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ABSTRACT

THE IMPACT OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES ON EXECUTIVES’ USE OF
INTUITIVE DECISION-MAKING STYLE: THE MODERATING ROLE OF
COVID-19 ANXIETY SYNDROME

ERDOGAN, Melisa Piril
M.B.A., The Department of Business Administration
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Feride Pmar ACAR

May 2022, 157 pages

This study has two purposes: (1) to investigate direct relationships between
individual differences namely age, gender, education level, psychological capital, risk
propensity, affective orientation and executives’ use of intuitive decision-making style
and (2) to reveal whether there exists moderating role of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome
on existent relationships.

Based on these purposes, an online survey is conducted and data is obtained by
snowball sampling from executives in Turkey (N=327). As a result, findings illustrate
that whereas risk propensity and affective orientation are positively associated with
intuitive decision-making style; age, gender, education level and psychological capital
do not have significant relationships with this style of decision-making. Lastly, Covid-
19 Anxiety Syndrome weakens the relationship between psychological capital and

intuitive decision-making style.



Keywords: Upper Echelon Theory, Covid-19, Intuitive Decision-Making Style,
Psychological Capital, Affective Orientation



Oz

KiSISEL FARKLILIKLARIN YONETICILERIN SEZGISEL KARAR ALIS
TARZINI KULLANISLARINA ETKiSi: COVID-19 ANKSIYETE
SENDROMUNUN DUZENLEYICI ROLU

ERDOGAN, Melisa Piril
Yiiksek Lisans, Isletme BOlimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Feride Pmnar ACAR

Mayis 2022, 157 sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin iKi temel amaci bulunmaktadir: (1)kisisel farkliliklar olarak
adlandirilan yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi, psikolojik sermaye, risk egilimi ve duygusal
yonelimin yoneticilerin sezgisel karar alis tarzim1 kullanisiyla dogrudan iliskisini
aragtirmak, (2) Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun var olan iliskiler {izerinde
diizenleyici roli olup olmadigini agiga ¢ikarmak.

Bu amaclara istinaden, c¢evrimic¢i anket olusturulmus ve veri, Kkartopu
ornekleme yoluyla Tiirkiye’deki yoneticilerden elde edilmistir (N=327). Sonug olarak,
elde edilen bulgulara gore risk egilimi ile duygusal yonelimin sezgisel karar alig tarzi
ile pozitif olarak iligkili oldugu goriilmiis, ancak, yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi ve
psikolojik sermayenin s6z konusu karar alig tarziyla aralarinda anlaml bir iliski

bulunamamustir. Ayrica, Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun yoneticilerin psikolojik

Vi



sermayeleri ve sezgisel karar alig tarzlari arasindaki iliskiyi zayiflattigi ortaya
cikmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ust Kademe Teorisi, Covid-19, Sezgisel Karar Alig Tarzi,
Psikolojik Sermaye, Duygusal Y6nelim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

“The business environment has become relentlessly competitive. ”
Wally and Baum (1997, p. 103)

Strategic management scholars have been examining to understand what leads
to sustainable competitive advantage for many years (Barney, 1991; Porter, 1985).
Firm resources, which encompass “all assets, capabilities, organizational processes,
firm attributes, information, knowledge” (Barney, 1991, p. 101) are keys for
competitive advantage. Barney (1991) discusses that sustainable competitive
advantage can be delineated as a process of creating value for organizations by
carrying out unique strategies, which are difficult to be copied by rivals. In this respect,
F. Luthans and Youssef (2004) emphasizes the importance of human capital as being
intangible asset for organizations, since it is much more difficult to be emulated by
competitors compared to financial or other tangible resources. Further, human capital
is unique due to entailing “knowledge, skills, abilities or competencies derived from
education, experience and specific identifiable skills” (F. Luthans & Youssef, 2004, p.
5). Moreover, human capital is not confined to explicit knowledge, which is easily
adjustable by the help of adequate training programs (F. Luthans & Youssef, 2004). In
other words, the uniqueness of human capital stems from its combination of explicit
knowledge and tacit knowledge, which provides outperforming rivals. That is the

reason why intuition is highly noteworthy to be concentrated on by power-holders of



organizations (Child, 1972) because intuition incorporates both explicit and tacit
knowledge accompanied with gut feelings. Hence tendency to use intuition in
decision-making processes may be distinct source of competitive advantage by
impeding to be imitated by competitors.

In this study, it is aimed to yield research in order to mitigate prejudices by
opening up the black-box with respect to intuition. Intuition is conceived as
“unscientific and irrational” (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004, p. 89) or “more obscure,
primitive, subjective or even private form of intelligence” (Van Riel & Lemmink,
2003, p. 8). Conversely, intuition is a function of explicit and tacit knowledge
with gut feelings providing holistic view, which is deeply discussed in Chapter
2.

The reason why executives rather than employees are chosen for the present
study is that executives are the ones who analyse the bigger picture by taking different
factors into consideration when encountered with a problem (Harper, 1988).
Counterintuitively, as outlined by Isenberg (1984) that senior managers do not pursue
predetermined rules while trying to make decisions to capture opportunities since
nature of human-beings are not completely rational and in the meantime there exists
uncontrollable factors like environmental or problem-based aspects that individuals
face, which impedes being completely rational; instead, they have bounded rationality
(Simon, 1979). Kleinmuntz (1990) underpins these propositions by underscoring that
it is not possible to formulize each decision and problem. Likewise, world is delineated
by ubiquitous term, VUCA (Karatekin Alkog, 2021) combination of first letters of
volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity. Contagious Covid-19 disease gives
evidence for why the world is called VUCA. Since mid-March, 2020 human-beings
have been struggling to survive in pandemic conditions. Outbreak of Covid-19 can
also be considered as an example of White Swan  Event
(https://www.forbes.com/sites/johndrake/2021/11/11/was-covid-19-a-black-swan-
event/?sh=608c8f4771f9). In other words, even though it is difficult to estimate its

likelihood to happen, it is still possible to predict what Bill Gates had already stated
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the necessity of preparing for upcoming epidemic in his TED talk in 2015

(https://www.ted.com/talks/bill gates the next outbreak we re not ready?languag

e=dz). Nonetheless, due to unpreparedness for a possible epidemic, many lives have
been destroyed and changed by Covid-19 pandemic. As it supports the notion that
circumstances may not be appropriate to stay strictly rational and logical because it is
impossible to take all possibilities into consideration. Hence, intuition is indispensable
to be examined. Grounded on Agor’s (1986) findings derived from two-thousand
managers, top executives rely on intuition in their decisions more heavily compared to
middle and low managers. It is because intuition is both conductive to abundant
information and scarce information (Harper, 1988). Thus, this study is undertaken to
demystify the executives’ use of intuitive decision-making style in Turkey.

Briefly, this study is built on in order to investigate executives’ use of intuitive
decision-making style by analysing diverse individual differences coupling with
moderating role of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome. Following chapters give more detail
pertaining to constructs conducted in this study. In chapter 2, extant literature is
reviewed and hypotheses are developed. In chapter 3, constructs are operationalized
by different instruments. In chapter 4, analyses are done by using SPSS and results are
demonstrated. Lastly, the findings are discussed, limitations are determined,

implications for management and future research are stated.

1.1.  Significance of the Study

Present study is distinguishable from extant research in four ways:

First, individual differences referring to individual characteristics are divided
into four categories: (1) trait demographics, (2) trait, (3) trait-like, (4) state-like. First,
the word demographic is combination of Greek words of demos and graphy
corresponding to people and picture respectively. Derived from its meaning,
demographic characteristics provide fruitful insight pertaining to the individual (Lee
& Schuele, 2012). Hence, demographics including age, gender, ethnicity, income,

education and so forth (Lee & Schuele, 2012) are generally utilized as control
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variables. Grounded on Upper Echelon Theory, observable, easily reachable
demographics have drawn attention and used as proxies for underlying unobservable
psychological characteristics like personality. In this respect, present study differs
from many studies by utilizing demographics to examine their effects rather than ruling
out their effects accompanying with different individual differences. Apart from
demographic characteristics, trait affective orientation, trait-like risk propensity and
state-like PsyCap are in the scope of this research. In this respect, trait-like risk
propensity is conceptualized as more amendable to change compared to trait affective
orientation. Furthermore, state-like PsyCap, a higher-order construct, which combines
hope, optimism, self-efficacy and resilience, is more receptive to progress through
experience compared to affective orientation and risk propensity.

Second, extant literature review pertaining to Upper Echelon Theory focuses
on either observable demographic characteristics’ impacts on organizational outcomes
like strategic choices (Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick & Mason, 1984) or unobservable
characteristics that open up the black-box representing “executives’ cognitive
processes, their behaviours, their interactions with top managers” (Neely Jr. et al.,
2020, p. 1030). While disputes revolve around whether observable characteristics
surrogate for unobservable constructs or not, these constructs are not taken into
consideration concomitantly. That is why, both observable and unobservable
constructs are purview of this study for the purpose of filling this gap. In other words,
investigating the effects of both characteristics simultaneously are believed to shed
light on the literature by presenting different perspective.

Third, present study is believed to broaden knowledge by investigating top
executives, firm owners and middle-managers from Turkey. Delineated by Hofstede
(2011), culture differentiates people from each other. Although the main purpose of
this study is not evaluating cultural aspects, it is believed that it will be beneficial to
examine conducted constructs in Turkish context. As Turkey is feminine, collectivist

and high in uncertainty avoidance (https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-

comparison/turkey/), findings from Turkey may be different from extant research
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because majority of the research is done in those countries, most of which have
developed economies. Additionally, Dane and Pratt (2007) outlines that cultures,
which are feminine and low in uncertainty avoidance have more tendency to use
intuition in their judgments. As Turkish society is both feminine and high in
uncertainty avoidance, it is believed investigation pertaining to executives’ use of
intuitive decision-making style in such a society will contribute to strategic
management research.

Fourth, present study involves unfamiliar constructs and thus builds on novel
relationships. To illustrate, extant research is conducted on employees’ PsyCap by
overlooking executive side (F. Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Meanwhile, Covid-
19 cannot be neglected while it has immense influence on the world and as a result of
that, it is aimed to capture and see its devastating implications on executives
empirically from the construct, Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome (Nik¢evi¢c & Spada,
2020). Lastly, to date, affective orientation is rarely utilized construct in extant
research and so it is believed to merit further attention (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-
Butterfield, 1990). Hence, it is contended that investigations pertaining to PsyCap,
Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome and Affective Orientation will contribute to strategic

management research.
1.2. Research Questions

This study investigates the relationship between executives’ individual differences,
referring to age, gender, education level, PsyCap, risk propensity and affective
orientation, and their use of intuitive decision-making style. In addition to examining
direct effect of individual differences, moderating role of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome
on the relationships built through this study is reviewed. On the basis of proposed

model illustrated in Figure 1, proceeding research questions are posed:

1. What is the effect of executives’ individual differences namely age, gender,
educational level, PsyCap, risk propensity and affective orientation separately on

their use of intuitive decision-making style?



2. Does Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome moderate the relationships between executives’
individual differences (age, gender, educational level, PsyCap, risk propensity and

affective orientation) and their use of intuitive decision-making style?



INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES

Demographics

Psychological Characteristics

| STATE-LIKE | TRAIT

Risk propesity

| TRAIT-LIKE

Affective Orienfation

| TRAIT

Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome

Figure 1. Proposed Model



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES

In this chapter, Upper Echelon Theory, Decision-Making Style, Intuition, Intuitive
Decision-Making Style, Affective Orientation, Risk Propensity, Psychological Capital
and Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome are reviewed in the light of literature in conjecture
with posited hypotheses pertaining to these constructs and demographic factors: age,

gender, education level.

