poor or superior effectiveness in the decision process. In the
research conducted by MecFarlin et al. (1992), on American multi-national company
managers, it was found that Spanish managers only gave advice to employees, managers
from America and Holland were more eager to listen to the recommendations of employees,
and American managers attach more importance to making joint decisions. As an example,
in their research on individuals Leykin and DeRubeis (2010) have pointed out that there is a
relation between individuals’ psychological conditions and their decision processes. Nutt
(1976) reported in his study that supporters of “human relationships” are of the opinion that
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there is strong correlation between group processes and decision making in decision
mechanism; and interaction in the groups is substantially important in terms of decision
making mechanism. Kracmar and Uhliar (2012) has reached a conclusion that almost 45% of
executive managers spend 40% of their times for decision making functions. Garvin and
Roberto (2001) reported in their study that decision maker bodies either repeat their decision
most of the time or they rush to reach a conclusion; or they remain indecisive for a while,
then they make their decision rather late. Therefore, making decision very early is harmful as
much as making it too late. The reason for both circumstances can usually rely on
uncontrolled defensive action.

Previous studies show that managers have different decision-making situations and that
there are different models representing each situation (Michael 1979). These studies suggest
that decision making has been considered through various methods and strategies (Dugue et

al. 2013). From this perspective, the present study constructed a new model which can
contribute to the methods and strategies given below.

IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study is designed as shown in Figure 1.

Conceptional
Framework

Literature Review: |
Existing Studies

)

Item Generation Throguh i
Literatur Review/15
Items |

)

Items (Improvement,
Face and Content

‘ Group Discussion/15
Validity)

Pilot Survey (n=164) ‘
(Exploratory Factor
Analysis)/13 Items J

Main Survey (n=389) ‘

(Reliability, Exploratory
and Confirmatory Factor
Analysis)/13 Items |

Figure 1: Scale Design

As shown in Figure 1, first the study was planned, then the literature was reviewed, the

preliminary interviews were made, the pilot study was conducted and the main study was
carried out.
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To develop a scale for manager decision time, the literature on the development of scales
(Churcill Jr. 1979; De Vellis 2003; Hinkin 1995; Turker 2009; Caramelli and De Vijver,
2013) will be examined and the process of developing a scale mentioned above will be
followed in the study.

4.1, Item Generation

At this stage, the items are produced in relation to the field mentioned by utilizing
explorative techniques, questionnaires, literature review, focused group interviews (Churchill
Jr. 1979). After exploring the literature about the subject, open-ended questions were asked
to managers. A pool including 15 items each with 5 options was created as a result of these
open-ended questions (see Table 2).

4.2. Face and Content Validity

At this stage, the validity of face and content will be recovered through the evaluation of
the previous stage. The common way to measure this structure is that: Specialists of the field
are consulted about the item pool and they express opinions about the validity of the pool in
accordance with the conception defined (De Vellis 2003). The specialists of the field were
consulted about the 15 items in this pool. Taking the findings into account, the face and
content validity was provided by recovering 15 items.

Table 1: Decision Time Scale (DTS)

Items

1. When do you usually notice that there is a problem in the organization?

a) When everything is all right in the organization

b) When | hear rumours in the organization

c¢) When | observe some disturbance in the organization
d) When I verify the rumours by observation

e) When things go wrong in the organization

2. When do you usually accept that there is a problem in the organization?

a) | accept it when | feel the problem

b) I accept it when the problem partially becomes apparent

c) I accept it when the problem becomes apparent to everybody

d) I accept it when the problem causes disturbance in the organization

e) | accept it when the problem causes things to go wrong in the organization

3. When do you define the problem after you accept it?

a) | immediately define it the way | feel

b) I define it after | observe it for some time

¢) I define it after I get a few persons’ indirect opinion

d) I define it after | interview the people I think to be the parties of the problem
e) | define it after | get the information of all parties, relevant or irrelevant

4. What do you do to comprehend the problem deeply?

a) | myself work on the problem

b) I get the opinions of a few relevant people

c) | get the opinions of all relevant people

d) I get the opinions of specialists (consultants)

e) | get the opinions of all the people, relevant or irrelevant

5. When do you determine the solution target after you comprehend the problem?

a) | determine the first goal that comes to my mind

b) I think for sometimes then | determine the target

c) | create several goals concerning the solution, then | chose one of them

d) I investigate the goals feasible for the solution, then | determine the goal for the solution

e) | do not hurry to determine the solution goal of the problem, | wait for the events to move on
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Table 1: Decision Time Scale (DTS) - Continue