2.1.  Upper Echelon Theory

Child (1972) defines organizational structure as a combination of roles and
activities under organizational boundaries. What Child explicates as organizational
boundaries, include environment, technology and scale of operation. Although these
contextual factors play critical roles in organizational structure, they do not speak for
themselves (Child, 1972). Critical intermediaries, dominant coalitions (Child, 1972)
are decision-makers who determine specific goals and lead the way in the
circumstances where there exist contextual constraints. Dominant coalitions involve
in decision-making processes, which precede identifying the problem, obtaining data
concerning the problem, evaluating and choosing the most appropriate solution by
weighting priorities and needs of the organization (Hernandez & Ortega, 2018). The

by-product of decision-making process, which dominant coalition is responsible for is



strategic choice (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Thus, strategic management
investigations revolve around strategic choices and their organizational outcomes.

The critical question is how these strategic choices are made. For many
centuries, the imperfect nature of decision-makers is overlooked and it is mainly
focused on as if in utopia. Like what Simon (1955, 1979) calls economic man who
possesses complete information and knows results of actions completely (Hernandez
& Ortega, 2018). Similarly, omniscient rationality (Cyert & March, 1963) in the classic
theory of firm is characterized by two assumptions: (1) firms’ main goal is to attain
profit maximization or optimization and (2) firms are running in the presence of perfect
knowledge. Nonetheless, both economic man and omniscient rationality neglect: (1)
uncertainty of its environment, (2) problems arise from contradictions between
coalition members (3) limited capacity of obtaining and storing information. Besides,
rather than maximization, satisfaction is adequate in real life (Hernandez & Ortega,
2018). Similarly, Cyert and March (1963) outlines that adaptively rational system is
more plausible under real-life circumstances. In contrast, classical theory of
omniscient rationality is simple and apt for stable environment implying that operation
of omniscient rationality is somehow illusional. As an alternative theory for omniscient
rationality, bounded rationality is proposed (Simon, 1979). Stated by Simon (2000)
that rational behavior is characterized by inner environment of individual’s mind and
surrounding environment leading to take action by both affecting others and being
affected by others. This rationality infers bounded rationality.

Hambrick and Mason (1984) builds on Upper Echelon Theory (UET)
influenced by bounded rationality perspective. As illustrated in Figure 2, when
encountering a situation, top managers/executives, what Child (1972) defines them as
actors who exert power over organization, interpret that situation based on their values,
cognition, knowledge, assumptions, beliefs and visions. Hence, there exists
discrepancy among actual situation and decision maker’s grasp of that situation due to
filtered out by bounded rationality of decision maker. In other words, same situation

may be interpreted differently dependent on information obtained by each different



member of dominant coalition because obtained information may be disturbed or
adjusted through moving up hierarchy (Dearborn & Simon, 1958). In that study, it is
revealed that each executive working in same firm but in different departments
perceives and interprets problems based on their perspectives and perceptions. So,
interpretations of executive lead him/her to take action; especially making strategic
choices, which affect firm outcomes. In similar vein, Hambrick and Mason (1984)
advocates that values, beliefs and underlying cognition of powerful actors are
reflected by their characteristics enumerating age, functional tracks, career
experiences, education, socioeconomic roots, financial position (Crossland et al.,
2014; Hambrick & Fukutomi, 1991). In other words, Hambrick and Mason contend
that these observable characteristics are proxies surrogating for executive’s beliefs,
values, cognitions what Lawrence (1997) calls black box due to the difficulty to
understand and obtain from executives. Underpinning this argument that these
observable constructs are more convenient, easier to access and more reliable in the
circumstances where executives’ unwillingness to participate in research is prevalent
(Cannella, 2001). Thus, debates emerge pertaining to if the black box is needed to be
opened or executives’ psychological and unobservable aspects can be extrapolated
from these demographic characteristics without opening the black box like Hambrick
and Mason support (Abatecola & Cristofaro, 2018; Hambrick, 2007; Rost & Osterloh,
2010).

Strategic Choice Under Conditions of Bounded Rationality

T

Cognitive Limited Field Selective
Base of Vision Perception

Managerial Strategic

Interpretation Perceptions = Choice

The Situation
all potential env
and izati

stimuli)

Figure 2. Strategic Choice Under Conditions of Bounded Rationality (Source:
Hambrick, D. C., & Mason, P. A. (1984). Upper Echelons : The Organization as a
Reflection of Its Top Managers. 9(2), 193-206.)
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Lawrence (1997) explicates black-box problem with respect to congruence
assumption concluding that even though the rightest demographics are known, they
cannot explicate organizational outcomes completely. Similarly, based on the findings
of Markoczy (1997), it is highlighted that even though functional background, age and
nationality are related to individual beliefs, it is not adequate for reaching a conclusion
that observable characteristics are completely substitutes.

Upper Echelon theory perspective has drawn attention of scholars bolstering
investigations on top executives’ effect on strategic management and organizational
outcomes (Abatecola & Cristofaro, 2016; Bromiley & Rau, 2016; Busenbark et al.,
2016; G. Wang et al., 2016). To date, scholars who are proponents of opening the
black-box extend research by using CEO political orientation (Graffin et al., 2019),
personality(Hitt & Tyler, 1991; Holmes et al., 2021; Nadkarni & Herrmann, 2010),
CEO trait empathy (Konig et al., 2020), executive symbolism (Hambrick & Lovelace,
2018), CEO celebrity (Lovelace et al., 2018), executive job demand (Hambrick, 2007;
Hambrick et al., 2005), managerial discretion (Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick &
Abrahamson, 1995), CEO charisma (Waldman et al., 2004) as drivers. Mackey (2008)
exhibits that CEO has impact on accounting based firm performance. Supported by
Barker et al. (2002) that whereas CEO tenure is inversely associated with R&D
spendings, CEO career experience has positively related to R&D spendings. In similar
aspect, Plambeck and Weber (2009) outlines that CEO evaluations along with his/her
ambivalence on an issue directly lead his/her firm to take actions. Intriguingly, Hill et
al. (2018) elaborates that executives’ characteristics not only affect their firm but also
rivals’ attacks on their own firm. In addition to positive impact on strategic
management outcomes, some research draws attention on executives’ hubris and
overconfidence impeding strategic decision making processes such as on firm
innovation (Tang et al., 2012) and forecast accuracy (G. Chen et al., 2015). In contrast,
mixed findings exist such that Papadakis and Barwise (2002) does not find any
relationships between CEO demographic characteristics and strategic decision-

making.
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Even though CEOs are critical actors in firms, they do not decide by their own.
It is not proper to attribute firm success or failure to one actor. Hence, top management
teams are predominant over individual top executives (Hambrick, 2007). Mainstream
of research is done grounded on TMT, which is not purview of this study (Colbert et
al., 2014; Hambrick, 1987). To illustrate, Carpenter et al. (2004) advances knowledge

by raising diverse strategic questions for future research on TMTSs.

2.2. Decision-Making Styles

According to (Scott & Bruce, 1995), decision making-styles are based on learned
habits; one uses one of the styles when encountering a situation. In this regard, five-
dimensional decision-making styles scale called General Decision-Making Style
Inventory (GDMS) is developed by Scott and Bruce(1995) made up twenty-five items
with five sub-dimensions namely rational, intuitive, dependent, avoidant and
spontaneous decision-making style. Intuitive decision-making style is delineated as
being relied on one’s own hunches and feelings (Scott & Bruce, 1995). Based on Scott
and Bruce’s (1995) GDMS, rational decision-making style is grounded on thoughtful
and logical analysis, dependent decision-making style relies on others’ advices,
avoidant decision-making style corresponds to the tendency of avoiding making
decisions and spontaneous decision making style focuses on being quickly while
making decisions. Furthermore, alternative scales pertaining to decision-making styles
are conducted. Decision Making Styles Inventory (DMI) is one of them with three sub-
dimensions, devised by Nygren and White (2002).

Elucidated in Scott and Bruce (1995), decision making styles reflect individual
cognitive styles. Thunholm (2004) advocates this notion that although rational and
intuitive decision-making styles are conceptualized by the help of cognitive styles,
which are either analytical or experiential, remaining decision-making styles are
ambiguous; hence dependent, avoidant and spontaneous decision-making styles merit
further analysis. In addition, Thunholm (2004) disagrees the argument that decision-

making style is habit-based delineated by Scott and Bruce (1995) since according to
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Thunholm (2004), decision-making style provides more holistic definition, which
incorporates both individual cognitive styles, self-evaluation and self-regulation. As
highlighted by Thulnholm (2004), decision-making styles are beneficial for
understanding individual differences.

Sinclair and Ashkanasy (2002, 2005, 2011) explicates four different
characteristics of decision-making: problem, decision, environment and individual
differences. Factors determining intuitive decision making are also enumerated as
decision, environment, organization (Elbanna et al., 2013, 2020; Elbanna & Child,
2007b; Elbanna & Fadol, 2016). The latter categorization combines decision and
problem characteristics into one category and augments organizational characteristics
as a different category. However, both of them are analogous to each other.
Characteristics pertaining to intuition decision making style are examined in light of

these two approaches in preceding section.

2.3. Intuition

“You must train your intuition- you must trust the small voice inside you which tells
you exactly what to say, what to decide.”

Ingrid Bergman

In literature, intuition is defined differently by researchers. Jung (1924) cited
in Isaack (1978, p. 919) delineates intuition as “psychological function which
transmits perceptions in an unconscious way”; Shapiro and Spence (1997, p. 64) as “a
nonconscious, holistic processing mode in which judgments are made with no
awareness of the rules or knowledge used for inference and can feel right despite one’s
inability to articulate the reason”; Burke and Miller (1999, p. 92) as “a cognitive
conclusion based on a decision maker’s previous experiences and emotional inputs”;
Kahneman (2003, p. 697) as “intuitions—thoughts and preferences that come to mind
quickly and without much reflection”.

Intuition has advantages in some situations; especially when encountering

novel incidents, when no time to wait and analyze the situation implying that quick
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decision is warranted in timely manner (Burke & Miller, 1999). Even though intuition
is conceptualized diversely throughout the extant literature, in present study, intuition
is characterized by four characteristics: intuition is (1) nonconscious, (2) with
encompassing gut feelings, (3) and experience obtained implicitly and explicitly over
many years and (4) it provides holistic view by the help of recalling previous
experiences.

First, intuition occurs at nonconscious level (Behling & Eckel, 1991; Burke &
Miller, 1999; Dane & Pratt, 2007; Howard, 2015; Khatri & Ng, 2000; Shapiro &
Spence, 1997). Nonconsciousness is beyond consciousness and the terms
preconscious, subconscious and unconscious are utilized as analogous to
nonconscious due to providing parsimony even though these three terms are different
(Dane & Pratt, 2007). In addition to this, the delineation of intuition is in line with
experiential mode of Epstein (1994). Noticeably, intuition is beyond thoughts,
memory or facts different from consciousness. Dijksterhuis et al. (2006) explicates that
consciousness, which is deliberate and thoughtful, is inferior in some circumstances
indicating that consciousness has low capacity in obtaining information. This low
capacity is unfavorable in complex problems. In contrast, unconsciousness does not
suffer from capacity with the ability of integrate abundant information. This argument
is in consistent with Cheng’s (2010) findings. Nonetheless, underlined the fact that
both consciousness and unconsciousness serve different purposes; neither of should be
taken into granted.

Second, gut feeling is instrumental for intuition (Behling & Eckel, 1991; Burke
& Miller, 1999; Dane & Pratt, 2007; Hayashi, 2001; Howard, 2015; Sadler-Smith,
2011; Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004; Shirley & Langan-fox, 1996; Weber &
Lindemann, 2007). Shapiro and Spence (1997) states that gut feelings are complicated
to express verbally but somehow it feels right to be guided by them. In other words,
trusting gut feelings provides having eureka moments without consciously explicating
albeit feeling that way (Altman, 2016). Burke and Miller (1999), Dane and Pratt

(2007) and Béhm and Brun (2008) emphasize on intuition’s connection with affect by
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defining intuition as affect-related, which encompasses gut feelings. Noticeably, gut
feelings are somatic side of intuition (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004). In this respect,
intriguing findings derived from Lieberman (2000) reinforce these arguments by
providing promising evidence from neuroscience that both intuition and positive
affective stimuli utilize same pathway in body.

Third, intuition stems from experience (Agor, 1986; Crossan et al., 1999;
Isenberg, 1984; Miller & lIreland, 2005). Sadler-Smith and Shefy (2004) explicates
benefit of experience, which is accumulation of wise and knowledge obtained by
implicit and explicit learning as a result of strive for many years. Experience obtained
explicitly refers to all previous explicitly learning means, including educational
background, workshops, training seminars and textbooks (Burke & Miller, 1999). In
this respect, Burke and Miller (1999) states that increase in seniority in management
leads to increase using intuition in decision-making. In short, experience obtained
explicitly is highly related to practicing repeatedly. Individual who engages in an
activity regularly, is more able to do pattern matching (Dane & Pratt, 2007) leading to
rely on intuitions when encountering a similar situation due to highly being
accustomed to that situation. Similarly, Simon (1987, p. 63) stresses the importance
of experience by mentioning “frozen into habit”. In contrast, implicit learning (Reber,
1989) so-called tacit knowledge (Brockmann & Anthony, 1998) is another way of
collecting knowledge albeit this is unconsciously and without aware of learning
process unlike explicit learning (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004). Underpinned by
Shirley and Langanfox (1996), tacit knowledge is unable to verbalize or describe
nonetheless it is stored in memory and brought back when it is needed (Reber, 1989).
Similarly, Henderson and Nutt (1980) outlines that intuitive person is susceptible to
nonverbal cues. With respect to experience obtained both by explicitly and implicitly,
intuition is non-sequential, namely holistic. As Simon’s (1987) description of intuition,
recognition is integral part in intuition. When encountering a situation, intuition is
working as pattern recognizer and builds connections with new situation by retrieving

familiar or beneficial information, which is stored in long-term memory. This
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familiarity is the reason why Epstein (1994) calls for intuition as associative. Simon
(1987) exemplifies this argument by chest masters. Chest masters are able to play
several games simultaneously by detecting patterns from previous moves facilitating
making moves for ongoing play in timely manner. That is why, intuition leads to see
bigger picture (Burke & Miller, 1999; Dane & Pratt, 2007; Miller & Ireland, 2005;
Robson & Miller, 2006; Shapiro & Spence, 1997).

2.4. Intuitive Decision-Making Style

Intuitive decision-making, interchangeably used as Naturalistic decision making,
(Bryant, 2002; Martin et al., 2005) is under-researched and overlooked for a long time.
Instead, the focus is on the rational decision making. Nonetheless, human-beings
possess bounded rationality reflecting finite capacity of information processing under
limited time in the presence of abundant resources (Okoli et al., 2016). It is illusional
to expect from an individual to give merely rational and logical decisions owing to
imperfection of human-being mind. Hence, researchers are gradually unveiling the
mystery behind the other types of decision-making styles especially intuitive decision
making since its indispensable value on real-life, management and research. While
revolving around intuitive decision making, fundamental questions arise: Who makes
intuitive decisions? Which individual differences drive intuitive decision-making
style? Aforementioned in previous section, to grasp intuitive decision-making style,
first of all, information processing should be taken into consideration.

Two opposing perspectives to relationship between rationality and intuition are
put forward by researchers. First, on the basis of unitary assumption, Allison and
Hayes (1996) undertakes Cognitive Style Index (CSI) stimulating that analysis and
intuition are two opposite end of a single continuum (Hodgkinson & Sadler-Smith,
2003; Sadler-Smith, 2011). In other words, it is believed that one can either be intuitive
or rational. It stems from split-brains statements (Allison & Hayes, 1996; Simon,
1987). Dichotomy pertain to logical or intuitive comes from the proposition that right

hemisphere of brain is responsible for recognition of visual patterns whereas left
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hemisphere of brain is responsible for analytical processes. In this regard, intuitive
decision-makers correspond to right-brain dominants while left-brain dominants
display rational in their decision-making (Allison & Hayes, 1996; Camerer et al., 2005;
Isaack, 1978; Lieberman, 2000). The other prominent instrument, Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator is devised as bimodal grounded on Jung’s perspectives contrasting
extroversion versus introversion, sensing versus intuition, thinking versus feeling and
judging versus perceiving (Boyle, 2017; Epstein et al., 1996; Hough & Ogilvie, 2005).
In other words, each individual is classified either extraverted (E) or introverted (1),
either sensing (S) or intuitive(l), either thinking(T) or feeling(F) or judging(J) or
perceiving (P) (Boyle, 2017). As a result, an individual displays one of the
(2*2*2*2=16) psychological types, probability of four dimension (Hough & Ogilvie,
2005). In that sense, Andersen (2000) finds out that intuition is common aspect among
top managers via using Myers-Brigg Types Indicator.

In contrast to these standpoints, as opposed to bipolarity, dual processing theory
is based on unipolarity asserting that there are two cognitive unimodal modes working
in parallel; denoting rational/ analytical and intuitive/experiential system. In align with
this approach, Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theory (CEST) is conducted (Epstein,
1994; Epstein et al., 1996; Pacini & Epstein, 1999). According to CEST, while
deliberative rational system operates at conscious and is characterized as “intentional,
analytic, primarily verbal and relatively affect-free” whereas experiential system is
“automatic, preconscious, holistic, primarily nonverbal and associated with affect”
(Epstein et al., 1996, p. 391). Pacini and Epstein (1999) states that which mode of
processing is more favourable depends on the situation. These two modes defined by
Myers(2010), as high and low road, which supports the premises of Lieberman (2000)
that they incorporate in two separate neural pathways. Similarly, Kahneman (2002)
categorizes cognitive processes into System 1 and System 2. Whereas System 1 is
parallel with rational system, System 2 is comparable to experiential system. In this
similar vein, dual processing is supported by enormity of researches (Evans, 2010;

Peters et al., 2007; Pretz, 2008). In line with these arguments, one does not need to
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choose rational or intuitive decision-making. Besides, significant correlation between
rational and intuitive decision making reinforces the notion that while they are
relatively orthogonal (Hodgkinson & Sadler-Smith, 2003), they are not mutually
exclusive (Loo, 2000; Scott & Bruce, 1995; Spicer & Sadler-Smith, 2005; Xinghua &
Zhixin, 1996). As Spicer and Sadler-Smith (2005) emphasizes that they are such
different alternatives. Actually, they complement each other (Gosar & Solomon,
2019). Driver et al. (1990) cited in Scott and Bruce (1995) emphasizes that decision-
makers utilizes more than one decision-making styles adding that they prioritize styles
as primary and secondary.

The other intriguing concept is heuristic processing, which creates confusion
with intuition. Heuristics are conceptualized by Tversky and Kahneman (1974) as
cognitive shortcuts by facilitating decision-making processes while Gigerenzer (2008)
corroborates that heuristics are frugal, effortless and fast. The recognizable difference
with intuition is that it ignores information irrespective of pursuit to find a solution
unlike deliberate and intuitive thinking (Chaiken, 1980; Gigerenzer, 2008; Howard,
2015; Slovic et al., 2007). The other dispute is pertaining to the relationship between
heuristics and two modes. Kahneman (2003) delineates heuristics as intuition. On the
other hand, Epstein et al. (1996) and Pacini and Epstein (1999) show mixed findings
that in the former study experiential style is positive predictor of heuristic processing
and rational style is negative predictor of it whereas in the latter study, just rational
mode is negatively related to heuristic processing. In consistent with Gigerenzer
(2008), Hilbig et al. (2010) outlines those heuristics are more suitable under deliberate
rational thinking to offset its slowness in contrast to intuitive thinking, which is
naturally effortless and fast. Sinclair and Ashkanasy (2005) advocates this point of
view by categorizing heuristics as instruments for decreasing effort on rational
strategies. Nonetheless, disagreements have not resolved yet.

Apart from individual differences’ impact on intuitive decision-making style,
there are three characteristics influencing intuitive decision-making based on Sinclair

and Ashkanasy (2002, 2005, 2011): problem, decision and environment. These aspects

18



are as salient and vital as individual differences since they are helpful to ascertain and

understand the circumstances where executives use intuitive decisions.

First, executives lean toward intuition when the problem they are facing is
ambiguous, complex, unprecedented, unstructured or ill-defined or thorny with
inadequate information or adequate but abundant or full of contradiction and difficult
to determine which part of is necessary to analyze in his/her limited time. In other
words, when there is no reference point or past experience to recall pertaining to
problem, executives’ proclivity to use intuition increases. Harteis et al. (2008) supports
this proposition that due to stock market business by nature, it is not possible to obtain
complete information; there is always room for ambivalence. Therefore, intuition
should not be neglected while making investment decisions. Second, executives prefer
intuitive decision-making style when the decision itself is non-routine, has a greater
importance with exerting great influence on outcomes. Third, environmental factors
fostering intuitive decision making style, include configuration type of organization
namely entrepreneurial, machine, professional, diversified, innovative, missionary and
political (Lunenburg, 2012; Mintzberg, 1989), organization’s perspective to tacit
knowledge, organization’s industry type pertaining to whether it is face-paced or there
is time-pressure or not (Elbanna et al., 2020; Elbanna & Fadol, 2016; Harteis et al.,
2008; Hensman & Sadler-smith, 2011; Khatri & Ng, 2000; Simsek & Akgiin, 2019;
Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2002, 2011). In highly time-pressured and turbulent
environment (Khatri & Ng, 2000) executives supposed to be faster in making
decisions, hence employing intuition for decision-making is proper (Eisenhardt, 2007,
Oblak & Lipuscek, 2003; Patton, 2003; Spicer & Sadler-Smith, 2005; Wally & Baum,
1994, 1997). Faster decision-making is critical in strategic management since it
enhances firm performances positively (Agor, 1986; Baum & Wally, 2003; Judge &
Miller, 1991; Simsek & Akgiin, 2019). In particular, intuition is viable in market
analysis and human resource activities while appraising employees’ performance
(Dane & Pratt, 2007) due to the fact that these processes warrant to be done in timely

manner and their nature of being complex (Burke & Miller, 1999; Hayashi, 2001;
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Isenberg, 1984). In addition to these factors, decision motive, which refers to
conceiving decision as an opportunity or a risk, is elaborated to decision
characteristics. In this regard, Elbanna and Fadol (2016) shows negative association
between decision motive and intuitive decision making. Additionally, environmental
uncertainty, hostility-munificence are examined as drivers of intuitive decision making
under environmental characteristics, which are beyond this study. Organizational-
based characteristics are determined with two components namely organizational
performance and organization size aside from Sinclair and Ashkanasy’s (2011)
explication (Elbanna et al., 2013, 2020; Elbanna & Child, 2007b; Elbanna & Fadol,
2016). Elbanna and Naguib (2009) and Elbanna and Fadol (2016) argue that low-
performing firms display more intuitive inclination in decision-making compared to
high-performing firms. As opposed to these findings, neither Papadakis et al. (1998)
nor Elbanna et al. (2013) finds any impact of financial and nonfinancial performance
on intuitive decision making. Lastly, firm size is partialled out in the light of these
studies. Emphasized the preponderance of firm-specific and environmental
characteristics over other factors by Elbanna and Fadol (2016), it is evident that there
is room for further investigations for scholars.