6. Which of the following do you do to create the solution?

a) Finding a single way to solve the problem is enough

b) At least 2 or 3 ways must be found

c) At least 4 or 5 ways must be found

d) I prefer the ways for the solution to be more

e) | wait for all possible ways to the solution to be created

7. Which of the following do you do when you investigate and compare the ways to the solution?

a) A single way to the solution is enough, | work on it

b) I myself investigate the advantages and disadvantages of the ways to the solution

c) | discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the ways to the solution with a few people relevant
to the problem

d) I speak to the parties of the problem about the advantages and disadvantages of the ways to the
solution

e) | evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of the ways to the solution with the largest
participation

8. Which one of the ways to the solution do you prefer in terms of time?

a) | prefer the nearest, but indefinite way to the solution

b) I prefer the short-term, but partially permanent way to the solution

c) | prefer the middle-term, but reasonable, permanent way to the solution
d) I prefer the long-term, but permanent way to the solution

e) | prefer the longest-term, but exact way to the solution

9. How long does it usually take you to make a decision for a daily, usual situation?

a) Immediately (in an hour)
b) In a few hours

c) In a day

d) In a few days

e) In a week

10. How long does it usually take you to make a decision for an important, but familiar situation?

a) Ina day

b) In a few days
c) In a week

d) In a few weeks
e) In a month

11. How long does it usually take you to make a decision for an important and new (unfamiliar)
situation?

a) In a few days

b) In a week

c) In a few weeks

d) In a month

e) In more than a month

12. How long does it usually take you to make a decision for an important and risky situation?

a) In a few days

b) In a week

c) In a few weeks

d) In a month

e) In more than a month

13. How long does it usually take you to make a decision for a daily, but urgent situation?

a) Immediately (in an hour)
b) In a few hours

c) In a day

d) In a few days

e) In a week
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Table 1: Decision Time Scale (DTS) - Continue

14. How long does it usually take you to make decision for an important and urgent situation?

a) In a few hours

b) In a day

c) In a few days

d) In a week

e) In more than a week

15. How long does it usually take you to make a decision for an emergent and risky situation?

a) In a day

b) In a few days
c) In a week

d) In a few weeks
e) In a month

4.3. Pilot Implementation

As the number of samples is limited in the pilot study, separation of the irrelevant items
and the overlapped items was aimed, that is, the items have been gathered under two or more
dimensions. At first, to do the factor analysis, Bartlett’s sphericity test was used to see
whether the correlation between the items was enough or not. The results showed that the
correlations were significant at the 0.0001 level (Approx. Chi-Square : 550,319/ df: 105/ sig:
0.000). As the 5. and the 9. items are overlapped according to the factor analysis, they are
excluded and the final version is displayed at Table 2. Then the remaining 13 items are
divided into 4 factors whose main value is bigger than 1.0, and which explain 59.029% of
the variance.

Table 2: Total Variance Explained and Rotated Factor Loading Matrix (Through
Varimax Rotation)

Factors -
No | Items NP DP Sp DS Commonalities
1 When do you usually not_lce _that there 0.814 0.697
is a problem in the organization?
5 When do you usually acc_ept _that there 0.807 0674
is a problem in the organization?
3 When do you define the problem after 0.613 0.467
you accept it?
n What do you do to comprehend the 0.765 0633
problem deeply?
6. Which of the following do you do to 0.683 0513

create the ways to the solution?
Which of the following do you do
7. | when you investigate and compare the 0.640 0.691
ways to the solution?

Which one of the ways to the solution
do you prefer in terms of time?

How long does it usually take you to
10. | make a decision for an important, but 0.610 0.503
familiar situation?

How long does it usually take you to
11. | make a decision for an important and 0.678 0.530
new (unfamiliar) situation?

0.755 0.610
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Table 2: Total Variance Explained and Rotated Factor Loading Matrix (Through
Varimax Rotation) - Continue

Factors ..
No | lItems NP DP Sp DS Commonalities

How long does it usually take you
12. | to make a decision for an important 0.757 0.617
and risky situation?

How long does it usually take you
13. | to make a decision for a daily, but 0.489 0.540
urgent situation?

How long does it usually take you
14. | to make decision for an important 0.758 0.609
and urgent situation?

How long does it usually take you
15. | to make a decision for an urgent 0.728 0.588
and risky situation?