Other findings pertaining to associations between intuitive decision-making
reveal that open to experience trait (Gambetti & Giusberti, 2019; Riaz et al., 2012),
extroversion (Riaz et al., 2012), emotional intelligence (E. A. Khan et al., 2015),
innovation (Martin et al., 2005; Scott & Bruce, 1995; Thunholm, 2004), creativity
(Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2002) is positively related to intuitive decision-making style.
Similarly, Ritchie et al. (2007) and Khatri and Ng (2000) contributes to research that
executive intuition is positively related to financial performance outcomes. Further,
Kaufmann et al. (2014) derives that experience-based intuition has positive impact on
both cost, quality, delivery and innovativeness of a supplier.

In brief, decision making process revolves around Barnard’s (1938) cited in
(Elbanna & Naguib, 2009; Simon, 1987) logical and Simon’s (1987) non-logical.

While being logical corresponds to analytical, non-logical is related to being intuitive
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or creative (Elbanna & Naguib, 2009; Robson & Miller, 2006). Simon (1987) draws
attention to confusions among being nonrational but not opposite of rational or
irrational that Jung cited in Khatri and Ng (2000) as mentioned. Intuitive processes
had been beyond attention for so many years, and had been assumed that intuition
processes were part of irrationality and paranormality (Khatri & Ng, 2000; Simon,
1987). Later, this misunderstood statement is refuted since intuition is function of
learning and experience elucidating that intuition is nonrational albeit not irrational.
Experience and continuous learning are used when encountering with a similar
situation, which avoids wasting of time. In contrast, irrational actions are stemmed

from primitive urges different from intuition (Patton, 2003).

2.4.1. Age and Intuitive Decision-Making Style

Advocated by Upper Echelon Theory, age plays prominent role in strategic
management (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Hitt & Tyler, 1991; G. Wang et al., 2016).

Age is examined in intuitive decision-making research as well (Martin et al.,
2005). Grounded in extant research, numerous studies scrutinize the relationship
between age and intuitive decision-making style by using cognitive style. In this
regard, Peters et al. (2007) finds out that older adults are more intuitive. As Salthouse
(1996) discusses, processing information slows down by time passes, which leads to
attenuation of cognitive abilities by getting older. Additionally, exacerbating of
cognitive functions and deficiency in memory encoding are portrayed in Hess (2014)
and Spaniol and Bayen (2005) respectively. Similarly, Mutter (1993) discusses that
older people are more open to illusory correlation while making judgments than
younger adults as their misbelief can be corrected easily by providing them sufficient
salient information. In brief, it is asserted that impairments in cognition lead elderly
people to make decisions intuitively (Y. Chen & Sun, 2011) or by using heuristics and
bias (Kim & Hasher, 2005; Klaczynski & Robinson, 2000) rather than using rationality
or analytics due to the fact that their ability to make rational decision making is

undermined by getting older. In contrast, there exists some contradictory findings that
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older adults give less emphasis on intuition in their decision-making process compared
to younger adults (Baiocco et al., 2009; Delaney et al., 2015; Loo, 2000). As opposed
to these statements, there are findings that do not find any relationship between age
and intuitive decision making as well (De Acedo Lizarraga et al., 2007; Sadler-Smith,
2004). After taking all propositions into consideration, due to predominance of
findings about older people being more intuitive in their decision-making compared to

younger people, below hypothesis is postulated:

H1: Older executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style compared

to younger executives.

2.4.2. Gender and Intuitive Decision-Making Style

There is a prominent debate pertaining to difference in thinking style that
females are stereotyped as more intuitive than males (Gilligan, 1982). In this regard,
Lieberman (2000) stipulates that women are better encoders and decoders in non-
verbal communication compared to men. Advocating this notion, the presence of
higher estrogen hormone in women is another factor making them to be more intuitive
than men. In similar vein, numerous studies (Delaney et al., 2015; Pacini & Epstein,
1999; Sadler-Smith, 2011) posit that this discrepancy is corollary of different
information-processing style. In other words, it is because of their cognitive style of
intuition. On contrary, Hayes (2004) and Hodgkinson and Sadler-Smith (2003) and De
Acedo Lizarraga (2007) do not find out any relationship between gender differences
in intuitive cognitive style. Moreover, Hayes’s (2004) interesting finding indicates that
female-managers are more intuitive than female-nonmanagers. It gives evidence that
examining executives’ intuitive decision-making style is exclusively futile to study. In
similar vein, Sinclair et al. (2010) reveals that females behave more intuitively in their
decision-making than men. Conversely, in some studies (Baiocco et al., 2009; Loo,
2000; Sadler-Smith, 2011; Spicer & Sadler-Smith, 2005) no significant relationship is

found out between gender and intuition decision-making. Nonetheless, due to
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predominance of findings about females’ being more intuitive in their decision-making

compared to men, it is posited below hypothesis:

H2: Female executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style compared

to male executives.

2.4.3. Education Level and Intuitive Decision-Making Style

Upper Echelon Theory underscores that education background of executives
affects strategic firm outcomes (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; M. Liu & Ji, 2021). In this
respect, G. Wang et al. (2016) reveals that CEO formal education is positively
associated to firm strategic actions. Similarly Hitt and Tyler (1991) indicates that top
managers with higher education level are better in dealing with complexity. Besides,
Wiersema and Bantel (1992) finds out that top management teams possessing higher
education level are more open to take risk leading to be receptive to corporate strategic
change. Moreover, Barker et al. (2002) exhibits that executives with Engineering
background spend more R&D. Kitchell (1997) supports the notion that CEQO’s
engineering background is positively related to corporate innovativeness. Given these
findings as evidence that education level plays instrumental role in strategic
management.

Apart from upper echelon scholars’ point of view, education level indirectly
takes crucial part in intuitive decision-making via experience. In fact, intuition derives
from experience as aforementioned (Pretz, 2008). Xinghua and Zhixin (1996)
explicates that experience constitutes one’s educational background, practices and all
related experience. Similarly, Tsang (2004) emphasizes that intuition is a function of
past experiences and accumulated learning processes up to that time. To date,
investigations pertaining to the relationship between education level and rational
decision-making dominate in research. Like Francioni et al. (2015), Elbanna and Child
(2007b) and Fredrickson and laquinto (1989), there exits numerous studies asserting
that higher educated managers incline to be more rational in their decision-making.

Nonetheless since rational and intuitive decision making are not antonymous to each
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other, it is believed that it is not right to conclude if higher educated managers are more
rational then lower educated managers are more intuitive. Hence, further research is
warranted for intuitive decision making. Grounded in the findings of health domain,
Lauri et al. (2001) and Rew (1988) act in concert with the notion that increase in
education level provides displaying intuition in their decision-making. Due to the fact
that having experience is one driver for intuition to emerge, as education gives rise to

enhance experience, below hypothesis is posited:

H3: Highly educated executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style

compared to less educated executives.

2.4.4. Affective Orientation and Intuitive Decision-Making Style

“To discount the emotions in decision-making, including business-to-business
situations, is to fly in the face of real-world evidence. The most irrational of all
thought processes is to believe behaviour is rational since the facts indicate the
emotions guide the decision-making process.” (Graham, 2000, p. 20)

Affective Orientation, conceptualized by M. Booth-Butterfield and S. Booth-
Butterfield (1990), is a trait, which is basically predisposition to emotions and using
them in decision-making for communicative actions (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-
Butterfield, 1996). The construct is mainly used in Psychology and Communication
research. It encompasses two components: one of which is about recognizing and
labeling emotions (Booth-Butterficld & Booth-Butterfield, 1990). Affective-oriented
person is aware of one’s own emotions whereas non-affective oriented one cannot
distinguish them; they are redundant for their point of view. The other component is
relying on emotions in decision-making process. Just being emotional is not enough
to be affective oriented. In other words, affective oriented person values emotions and
makes decision based on them. By contrast, non-affective person uses logic and factual
information as a source of decision-making.

As mentioned by Booth-Butterfield et al. (2005), individual differences

provides salient information about one’s behaviors and choices related to life.
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Communication researchers pay attention to traits since it influences communication
(Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 2002). For this reason, the relationships
between different constructs are examined in many studies. Females are found more
affective oriented than males (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1994; Booth-
Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1990). Similarly, individual possessing more
feminine characteristics is more affective oriented (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-
Butterfield, 1990). Affective oriented individual has less pause time during recalling
an emotional episode (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1990), is more sensitive
to emotional cues by employing comforting behaviors, which leads to become more
empathic about situations about other people (Dolin & Booth-Butterfield, 1993), is
more humor-oriented (Wanzer et al., 1995), displays less verbal aggression resulting
in more open family communication (Booth-Butterfield & Sidelinger, 1997) and is
more likely to identify herself with TV character (Chory-Assad & Cicchirillo, 2005).
By contrast, It is not corelated with need for cognition referring to logic-based
information (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1990; Sojka & Deeter-Schmelz,
2008) thus can be used concurrently in the studies (Nowlin et al., 2016).

Some findings concerning affective orientation are intriguing. To illustrate,
Booth-Butterfield and Sidelinger (1997) points out that affective orientation is
inversely associated with age. One’s tendency to value his/her emotions as a source of
information is gradually decreasing by getting older. Hence, affective-oriented one
starts to make decisions more rationally. Consistent with decline of influence of
affective orientation, Nowlin et al. (2016) teases out that being highly affective
oriented lead to increase salesman’s performance by increasing motivation to work
only in beginning of one’s career. Other study, M. Booth-Butterfield and S. Booth-
Butterfield (2002) posits that extroversion and neuroticism is positively associated
with affective orientation. It indicates that both positive and negative affects can be
used as affective cues for affective orientation meaning that it is valance-free (Sojka
& Deeter-Schmelz, 2008).
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In literature, constructs affect, mood, emotions, emotional intelligence, affect
intensity can cause confusion. Affect is more comprehensive and broader concept that
covers mood and emotion like an umbrella. The main differences between mood and
emotion are that no need of a trigger or stimulus for mood to exist and it lasts longer
whereas emotion is contingent on stimulus and it is short-lived (Delgado Garcia et al.,
2015; Forgas & George, 2001). On the contrary, affective orientation is also different
from these concepts. Recent studies generally scrutinizes consequences of positive or
negative affect (Bernoster et al., 2020; Bhutoria & Hooja, 2018; Daniels, 1998;
Delgado Garcia & Fuente-Sabate, 2010; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005) whereas rare of
them are pertaining to affective orientation. In contrast to positive/negative affect,
affective orientation is valence-free and sensitive to low magnitude of affect. Affect
intensity (Larsen & Diener, 1987) is not associated with valuing affect as information
(Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1994). Moreover, even though the intensity
lessens, individual may still be guided by emotions (Booth-Butterfield & Sidelinger,
1997). Focusing on the other confusing construct, emotional intelligence, is defined
as “accurate appraisal and expression of emotions in oneself and in others” (Salovey
& Mayer, 1989, p. 185).Whereas emotional intelligence of an individual is open to
progress and change over practice, affective orientation is stable trait rather than
temporary affect state: nonmalleable compared to emotional intelligence (Booth-
Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1994; Sojka & Deeter-Schmelz, 2008). However,
they are corelated with each other (Rudnicki, 2002).

Literature encompasses divergent approaches concerning affect and cognition.
While Zajonc (1980) argues that affect precedes cognition calling affect priming
(Camerer et al., 2005), Lazarus (1982) believes that, affects require a predecessor:
cognition. On the other hand, Plutchik (1985, p. 197) brings different perspective to
this “the chicken-and-egg problem” arguing that conceptualizing emotions as a
complex chain of loops by combining elements of cognition and feeling states may
strike a balance. Nonetheless, disputes stay unresolved. Forgas and George (2001) and

Schwarz’s (2010) studies are in consistent with the notion that affect causes cognition.
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Likewise, Isen (1987) examines impact of positive affect on behavior such as risk
preferences, heuristics, intuition and other cognitive elements. Subsequently, AIM and
Network theory are undertaken in accordance with the belief of affect’s influence on
cognition (Delgado Garcia et al., 2015). Put forth by Forgas (1994, 1995), AIM
supports that affects have impact on judgments. Conversely, some researchers
advocate that cognition exerts great influence on affect (Delgado Garcia et al., 2015).
Appraisal theory (Moors, 2013) is conducted to support that standpoint. It proposes
that different affective responses are resulted from one’s specific cognitive evaluation
of an event/ situation. In contrast, affective orientation is in concert with Affect-as-
information theory (Sojka & Deeter-Schmelz, 2008). Grounded in Affect-as-
information theory, while judging a situation, one uses affect as a source of
information by understanding one’s affective states and extrapolate meanings to take
actions (Clore & Storbeck, 2012; Delgado Garcia et al., 2015; Schwarz, 2010).
Affective states constitute two aspects: one of which is valance, labeling affect as good
or bad. The other is arousal, which signals its importance by triggering individual to
use affect as meaningful information to react (Clore et al., 2012; Clore & Bar-Anan,
2007; Gasper & Clore, 2000). In this regard, arousal is compatible with affective
orientation implying that both of them recognizes affect state and thus affect takes part
in making judgment. Looking behind wide range of arguments, it is evident that affect
and cognition complements each other, like Camerer et al. (2005) stresses that
cognition cannot be considered without affective systems. Hence, it is understood that
no need to search for cause-effect relationship.

Affective orientation is irrespective of valance of emotions implying that
recognition of emotion is adequate without examining its being positive or negative or
its magnitude. In other words, when induced emotions are perceived as meaningful
and significant information to use, one is delineated as affective oriented (Booth-
Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1990). Sinclair and Ashkanasy (2002), Sinclair et al.
(2010) and Sinclair and Ashkanasy (2011) theorize that affective orientation level of

executives is associated to their use of intuition in their decision making. As these
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studies, Pacini and Epstein‘s (1999) CEST and Forgas’s (1995) AIM support that
affect is a part of intuition, it is aimed to replicate the relationship between affective
orientation and intuitive decision-making style. In consistent with Sinclair et al.
(2010), it is believed that by investigating impact of not only state-like affect construct
PsyCap, but also broader trait affect construct affective orientation concurrently on
intuitive decision making, shed light on research. Hence, below hypothesis is

postulated:

H4: Executives who are more affective oriented are more likely to use intuition

decision-making style compared to less affective oriented executives.

2.4.5. Risk Propensity and Intuitive Decision-Making Style

“Risk is uncertainty that matters.”

David Hillson

Risk is very broad and complex concept used in diverse areas in management.
According to March and Shapira (1987), risk delineates as a function of possible
outcomes, their probabilities and personal values. Risk has subjective meaning that
same risk situation is recognized differently from one to another (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979). Even though risk comprises of both opportunities and threats,
managers have tendency to consider risk as negative outcome (March & Shapira,
1987).

Many theories are put forward in managerial risk taking (Hoskisson et al.,
2017). Agency Theory is based on discrepancies in risk preferences among relatively
risk-averse principals and risk-seeking delegated ones. In prospect theory, monetary
outcomes are evaluated with probabilities outlining that individuals are risk-averse
when labelling a situation as gain whereas they are risk-seeking if it seems losing
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Nonetheless, contradictory findings obtained from
prospect theory research, do not reflect decision-maker’s risk behaviors properly.

Therefore, risk behavior is redefined incorporating risk perception and risk propensity
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with their determinants in accordance with Behavioral Theory (Pablo, 1997; Sitkin &
Pablo, 1992).

There are opposing standpoints based on the definition of risk propensity.
Some scholars (Fischhoff, 1990) contend that risk propensity is stable personal trait,
one is either risk-averse or risk-seeking irrespective of situational factors. In contrast,
some believe that it is open to change and evolve in line with increase in experience
(Hung et al., 2012; Hung & Tangpong, 2010). In consistent with this view, risk
propensity is characterized as decision maker’s susceptibility to take or avoid risks by
Sitkin and Pablo (1992) outlining that tendency towards risk is lower for risk-averse
individual whereas opposite is true for risk-seeker. It is also context-specific (Hung &
Tangpong, 2010). Contingent on specific situation, risk propensity adjusts. In this
regard, It differentiates for investment purpose (Gerrans et al.,, 2015; Kapteyn &
Teppa, 2011), marketing orientation(Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Saini & Martin, 2009;
Weber et al., 2002), firm’s strategic risk-taking behavior (Brockhaus, 1976; Kraiczy
et al., 2015) and environment (Slovic et al., 1991). Since more inclusive scale is
warranted, General Risk Propensity is built on by Hung and Tangpong (2010). It aims
to draw on broader perspective of risk propensity by making it more viable to use in
diverse contexts concurrently. In current study, Hung et al.’s (2012) revised version of
general risk propensity scale for multifaced decision-making purpose is utilized and
risk propensity is characterized as trait-like which is more flexible than trait
characteristics like affective orientation. Hung et al. (2012) finds out that general risk
propensity is corelated to ambiguity tolerance (Ghosh & Ray, 1997; Kahn & Sarin,
1988; McLain, 2009) and openness to experience, one of the dimension in Big Five
Personal Trait (Goldberg et al., 2006). However, Wang et. al (2016) postulates that
there is positive relationship between extraversion and risk propensity adding that both
agreeableness and conscientiousness are inversely related to risk propensity but no
relationship is found between openness to experience and risk propensity by using
general risk propensity scale. Furthermore, Hung et al. (2012) indicates that Hung and

Tangpong (2010) is not reliable when sample is chosen from China, different from
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United States. It implies that proclivity to risk is sensitive to cultural differences
stressing the necessity to do further studies. Hofstede’s (2011) uncertainty avoidance
leads to discrepancies due to cross-cultural aspects highlighting the importance of
further research to be undertaken throughout different countries. Because, as Keinan
and Tsafrira Gome-Nemirovsky (1984) defines that risk-taker as sense-seeker, more
tend to avoid uncertainty and uncertainty avoidance differs in cultures to cultures.
According to MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1990), willingness to take risk
decreases with ageing. Nicholson et al. (2005) postulates that different individual
characteristics have influence on different risk domains and it underpins the notion
that risk propensity is contextual (March & Shapira, 1987; Sitkin & Pablo, 1992).
The most salient model regarding to risk propensity research is proposed by
Sitkin and Pablo (1992). Risk propensity is characterized as a function of risk
preferences, outcome history and inertia. Besides, it supports that risk perception
mediates the relationship between risk propensity and risk behavior. On the basis of
model, it is understood that risk propensity is determined by individual’s past risk
experiences (outcome history), keeping consistence about risk-behavior implying risk-
averse will keep going to be risk-averse and vice versa(inertia) and dispositional trait
(risk preference). Further, Sitkin and Weingart (1995) and Pablo (1997) postulate
hypotheses based on this model, which contributes to fruitful findings. First, former
research finds out that outcome history is positively related to risk propensity whereas
risk propensity is inversely related to risk perception implying that when risk tendency
is increased perceived risk becomes lesser. In addition, counterintuitively no
relationship is found between risk propensity and risk behavior. In latter study, while
outcome history is positively associated to risk propensity, risk preference has no
significance, which stresses the importance of experiences on risk propensity rather
than stable risk dispositional trait. Nonetheless, inconsistency occurs with these
findings. According to Keil et al. (2000), the impact of risk propensity on risk

perception is not supported. In similar vein, risk perception is not predicted by risk
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propensity in Williams et al. (2008). As findings illustrates, risk is really confounding
concept.

As March and Shapira (1987) states that executives conceive risk as per se
threat with overlooking positive outcomes. March and Shapira (1987) contends that
executives accept risk because they believe risk is manageable and it is part of their
job noting that they perceive risk as controllable rather than bearable. Executives who
are interviewed in that study reply that risk taking is a part of management. Moreover,
that study also notes that the higher managerial level of executives, the more tendency
to foster subordinates and other counterparts to take risks. MacCrimmon and Wehrung
(1990) advocates these premises augmenting that risk-averse managers cannot move
up in their career. In similar vein, intuitive decision-makers are characterized as goal-
oriented, risk-lover and impulsive (Barber, 2005; Nygren & White, 2002). It is in
consistent with line of research (Malewska, 2018; Tat et al., 2010). Risk seekers have
tolerance for uncertainty and makes their mind up immediately (March & Shapira,
1987; Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2005, 2011). Likewise, Taylor and Dunnette (1974)
argues that one who is prone to take risk, makes rapid decisions. Further, Papadakis et
al. (1998) discusses that risk propensity and rule formalization in strategic
management are negatively related to each other Given these findings as evidence,

below hypothesis is postulated:

H5: Risk-seeker executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style

compared to risk-averse executives.

2.4.6. Psychological Capital and Intuitive Decision-Making Style

[ . k) . . »»
While you can’t control your experiences, you can control your explanations.

Martin E.P. Seligman

Psychological Capital, abbreviated as PsyCap, which stems from positive
psychology, carries out new perspective by relying on strengths and advantages of

human resources rather than weaknesses or disadvantages (Larson & Luthans, 2006).
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It accounts for four components representing (1) possessing confidence (self-efficacy)
to take responsibility and exert effort on tasks; (2) positive attribution (optimism) while
struggling to be successful for now and future; (3) (hope) pursuing and shaping goals
taking contextual factors into consideration as to be successful; (4) (resilience)
focusing on the purpose without giving up or overcoming problems more quickly when
encountering difficulties (F. Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007). In short, PsyCap is
delineated as (a)measurable: grounded in theory and research, (b)open to development,
(c) domain-specific implying one’s PsyCap in workplace may be distinguishable from
his/her PsyCap in private life, (d) a predictor of work-related outcomes like enhancing
performance and (e) multi-dimensional construct involving four different states (Avey,
2014). Thus, it is beneficial to call for more research to gain insights.

First, Hope is based on agentic and path ways thinking. Being hopeful means
being determinant and persevering in keeping his/her goals. Moreover, hope leads to
change the path to accomplish goals without giving up when unexpected situations are
encountered. So, it is the combination of willpower and waypower (Larson & Luthans,
2006; F. Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Snyder et al., 1996). Second, self-efficacy
refers to being confident on one’s own abilities and capabilities. They are capable of
undertaking array of tasks on their own. The third component of PsyCap is optimism.
When optimistic ones are facing with bad events, they are likely to accuse of external
environment rather than themselves, they do not generalize it to their whole life,
instead they believe it is short-lasting situation occurring for a specific time whereas
pessimistic individuals are opposed to these statements (Larson & Luthans, 2006; F.
Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Scheier & Carver, 1985). Lastly, being resilient is
pertaining to adapting to unpleasant situations quickly. When highly resilient
individuals undergoes a situation, a recovery is much easier for them compared to
individuals with low level resilience (B. Luthans et al., 2014; Wagnild & Young,
1993).

Different from many constructs, PsyCap stands for aggregate or higher-order

construct consisting of four dimensions: hope (Snyder et al., 1996), resilience
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(Wagnild & Young, 1993), optimism (Scheier & Carver, 1985), self-efficacy (Parker,
1998). Although each of four dimensions’ impact can be examined, PsyCap is
evaluated as one integral construct in my study. Grounded in the idea that postulated
higher-order construct resulting from combination of four different construct possesses
much stronger relationship between satisfaction and performance (Avey et al., 2010;
F. Luthans et al., 2005; F. Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007; F. Luthans & Youssef-Morgan,
2017; F. Luthans & Youssef, 2007; Youssef & Luthans, 2007).