Total
Sum of squares (Eigenvalues) 1.526 | 1.507 | 1.793 | 2.847 7.673
The percentage of variance explained 11.741 | 11.596 | 13.791 | 21.901 59.029

Note 1: Factor loads are taken as 0.40 and more.
Note 2: The acronyms above are; NP: Noticing the problem, DP: Defining the problem, SP: Solving the
problem, DS: Making a decision in different situations.

4.4. The Selection of Sample, Obtaining and Analyzing

In this study, sample selection was made by easy sampling method. The 401 participants
of this study consist of private (118) and public (education, health, security, bank, tourism,
and other public sectors; 283) sector managers in the cities of Giimiishane (174) and Bayburt
(227) in Turkey. The statutes of the administrators are distributed as chief, chief manager,
coordinator, vice president, president, general manager. Based on voluntary 389 valid
entries, the obtained data was tested for structural validity by Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) on SPSS 18.0. The reliability of the scale was tested by using Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficient. The Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the scale was tested with Amos 16
software.

4.5. Sample Size

For explanatory factor analysis, the sample size must be at least 50, however, most
researchers work with an observed variable number of at least 5 fold of the observed
variables. But, it is recommended that this number should generally be 10 fold of the
observed variable number Hair et al. (2010). According to this calculation, 389 samples is
satisfying for the main study of our scale since there are 13 observed variables.

On the other hand, confirmatory factor analysis needs more samples than defining factor
analysis. Some researchers argue that 200 samples are enough for Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM), however, it may not be enough for a complex model, therefore, sample
calculation method can be used depending on the N: g rule which is applicable when it
comes to maximum likelihood (ML) prediction method for SEM (Kline 2011). The minimal
ideal rate must be 10:1 according to Kline (2011). Shown in Figure 1, the number of
parameters to predict is 34. Thus, the level of required minimal sample must be 10x34=340.
The present 389 samples are enough for verifying factor analysis.
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4.6. Reliability

One of the most important indicators of scale quality is the alpha reliability co-efficient
and the scale is made more reliable by eliminating items displaying bad variability, negative
correlation, and low correlations through this co-efficient (De Vellis 2003). Although the
alpha coefficient is 0.60, Hair et al. (2010). state that the alpha co-efficient should be 0.70 or
more for defining factor analysis. However, De Vellis (2003) thinks that a minimal
acceptable rate should be 0.65. Cronbach’s Reliability analyisis yielded a Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of 0.72 which means that the scale is reliable.

4.7. Factor Analysis

To test the structural validity of the items, factor analysis was implemented and found a
meaningful correlation between the items with a 0.0001 in Bartlett’s sphericity test. Varimax
rotation by “principal components” method was applied to scale the items 0.40 and over
factor loads are defined as high loads (Hair et al. 2010). Table 3 was formed with 0.40 and
higher loads and the first and second items were collected under the factor of NP (Noticing
the Problem), the third and fourth items under the factor of DP (Defining the Problem), the
sixth, seventh and eighth items under the factor of SP (Solving the Problem), and the 10.,
11., 12, 13., 14., 15. items under the factor of DS (Different Situations). It is accepted that
the variance explained in social areas is between 40-60% (Karag6z, 2015).The factors of
NP, DP, SP, and DS made up for 11%, 12%, 13%, 23% respectively of the variance and they
made up for 58% in total.

Table 3: Total Variance Explained and Rotated Factor Loading Matrix (Through
Varimax Rotation)

Factors .
No | Items NP DP Sp DS Commonalities

When do you usually notice that
1. | there is a problem in the 0.784 0.663
organization?

When do you usually accept that
2. | there is a problem in the 0.806 0.664
organization?

When do you define the problem

3| after you accept it? 0.678 0.523

4 What do you do to comprehend the 0.794 0.680
problem deeply?

6. Which of the following do you do to 0.714 0552

create the ways to the solution?
Which of the following do you do
7. | when you investigate and compare 0.645 0.702
the ways to the solution?
Which one of the ways to the

8. | solution do you prefer in terms of 0.701 0.559
time?
How long does it usually take you

10. | to make a decision for an important, 0.710 0.515

but familiar situation?

How long does it usually take you
11. | to make a decision for an important 0.776 0.634
and new (unfamiliar) situation?
How long does it usually take you
12. | to make a decision for an important 0.729 0.571
and risky situation?
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Table 3: Total Variance Explained and Rotated Factor Loading Matrix (Through
Varimax Rotation) - Continue

How long does it usually take you
13. | to make a decision for a daily, but 0.479 0.452
urgent situation?