Based on insightful findings from previous studies, PsyCap has significant
positive relationship between constructs namely types of satisfaction( such as
job/health/life) (Larson & Luthans, 2006; F. Luthans et al., 2013), psychological well-
being (Avey et al., 2010; F. Luthans et al., 2013), organizational commitment (Larson
& Luthans, 2006), mastery orientation (F. Luthans et al., 2011; Mahar et al., 2017),
problem-solving and innovation (F. Luthans et al., 2011). Conversely, it is pointed out
that PsyCap is negatively related to absenteeism (Avey et al., 2006) and job
burnout(Gong et al., 2019). Apart from prevalence of PsyCap in positive psychology
and organizational behavior literature, PsyCap construct is vital for strategic
management research as well. Particularly, scholars stimulate research on the impact
of PsyCap on different types of leadership-styles (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Dutta &
Khatri, 2017; H. Khan, 2020; Peterson et al., 2009) and performance (Gong et al.,
2019; F. Luthans et al., 2010, 2015; F. Luthans, Norman, et al., 2008; F. Luthans &
Youssef-Morgan, 2017). To date, PsyCap becomes beyond four constructs; outlining
that it can be expanded by different constructs such as creativity, emotional
intelligence (F. Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017).

Figure 3 illustrates four possible psychometric characteristics ranging from
pure states to traits. Pure states are very malleable, open to enhancement. Moving
along the continuum, changeability decreases. Pleasure, moods, and happiness are
pure states. In contrast to pure states, traits or pure traits are stable, immutable, more
inborn-related such as intelligence and talents. On the other hand, trait-like constructs

are less stable compared to pure traits but still not easy to change. Big-Five Personality
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traits and core-self-evaluation are given as trait-like. Last, PsyCap is recognized as
state-like construct since it is not fixed: responsive to change suggesting that it may be
increased through experience. Due to its openness to improvement, PsyCap sheds light
on both research and management. Some interventions (B. Luthans et al., 2014; F.
Luthans et al., 2010; F. Luthans, Avey, et al., 2008) can be made by executives when
PsyCap value of employees are measured. Training (Avey et al., 2006, 2010) is one
way for employees with lower level PsyCap. As aforementioned, PsyCap exerts great
influence on diverse outcomes like performance. Thus, it should be taken into

consideration in organizations.

State-trait continuum

Pure” states State-like Trait-like fais J

Figure 3. Luthans and Youssef-Morgan’s State-Trait Continuum (Source:
Luthans, F., & Youssef-Morgan, C. M. (2017). Psychological Capital : An Evidence-
Based Positive Approach.)

As emphasized by Luthans et al. (2004), it is obscure belief that success is
measured only just by tangible financial assets. Debates pertaining to gain competitive
advantage over other companies do not confine to tangible financial calculations.
Rather, it moves beyond human and social capital to PsyCap. Human Capital denotes
to all capabilities of individual obtained by his/her past experiences, knowledge, skills
and educational background while Social Capital represents connections and
interactions of individual, social network. PsyCap is started to be taken into
consideration gradually. According to Larson and Luthans(2006), these three types of
capital are not mutually exclusive positing that social capital is positively corelated to
PsyCap. It is evident that in workplace these aspects are fundamental to be analyzed
to be one step forward of the competitors since human resource is intangible asset,

critical for creating value and take advantage over rivals. In summary, traditional
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economic outputs are evolving from possessions to answering the question of who you
are (Cid et al., 2020).

Flourishing studies move away from classical instrument of PsyCap (PSQ-24)
consisting of twenty-four items, which constitutes second-order model with four first-
order factors to much shorter ones, PCQ-12 (Cid et al., 2020; Kamei et al., 2018; F.
Luthans et al., 2005; Orug, 2018) and PCQ-9 (Wernsing, 2014) for the purpose of
being compatible through diverse cultures such as China, Brazil, Turkey rather than
United States. Shorter measurement may provide minimizing unwillingness of
respondents to answer survey. Accumulated from these studies, further research is still
warranted whether they are robust and valid for diverse cultures due to unsolved
invariances of scales.

Emphasizing the importance of PsyCap, it is highlighted that it aids in tackling
with dysfunctionalities (cynicism) and undesired behaviors (workplace deviance
behavior) while fostering positive emotions, attitudes (emotional engagement) and
behaviors (organizational citizenship) in the context of organizational change.
Investigations pertaining to mediating and moderating mechanisms are beneficial to
broaden knowledge in PsyCap, such like Avey, Wernsing, et al.’s (2008) investigation
in mediation role of PsyCap. Similarly, these findings are congruent with Avey et al.
(2011). Additionally, grounded in the idea that leader’s positivity exert great impact
on follower’s positivity and performance supports investigating leaders’ PsyCap.
Although numerous research is concerning to determine employees’ PsyCap, it is
essential to focus on executives and leader’s PsyCap as well rather than just employees
(Avey, Avolio, et al., 2011).

Based on stimulated numerous research, emotions’ role is instrumental in
human-beings’ behaviours, especially decision-making and thus to date, the influence
of emotions is examined frequently (B6hm & Brun, 2008; E. A. Khan et al., 2015;
Peters et al., 2006). Different from Affect-as-information perspective, in which affect
acts as a consultant for decision-maker by providing crucial information (Peters,

2009), drawn on feeling-is-doing approach, affect works like a guideline and provides
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motivation for one to reach her/his future goals (Zeelenberg et al., 2008). Alternatively,
Somatic marker hypothesis (Bechara, 2004; E. A. Khan et al., 2015) provides strong
evidence for to grasp the role of emotions. This framework posits that there is a strong
association between somatic states and damage in ventromedial prefrontal region,
which provides multi-connected network, taking part in emotional processes to
decision making. Damage in VM region gives rise to poor decision-making or
impairment on judgments. In addition to these findings, Bechara (2004) yields fruitful
conclusion that the route of integrated processes, whether it is body loop or as-if body
loop, alters hinging on different conditions that decision is made; especially under
certainty, risk and uncertainty.

Nygren and White (2002) indicates that intuitive decision-makers exhibit
higher self-esteem with lower tendency to depression. Scott and Bruce (1995)
possesses similar propositions highlighting that intuitive decision-makers are more
feeling-oriented and thoughtful while La Pira and Etienne (2010) describes
entrepreneurs as intuitive, risk-seeker and ambiguity tolerant, insightful and self-
confident. Although there exists no investigation pertaining to the relationship between
psychological capital and intuitive decision-making, there may be an association. As
aforementioned in previous section, self-efficacy (confidence in oneself) is one of the
subdimension of high-construct, the relationship between confidence and intuition
decision making implies that high-construct PsyCap may also display tendency for
intuition.

Furthermore, Isen (2001) outlines that positive affect improves problem
solving and decision making by augmenting that decision-makers who possess
positive affect are more open to changes. Additionally, it is asserted that they are more
enthusiastic to solve problems, do additional tasks even though it is not assigned to
them and more determined in their decisions. Moreover, Sinclair et al. (2010) reveals
that positive moods are positively related to intuition decision making. In similar
respect, Forgas (1994, 1995) advocates based on Affect Infusion Model’s motivation

process that positive states provide individual to rely confidently on his/her hunches,
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instincts and heuristics due to desire to maintain his/her positive state (Sinclair &
Ashkanasy, 2011). As mentioned before, PsyCap is state-like construct different from
positive states, especially moods and emotions. Due to the presence of the relationship
between intuitive decision making and positive emotions and moods, the question
arises: Is it applicable for PsyCap? So, it may shed lights on the research. Furthermore,
intuition as explicated in previous section, entails gut-feelings (Sadler-Smith & Shefy,
2004).

In summary, on the basis of scrutinizing literature, it is seen that PsyCap is
under-researched. Nonetheless, wide array of studies on positive emotions and positive
moods (Bohm & Brun, 2008; Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2002, 2005, 2011) give evidence
that aggregate construct PsyCap, integration of hope, optimism, self-efficacy,
recilience may also influence intuitive decision-making style on account of
incorporating positivity and positive emotions by nature, below hypothesis is

postulated:

H6: Executives’ level of psychological capital is positively related to intuitive

decision-making style.

2.4.7. Moderating Role of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome

And once the storm is over, you won’t remember how you made it through, hoy
you managed to survive. You won’t even be sure, whether the storm is really
over. But one thing is certain. When you come out of storm, you won't be the
same person who walked in. That’s what this storm’s all about.

Haruki Murakami, Kafka on the Shore

With its pandemic outbreak in 2019, the Coronavirus Disease (COVID-19)
have spread all over the world resulting in disruptive consequences worldwide. Each

day, average 250-300 of individuals have been dying due to Covid-19 disease,

(https://covid19.saglik.gov.tr/). Moreover, it is confirmed by World Health
Organization that 12.652.385 of individuals had been infected by Covid-19 virus and
89.741 had passed away up to the date, 13" February, 2022
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(https://www.who.int/countries/tur/). Unexpected disease has immensely changed

daily lives. Travel restrictions, financial loses and economic crisis, bankruptcies,
upsurge of unemployment are corollary of Covid-19 disease. Evidently, the pandemic
has aggravated lots of lives. Examined psychological consequences of Covid-19
disease, it is noticeable that deprive of social connection due to lockdowns leads adults
to feel mentally isolated and lonely (Brooks et al., 2020; Matos et al., 2021). Second,
novel regulations for work life, so-called remote work has emerged causing adaptation
problems and everlasting workload due to inability to make distinction of work-life
and private life. Several findings support that burnout, depression and distress are
prevalent, which are experienced by adults and adolescents in Covid-19 pandemic
period (Akbari et al., 2021; Asl et al., 2021; Labrague & de Los Santos, 2021; Qiu et
al., 2020; Tuna & Ozdin, 2021). In similar vein, Czeisler et al. (2020) states that
substance use and suicidal ideations have seen significant rise in United States since
the beginning of Covid-19. Third, exposing to abundant information in social media
and other communication channels may also become detrimental for individuals
resulting in increase in their anxiety level or tackling more severe side effects like
cyberchondria (Varma et al., 2021). Fourth, Gasparro et al. (2020) argues that fear of
Covid-19 weakens the relationship between perceived job insecurity and depression
symptoms. The fear of being ill or transmit virus and infect relatives or friends is other
implication that individuals have to endure nowadays. Disputes of proponents and
opponents of vaccines, feeling isolated and socially excluded due to labelled as
confirmed patient after recovery called stigma are other prevalent issues (Hamouche,
2021). Conversely, some people do not use mask leading some people to have higher
anxiety and fear to be ill. In this respect, Rajabimajd et al. (2022) outlines that Covid-
19-related fear leads to increase job dissatisfaction alongside likelihood of turnovers.
Underpinned by Mahmud et al. (2021), Covid-19 fear exacerbates more than expected
by causing future career anxiety. Wu et al. (2009) displays fruitful analysis based on

SARS epidemic occurred in 2003 reporting that posttraumatic stress as a result of
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SARS has continued for three years among hospital employees even though epidemic
ended. It illustrates that epidemics have severe and inevitable implications.

Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome formulated by Nikcéevic and Spada
(2020),encompassing dimensions namely avoidance, checking, worrying and threat
monitoring, is utilized in numerous research. Abdelsattar et al. (2021) reveals that
Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome is positively related to health anxiety. Additionally,
Nikéevi¢ (2021) states that it is positively related to openness to experience
nonetheless adversely related to extraversion adding that the perception of being in
high-risk group (being pregnant, being elderly, having serious illness or disabilities)
is also triggering Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome.