How long does it usually take you
14. | to make decision for an important 0.745 0.564
and urgent situation?

How long does it usually take you
15. | to make a decision for an urgent and 0.716 0.520
risky situation?

Total
Sum of squares (Eigenvalues) 1.409 | 1578 | 1.618 | 2.993 7.598
The percentage of variance explained 10.840 | 12.137 | 12.444 | 23.024 58.445

Note 1: Factor loads are taken as 0.40 and more.
Note 2: The acronyms above are; NP: Noticing the problem, DP: Defining the problem, SP: Solving the
problem, DS: Making a decision in different situations.

4.8. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis is one of the analysis methods used to develop a scale.
There are parameters which a valid model should provide. Chi-squared statistic (x2),
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) are parameters to evaluate the fit index of the model (Perryer
247). In order for a model to be valid, the proportion of y2: df must be 3:1, the parameters of
CFI and TLI must be over 0.90, and RMSEA must be lower than 0.08 or 0.05 (Hair et al.
2010). When the fit index results of the model are viewed, CMIN/DF (y*: df):2.153
(122.709/57), TLI: 0.915, CFI: 0.938 and RMSEA: 0.055. These scores show that the model

provides fit index. The factor model is shown in Figure 2.

|tem6\ ‘Item?‘ \ltems\

\lteml\ \ltemz\

‘ Item1l ‘ ‘ Itemi2 ‘ ‘ Item13 ‘ ‘ Item14a ‘

G0 @ @ @ e

Figure 2: The Factor Model defined as a Way Scheme on AMOS

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

When a manager makes a decision, he must keep the requirements of the enterprise and
the time needed for the realization of these requirements at an optimal level. He has to
compete against time. A manager, as a necessity of his authority and position, has to foresee
the results to be reached. To achieve his goals, the manager must take the organization as a
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whole system. If there is any deviation from the goal desired, it must immediately rectified,
even after the decision (Turkson 2010; Sabuncuoglu et al. 2002).

The currency of business life are decisions. Every achievement, every misfortune, every
opportunity caught or missed is the result of decisions made or not made by someone. In
most of the enterprises, decisions’ being stuck at any part of the organization is a usual
occasion. Of course, not individual incidents but the firm as a whole is important. Beyond
factors like the sector where the enterprise operates, its size and its reputation, or what a
smart strategy it has etc., the enterprise being not able to make proper decisions effectively
and in time, and if these decisions cannot be implemented consistently, it will lose ground
(Rogers, Blenko 2007). In this respect, successful enterprises must make better, faster, more
effective, timely decisions and it must put these decisions into practice (McLaughlin 1995).

Avalid and reliable data-obtaining tool has been developed for determining the decision
stages that managers see as sufficient, how they use their time in the decision process, and
when they make decisions in different situations. While creating the items, we took the
managers’ suggestions concerning the decision process into consideration.

The main limitation of the study was that we did not found in past research a scale about
the critical issue of managers’ time usage in decision processes. Thus, the absence of model
data about this issue may be seen as a restriction of the research. Another restriction for data
collecting might be the occasions where managers were absent, unwilling to fill out the
questionnaire, or had no time to respond.

The results of the research show that there are many factors affecting managers’ decision
processes. In this respect, research can be conducted on the effects of time traps to manager
decisions, the effects of decision-making styles to the manager decision process (manager
decision time), the effects of organizational structure to manager decision time, the effects of
organization size to manager decision time, the effects of the environment to manager
decision time, and the effects of manager decisions to organization performance. Beyond
time usage of managers, the model formed in this study can also be used to study the
decision time related issues of students, families etc. in problem environments (e.g.
regarding school, school subjects, economical standards).

The developed scale can be functional for assessing the stages of problem recognition,
definition and solution and how managers are using the time and whether managers are
implementing the decision process effectively. The assessment of managers’ decision
process in certainty, uncertainty and risk situations will determine the unused or excessively
used time. Both situations would be enlightening to devise more efficient and effective ways
for the implementation of the decision process by managers. The “manages decision time
scale” which has been developed here proposes a start for future researchers for development
with different samples and methods.

REFERENCES

1. Al-Tarawneh H. A. (2012) The Main Factors beyond Decision Making. Journal of
Management Research 4(1): 1-23.

2. Armesh H. (2010) Decision Making. Global Economy and Finance Journal (Session:
Management) (Ed. Zia Haqq) (pp. 483-506). 12th International Business Research
Conference, Dubai.



138 Hacettepe Saghk Idaresi Dergisi, 2017; 20(2): 125-141

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Asemi A., Safari A. and Zavareh A. A. (2011) The Role of Management Information
System (MIS) and Decision Support System (DSS) for Manager’s Decision Making
Process. International Journal of Business and Management 6(7): 164-173.

Beach L. R. and Mitchell T. R. (1978). A Contingency Model for the Selection of
Decision Strategies. The Academy of Management Review 3(3): 439-449.

Busemeyer J. R. and Townsend J. T. (1993) Decision Field Theory: A Dynamic-
Cognitive Approach to Decision Making in an Uncertain Environment. Psychological
Review 100(3): 432-459.

Campitelli G. and Gobet F. (2010) Herbert Simon’s Decision-Making Approach:
Investigation of Cognitive Processes in Experts. Review of General Psychology 14(4):
354-364.

Caramelli M. and Van De Vijver F. J. R. (2013) Towards a Comprehensive Procedure
for Developing Measurement Scales for Cross-Cultural Management Research.
International Management 17(2): 150-187.

Churchill Jr. G. A. (1979) A Paradigm for Developing Better Measures of Marketing
Constructs. A Journal of Marketing Research 16(1): 64-73.

Conteh N. (2009) The Hypothesis Testing of Decision Making Styles in the Decision
Making Process. Journal of Technology Research (1): 1-17.

De Vellis R. F. (2003) Scale Development Theory and Applications (2nd Edition).
SAGE Publications, London.

Duque M. J., Turla C. and Evangelista L. (2013) Effects of Emotional State on Decision
Making Time. The 9th International Conference on Cognitive Science 97(6): 137-
146.

Farquhar P. H. and Pratkanis A. R. (1993) Decision Structuring with Phantom
Alternatives. Management Science 39(10): 1214-1226.

Galotti K. M., Ciner E., Altenbaumer H. E., Gerrts H. J., Rupp A. and Woulfe J. (2006)
Decision-Making Styles in a Real-Life Decision: Choosing a College Major.
Personality and Individual Differences 41(4): 629-539.

Garvin David A. and Roberto Michael A. (2001) What You Don’t Know About Making
Decisions. Harvard Business Review 79(8): 108-116.

Hair J. F. Jr., Black W. C., Babin B. J. and Anderson R. E. (2010) Multivariate Data
Analysis (7th Edition). Pearson Prentice Hall, New Jersey.

Herrera F., Herrera V. E. and Verdegay J. L. (1996) A Model of Consensus in Group
Decision Making under Linguistic Assessments. Fuzzy Sets and System 78(1): 73-87.

Hinkin T. R. (1995) A Review of Scale Development Practices in the Study of
Organization. Journal of Manegement 21(5): 967-988.



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

An Attempt to Develop A Scale on the Decision Process 139

Huber O., Huber O. W. and Bar A. S. (2011) Information Search and Mental
Representation in Risky Decision Making: The Advantages First Principle. Journal of
Behavioral Decision Making 24(3): 223-248.

Karagoz Y. (2015) SPSS 22 Uygulamah Biyoistatistik- SPSS 22 Applied
Biostatistics (2nd. Edition) Nobel Publishing, Ankara.

Kline R. B. (2011) Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling (3rd
Edition). The Guilford Press, New York.

Kracmar J. and Uhliar M. (2012) The Impact of Control Processes on Managerial
Decision Making. Problems of Management in the 21ST Century 3(1): 43-52.

Laroche H. (1995) From Decision to Action in Organizations: Decision-Making as a
Social Representation. Organization Science 6(1): 62-75.

Leykin Y. and DeRubeis R. J. (2010) Decision-Making Styles and Depressive
Symptomatology: Development of the Decision Styles Questionnaire. Judgment and
Decision Making 5(7): 506-515.

McCormack M. H. (2001) Basarih Yonetim Teknikleri- Successful Management
Techniques (Cev.: Erdogan Agca). Istanbul: Form Yayincilik Publishing.

McFarlin D. B., Sweeney, P. D. and Cotton, J. K.(1992) Attitudes Toward Employee
Participation in Decision-Making: A Comparison of European and American Manager
in a United States Multinational Company (Cev.: H. Sebnem Secer). Human Resource
Management Winter 31 (4): 107-135.