In the wake of Covid-19 disease, people have to live with the uncertainty of the
question when the pandemic is eradicated. Like inevitable impact of Covid-19 on our
lives, it is believed that this undue adversity is reflected in this study too. Even though
extant research pertaining to intuitive decision-making highlight the notion that
intuitive decision making is suitable when facing with uncertainty and ambiguous
problems or in encountering a problem with dearth of information (Sinclair &
Ashkanasy, 2005; Tat et al., 2010), predominance of the anxiety causes decrease in
their tendency to make intuitive decisions.

The period of Covid-19 incorporates both uncertainty and anxiety, hence it is
vital to examine both uncertainty and anxiety simultaneously. In this respect, Van Dijk
and Zeelenberg (2006) conducts two experiments pertaining to examine impact of
uncertainty on positive and negative emotions. In the former experiment, even if happy
and satisfied subjects know they will win a prize either a CD or dinner ticket for two,
the uncertainty of not knowing of which they will win, matters a lot leading them to
be less satisfied and happy. Latter undertaken experiment by researchers, portrays
those negative emotions are induced less intensely by subjects acknowledging that not
being aware of which prize to lose leads to weaken negative emotions that they are
conveying. Peters et al. (2006) also agrees on this argument that uncertainty

undermines both positive and negative emotions. As prior research examined, it is

39



illustrated that anxiety has adverse impact on decision-making (Miu et al., 2008) and
derives some mental disorders such as intense depression (Long et al., 2021). In
addition, as Hartley and Phelps (2012) outlines that anxiety is characterized by two
kinds of cognition bias; negative interpretation bias and attention bias. Both biases
impede analyzing situation objectively since they lead to focus completely on negative
stimuli and overlook behind it (Albery et al., 2021). Increase amygdala and decrease
in prefrontal activities under anxiety contributes to these biases. Researchers concludes
that anxious people display more risk-avoidant behaviors. Underpinned that
proposition by Maner et al. (2007) that high anxiety results in being more risk-averse
while decision making as well. Furthermore, in consistent with Elsbach and Barr
(1999), Bachkirov (2017) outlines intriguing findings that fear and anger stimulate
desire to get more information relying on more systematic and detail-oriented thinking
whereas positive emotions like happiness trigger heuristic processing, which is in
consistent with the premises of Forgas’s (1994, 1995) motivated processing.
Noticeably, Remmers and Zander’s (2018) findings gives direct evidence that anxiety
impairs intuitive decision making.

In short, grounded in findings, it is conjectured that the presence of anxiety
syndrome on account of Covid-19 leads to a dampen effect on the relationship among
all constructs regarding to individual differences and intuitive decision-making style.
In other words, it is asserted that all relationships that are postulated before, will be
weakened by the effect of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome implying that this effect
becomes weaker with the increase of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome. Hence, below

hypotheses are postulated:

H7: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between age and intuitive
decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19 anxiety

syndrome level is higher.
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H8: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between gender and
intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19 anxiety

syndrome level is higher.

H9: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between education level
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19

anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H10: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between PsyCap and
intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19 anxiety

syndrome level is higher.

H11: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between risk propensity
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19

anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H12: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between affective
orientation and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’

Covid-19 anxiety syndrome level is higher.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, sample, procedure and measures used during this study are elucidated

in detail.

3.1. Sample and Procedure

Data is collected from a sample of top executives and middle managers in
Turkey during the time period of 29.07.2021 and 01.11.2021. Online survey is used as
a data collection method. Survey is prepared by using METU Survey Service, survey
link is sent executives via e-mail. It consists of six sections with 73 questions lasting
10-15 minutes to complete. While one section is pertaining to demographic factors,
the remaining five sections contain questions formed by instruments discussed in this
chapter. All measures are in 5-Point Likert Type. Back-translation method (Brislin,
1970) is used for the Affective Orientation Scale, Risk Propensity Scale, and Covid-
19 Anxiety Syndrome Scale since their Turkish versions are not existent in reviewed
literature. Prior to beginning to answer the survey, participants are requested to read
and approve the consent form for getting their agreement of doing the survey
voluntarily shown in APPENDIX B. Even though no questions disrupt confidentiality,
they are allowed to give up doing the survey at any time. The survey in Turkish is
displayed in APPENDIX A.
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Having gotten the approval of METU Ethical Committee, the survey’s link was
distributed to organizations, associations and chambers named ANGIAD, GGYD,
ASO, BTSO, KOSGEB, ITO. They accepted to share the survey’s link with their
members. Nevertheless, it was arduous period to provide adequate response rate due
to facing prevalent problem, which is executives’ unwillingness to participate in
surveys. Prior to sending the survey, choices of employee and other are included
because of taking reluctancy of executives into consideration. Further, to reach
adequate response rate, the survey link was sent to personal networks. Although survey
link was clicked 1532 times during data collection period, only 647 of them completed
the survey resulting in response rate to be 42.23%. Subsequently, obtained data was
examined very carefully, improper and unrelated responses like participants who are
not executives were excluded from the study and as a result of elimination, only 327

of responses remained, which are in line with the purpose of this research.

3.2. Control Variables

In this study, firm size, sectors, firm age and managerial level are delineated as
controlled variable based on the evidence from the literature that they have impact on
decision-making process.

Numerous researchers suggest that firm size exert great influence on strategic
decision-making process (J. W. Fredrickson, 1984; Yasar, 2016). Therefore, it is
appropriate to take firm size into consideration as a control variable while testing
hypotheses. Firm size is operationalized as the overall number of employees working
in a firm. Drawn on research, it is revealed that small firms are more intuitive in their
decision making (Brouthers, 1998; Covin et al., 2001; Elbanna et al., 2020; Elbanna &
Fadol, 2016; Khatri & Ng, 2000) because of “scarce source, limited expertise and lack
of information” (Musso & Francioni, 2014, p. 308) and high uncertainty struggling to
survive challenges their bounded rationality. Underpinning that argument, manifold
research discusses that managers of large firms are inclined to use rational decision-

making (J. W. Fredrickson & laquinto, 1989). In conjunction with firm size, firm age
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is generally controlled in investigations (Covin et al., 2001; Sadler-Smith, 2004). It is
denoted as firm age in years.

Third control variable, industry gives evidence for environmental variables
such as environmental instability (Khatri & Ng, 2000). Industry should be taken into
consideration since its essence in strategy decision making process (J. W. Fredrickson,
1984; Hitt & Tyler, 1991). In similar vein, Judge and Miller (1991) highlights that
industry should be determined while studying decision making. Wally and Baum
(1994) and Khatri and Ng (2000) agrees on these premises. Thus, it is appropriate to
partial out industry in this study. For that purpose, to get more general view,
information of sectors retrieved from respondents by the help of NACE Rev.2 Codes
at section level comprising twenty-one industries retrieved from Eurostat website.
(https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/ramon/nomenclatures/index.cfm?TargetUrlI=LST_NO
M_DTL&StrNom=NACE_REV2&StrLanguageCode=EN&IntPcKey=&StrLayoutC
0de=HIERARCHICQC).

On the basis of extant research, managerial level should also be taken into

account. Busenitz (1999) and Sadler-Smith (2004) argues that entrepreneurs use more
heuristics and bias in their decision making compared to managers. Similarly, Allinson
(2000) states that entrepreneurs are more intuitive than salaried managers. Hayes et al.
(2004) is in consistent with this study and uses owner manager subsample. In same
vein, Agor (1984) cited in Yasar (2019) outlines that upper-managers display more
intuitively in their decision-making process compared to middle and lower managers.
This finding is in line with Clarke and Mackaness’s (2001) results. Underpinning these
arguments, Clarke and Mackaness (2001) suggests that senior-managers take non-
factual information into consideration and interpret decisions more holistic way,
differently from functional managers. Similarly, while Hoskisson et al. (1993) and
Hambrick and Mason (1984) underscore the importance of incentive compensation
and income differing in managerial level, which cause variations respectively,

according to Ireland (1987), managerial levels have impact on strategic decision
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processes. Therefore, it is critical to control managerial-level impact while studying

on intuitive decision-making style.

3.3. Measures

The main objective of this study is to examine individual differences on
intuitive decision-making style of executives. For that purpose, independent, control
and dependent variables are conceptualized in the light of literature review by using

some measures. Lastly, chapter ends with the summary of reliability statistics of scales.

3.3.1. Affective Orientation Scale

Affective Orientation is measured by using Affective Orientation Scale (Booth-
Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1990). Scale consists of twenty items. Higher overall
score obtained from the scale refers to being more affective oriented. “I am very aware
of my feelings.” is a sample item from the scale. Items are rated on 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1= “Strongly Disagree” to 5= “Strongly Agree”. Items #6, #8, #10,
#13, #15, #17, #20 are reverse-coded to provide consistency among each item. Original
scale and Turkish version of scale are attached in APPENDIX E and APPENDIX D

respectively. Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale is 0.84.

3.3.2. Risk Propensity Scale

Risk Propensity is measured by using General Risk Propensity Scale (Hung et
al., 2012). Scale consists of eight items. “I like to take chances, although I may fail.”
is a sample item from the scale. Items in back-translated Turkish version of scale are
rated on 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1= “Very Inaccurate” to 5= “Very Accurate”
whereas items in original version are rated on 7-point Likert scale. The reasons for this
adjustment are to minimize respondent’s indecision While selecting suitable option and
keep all scales in 5-point Likert. The higher scores obtained from the scale indicate the
more tendency towards risk taking. Items #2, #3, #6, #7 are reverse-coded to provide

consistency among each item. Original scale and Turkish version of scale are attached
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in APPENDIX G and APPENDIX F respectively. Cronbach’s alpha value for this

scale is 0.71.

3.3.3. Psychological Capital Scale

Psychological Capital is measured by using Psychological Capital Scale. Scale
is originally developed by Luthans et al. (2007). It is made up of twenty-four items
with four sub-dimensions comprising optimism, resilience, hope and self-efficacy. “I
generally make important decisions at the last minute.” is a sample item from original
scale. It is translated into Turkish by Cetin and Basim (2012). In Table 1, item ids are
matched with each sub-dimension. While original scale is rated on 6-point Likert scale,
the scale used in this study is in line with 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1=
“Strongly Disagree” to 5= “Strongly Agree” to minimize respondent’s indecision
while selecting suitable option and to keep all scales in 5-point Likert. Items #1, #8,
#11 are reverse-coded to provide consistency among each item. Updated Turkish
version of scale is attached in APPENDIX H. When sub-dimensions’ reliabilities are
analyzed, Cronbach’s alpha value of optimism is 0.44 indicating low internal
consistency even though values of resilience (a=0.73), hope(a=0.75), self-efficacy
(0=0.84) are acceptable. For that reason, aggregate scale is used in this study meaning
that sum of overall score obtained from four sub-dimensions is PsyCap score, which
is taken into account throughout this study. Cronbach’s alpha value for aggregate scale
is 0.90.