McLaughlin D. J. (1995) Strengthening Executive Decision Making. Human Resource
Management 34(3): 443-461.

Michael S. R. (1979) Control, Contingency and Delegation in Decision-Making.
Training and Development Journal 33(2): 36-42.

Nutt P. C. (1976) Models for Decision Making in Organizations and Some Contextual
Variables which Stipulate Optimal Use. The Academy of Management Review 1(2):
84-98.

Nutt P. C. (1984) Types of Organizational Decision Processes. Administrative Science
Quarterly 29(3): 414-450.

Paniagua J. A. V. and Crespo J. M. (2012) Decision Making Methodology to Support
the Project Implementation of Knowledge Management in Business. Proceedings of
the European Conference on Knowledge Management 4(2): 904-912.

Parent M. M. (2010) Decision Making in Major Sport Events Over Time: Parameters,
Drivers, and Strategies. Journal of Sport Management 24(3): 291-318.

Payne J. W. (1976) Task Complexity and Contingent Processing in Decision Making:
An Information Search and Protocol Analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance 16(2): 366-387.



140 Hacettepe Saghk Idaresi Dergisi, 2017; 20(2): 125-141

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

Perryer C. (2009) Construct Validation of The Customer Orientation (Organizational
Climate) Scale in A Public Sector Service Organization. Public Administration &
Management 14(2): 238-253.

Pinfield L. (1986) A Field Evaluation of Perspectives on Organizational Decision
Making. Administrative Science Quarterly 31(3): 365-388.

Pollay R. W. (1970) The Structure of Executive Decisions and Decision Times.
Administrative Science Quarterly 15(4): 459-471.

Pomerol J. C. and Adam F. (2004) Practical Decision Making-From the Legacy of
Herbert Simon to Decision Support Systems. In Actes la Conference de la Conference
Internationale IFIP TC8/WGS8.3, (3): 647-657.

Rogelberg S. G., Barnes-Farrell J. L. and Lowe C. A. (1992) The Stepladder Technique:
An Alternative Group Structure Facilitating Effective Group Decision Making. Journal
of Applied Psychology 77(5): 730-737.

Rogers P. and Blenko M. (2007) Harwerd Business Review on Making Smarter
Decision (Cev.: Ahmet Kardam). Harvard Business Review. Mess, Istanbul.

Sabuncuoglu Z., Pasa, M. and Kaymaz, K. (2010) Time Management. Beta Yayinlari,
Istanbul.

Sabuncuoglu Z. and Paga M. (2002) Time Management, Ezgi Kitabevi, Bursa.

Safi A. and Burrell D. N. (2007) Developing Advanced Decision-Making Skills in
International Leaders and Managers. Vikalpa: The Journal for Decision Makers
32(3): 1-8.

Saleem R., Shah A. U. H. and Wagas M. (2011) Effect of Time Pressure and Human
Judgment on Decision Making in Three Public Sector Organizations of Pakistan.
International Journal of Human Sciences 8(1): 701-712.

Shnits B. (2010) Methods for Activating the Decision-Making Process that is Used for
Controlling Flexible Manufacturing Systems. International Journal of Production
Research 48(24): 7437-7462.

Summers |. and White M. D. E. (1976) Creativity Techniques: Toward Improvement of
the Decision Process. The Academy of Management Review 1(2): 99-107.

Trull S. G. (1966) Some Factors Involved in Determining Total Decision Success.
Management Science 12(6): 270-280.

Turker D. (2009) Measuring Corporate Social Responsibility: A Scale Development
Study. Journal of Business Ethics 85(4): 411-427.

Turkson J. K. (2010) The Decision — Making Dimension of the Systems Approach to
Management. Chinese Business Review 9(2): 27-33.

Witte E., Joost N. and Thimm A. L. (1972) Field Research on Complex Decision-
Making Processes — The Phase Theorem. International Studies of Management &
Organization 2(2): 156-182.



An Attempt to Develop A Scale on the Decision Process 141

49. Vroom V. H. and Jago A. G. (1974) Leadership and Decision Making, Decision
Sciences Institute from Decision Sciences 5: 743-755.

50. White S. E., Dittrich J. E. and Lang J. R. (1980) The Effects of Group Decision-
Making Process and Problem Situation Complexity on Implementation Attempts.
Administrative Science Quarterly 25(3): 428-440.



142 Hacettepe Saghk Idaresi Dergisi, 2017; 20(2): 125-141