Table 1. Categorizing Items into Subdimensions of PsyCap Scale

Sub-Dimensions Items

Optimism #1*, #9, #11*, #14, #18, #19
Resilience #5, #7, #8*, #10, #13, #22
Hope #2, #6, #12, #17, #20, #24
Self-Efficacy #3, #4, #15, #16, #21, #23

Note. *: reverse-coded items
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3.3.4. Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome Scale

Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome is measured by using novel scale, Covid-19
Anxiety Syndrome Scale (Nikcevi¢ & Spada, 2020). Scale consists of nine items. I
have avoided using public transport because of the fear of contracting coronavirus
(COVID-19)” is a sample item from the scale. Turkish version of scale is rated on 5-
point Likert scale ranging from 1= “Never” to 5= “Always” whereas items in original
version are rated on 5-point Likert scale with different time intervals. Total score
obtained from the scale exhibits respondents’ ability of dealing with the threat of
Covid-19 contagion (Nik¢evi¢ & Spada, 2020). This instrument involves features
pertaining to (1) avoidance, (2) checking, (3) worrying, (4) threat monitoring
(Nik¢evi¢ & Spada, 2020). The greater score means the greater likelihood to have
Covid-19 anxiety syndrome. Original scale and Turkish version of scale are attached
in APPENDIX Jand APPENDIX I respectively. Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale
is 0.83.

3.3.5. Intuitive Decision-Making Style Scale

Intuitive Decision-making Style is measured by using General Decision-
Making Style Scale (Scott & Bruce, 1995). It accounts for five sub-dimensions called
rational, intuitive, dependent, avoidant and spontaneous consisting of totally twenty-
five items. In this study, the main focus is on intuitive decision-making style so other
sub-dimensions are excluded. Total score obtained from the items illustrates tendency
to use intuition in his/her decision-making. “When | make decisions, | tend to rely on
my intuition.” is a sample item from the scale. Tasdelen’s (2002) Turkish version of
scale, which are rated on 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1= “Strongly Disagree” to
5= “Strongly Agree” is utilized in this study. Turkish scale is attached in APPENDIX
J. Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale is 0.78.
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3.3.6. Demographic Variables

Age, gender and education level are independent variables. In addition to
independent variables, the information pertaining to firm size, firm age, sectors that
respondents are working in and managerial level whether they are firm owner/top
executive or middle manager are gathered from respondents shown in the first section
of the survey, APPENDIX C. Additionally, Table 2 displays Cronbach’s alpha values
of all scales used in this study. According to Nunnally & Bernstein (1994), 0.70 or
above is acceptable for a reliable scale. Because of having greater Cronbach’s alpha

value than 0.70, all scales used in this study have satisfactory internal consistency.

Table 2. Summary of Reliability Statistics

Scale Cronbach’s a
Intuitive Decision-Making Style 0.78
PsyCap 0.90
Affective Orientation 0.84
Risk Propensity 0.71
Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome 0.83
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this chapter, hypotheses proposed in Chapter 2 are tested, the relationships are

analyzed by using measures described in Chapter 3.

4.1. Data Screening

SPSS version 22 is used for reaching the results. Before testing hypotheses,
data is prepared for analysis. There are no missing values because the survey was
designed in a way that respondents are unable to pass any question unanswered. Of
647 responses, 320 of them are eliminated. First, same patterns between subsequent
responses are eliminated. In other words, duplicated responses and responses given
carelessly are tried to be detected by scrutinizing data. Second, responses of
employees, students or retired/ unemployed ones are removed from the data. Because
the main purpose of this study is to investigate individual differences of top executives,
firm owners and middle managers. In the following analysis, variable
owner_upper_ornot is defined. If respondent is firm owner or top executive,
owner_upper_ornot refers to one; if not, it is zero.

Prior to hypotheses testing, data is prepared. Assumptions regarding to
normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, multicollinearity are evaluated. Normality is
determined by checking kurtosis and skewness values. These values are between -2.0

and 2.0 for that reason normality is not violated (D. George & Mallery, 2010).
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Homoscedasticity is not a problem because normality is met (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). Linearity is confirmed by looking scatter plot of residuals. Correlation matrix

illustrated below section shows that multicollinearity is not a problem.

4.2. Intercorrelations

Table 3 represents bivariate correlations among all the variables used in present
study. Multicollinearity is not a problem during the analysis because there do not exist
any bivariate correlations above 0.90 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Moreover,
correlations between variables outline that they are divergent since values generally
fall below 0.60. As illustrated in the Table 3, intuitive decision-making style
(dependent variable) is positively corelated with PsyCap (r=0.21, p < 0.01), affective
orientation (r=0.58, p < 0.01) and risk propensity (r=0.15, p < 0.01). Conversely, any
correlations are not found between intuitive decision-making style and independent
variables gender (r=-0.04, p > 0.5), age (r=-0.01, p > 0.5) and education level (r=-0.03,
p >0.5).
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4.3. Sample Demographics

Table 4 gives some details about respondents’ demographic characteristics
obtained from respondents. It reveals that executives who are between 41 and 50 years
old predominate this study. Furthermore, approximately %28 of respondents are
between 31 and 40 while nearly %29 of them are older than 50. A greater number of
male executives (n=105, 67.9%) participated in the study compared to female
executives. Besides, majority of executives (n=133, 40.7%) have bachelor’s degree
while %24 and %21 of executives hold Master’s degree or graduated from high school
respectively. Further, sectors are classified by the help of NACE REV 2. Executives
are working at diverse sectors, the most preferable ones by executives are shown in
Table 4. It is noticeable that survey is answered by top executives or firm-owners
(n=220, 67.3%) compared to middle managers (n=107, 32.7%). Just over half of the
respondents’ firms are small where less than or equal to 49 individuals are working.
Lastly, executives’ firms are generally highly tenured (n=136,41.6%) showing that

their firms are in industry more than 21 years.

Table 4. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage
Age Less than or equal to 30 27 8.3
31-40 91 27.8
41-50 113 34.5
51-60 70 214
61-70 25 7.7
Greater than or equal to 70 1 0.3
Female 105 32.1
Gender Male 222 67.9
High School 80 24.5
Education Level Associate degree 33 10.1
Bachelor’s degree 133 40.7
Master’s degree 68 20.8
PhD 13 4.0
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Table 4. (Cont’d)

Sectors Accommodation and food 37 11.3
service activities
Of which: manufacturing 32 9.8
Construction 26 8.0
Information and 26 8.0
Communication
Professional, Scientific and 34 10.4
Technical activities
Public administration and 24 7.3
defense, compulsory social
security
Other 148 45.2
Occupation Firm owner& upper manager | 220 67.3
Middle manager 107 32.7
Firm size Less than or equal to 49 171 52.3
50-249 71 21.7
250-499 36 11.0
Greater than or equal to 500 | 49 15.0
Less than or equal to 1 21 6.4
Firm age 2-5 45 13.8
6-10 44 13.5
11-15 35 10.7
16-20 46 14.1
Greater than or equal to 21 136 41.6
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4.4. Determination of Control Variables

A multiple linear regression analysis is conducted in order to see whether
potential control variables predict intuitive decision-making style in proposed model.
Results of analysis demonstrated in Table 5 reveal that potential control variables (firm
size, firm age, sectors, owner_upper_ornot) are not statistically significant predictors
of the model. The R? agjusted Value 0.01 of analysis shows that %1 of variance in the
intuitive decision-making style explained by potential control variables is insignificant
with F (4,322) =0.97, p > 0.05. In other words, firm size (8=-0.079, p > 0.05), firm age
(B=0.035, p > 0.05), sectors (p=0.082, p > 0.05) and owner_upper_ornot (f=0.041, p
> 0.05) do not account for any significant change in intuitive decision-making style.
Neither of the potential control variables have an impact on outcome variable, intuitive
decision-making style. Hence, they are excluded while examining the effect of
independent variables on dependent variable.

Table 5. Regression Coefficients of Control Variables

Variables B SE t p 95%Cl

Constant 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.999 [-0.07,0.07]
Firm Size -0.05 0.04 -1.21 0.228 [-0.13,0.03]
Firm Age 0.01 0.02 0.57 0.569  [-0.03,0.06]
Sectors 0.01 0.01 1.44 0.152  [-0.00, 0.03]
Owner_upper_ornot -0.06 0.09 -0.63 0.529 [-0.24,0.13]

Note. Cl =Confidence Interval
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4.5.

Hypotheses Testing

The main objective of this study is to examine the effect of executives’

individual differences on their use of intuitive decision-making style. For that purpose,

hypotheses are conducted in theoretical framework. In this section, analysis is

undertaken in 2 steps to test hypotheses. First, direct effect of independent variables

(age, gender, education level, affective orientation, PsyCap, risk propensity) on

dependent variable (intuitive decision-making style) is evaluated by using hierarchical

linear regression illustrated in Table 7. No control variables are put in regression

because they are found insignificant while determining control variables. Then, to

understand whether moderator (covid-19 anxiety syndrome) has an impact on the

relationship between independent and dependent variable, Baron and Kenny’s (1986)

model is utilized as shown in Table 7. Overview of hypotheses test results are
illustrated in Table 6.

Table 6. Summary of Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis | Description Result
H1 Older executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making | NOT
style compared to younger executives. SUPPORTED
H2 Female executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making | NOT
style compared to male executives. SUPPORTED
H3 Highly educated executives are more likely to use intuitive | NOT
decision-making style compared to less educated executives. SUPPORTED
H4 Executives who are more affective oriented are more likely to use | SUPPORTED
intuition decision-making style compared to less affective
oriented executives.
H5 Risk-seeker executives are more likely to use intuitive decision- SUPPORTED
making style compared to risk-averse executives.
H6 Executives’ level of psychological capital is positively related to | NOT
intuitive decision-making style. SUPPORTED
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Table 6. (Cont’d)

executives’ Covid-19 anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H7 | Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between age and | NOT
intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ | SUPPORTED
Covid-19 anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H8 | Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between gender | NOT
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ | SUPPORTED
Covid-19 anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H9 | Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between education | NOT
level and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when | SUPPORTED
executives’ Covid-19 anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H10 | Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between PsyCap | SUPPORTED
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’

Covid-19 anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H11 | Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between risk | NOT
propensity and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when | SUPPORTED
executives’ Covid-19 anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H12 | Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between affective | NOT
orientation and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when | SUPPORTED
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45.1. Direct Effect of Predictors

Before regression analysis, all variables are mean-centered and variance
inflation factors are checked. Being below the value of 2.0 indicates that no
multicollinearity exists (Neter et al., 1989).

As illustrated in Table 7, the hierarchical linear regression analysis consists of
three steps. First step is to evaluate the prediction of intuitive decision-making style
from demographic characteristics namely gender, age, education level. In step 1,
predictor variables Age, Gender and Education Level are analyzed. The R? value of
0.002 reveals that %0.2 of variance in the intuitive decision-making style explained by
age, gender, education level is insignificant with F (3,323) = 0.217 p>0.05. In other
words, Age ($=0.009, p > 0.05), Gender (=-0.038, p > 0.05), Education Level (B=-
0.025, p > 0.05) do not account for any significant change in intuitive decision-making
style. These variables are insignificant in step 2 and step 3 as well. For that reason,

below hypotheses are rejected:

H1: Older executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style compared

to younger executives.

H2: Female executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style compared

to male executives.

H3: Highly educated executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style

compared to less educated executives.

In step 2, psychological characteristics namely PsyCap, Risk Propensity,
Affective Orientation and moderator, Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome are added into the
model. The R? value of 0.361 shows that age, gender, education level, PsyCap, Risk
Propensity, Affective Orientation and Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome explain %36
variance of intuitive decision-making style of executives. This adjustment
significantly increases variance accounted for in outcome variable, F (7,319) =25.78,
p < 0.001. Based on these findings, while Affective Orientation (=0.564, p < 0.001)
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and Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome (p=0.098, p < 0.05) are significant predictors of
intuitive decision-making style of executives, Age (=0.026, p > 0.05), Gender (p=-
0.003, p > 0.05), Education Level (p=-0.067, p > 0.05), PsyCap (p=0.066, p > 0.05)
and Risk Propensity ($=0.083, p > 0.05) are not significantly associated with intuitive
decision-making style. When all predictors are controlled, intuitive decision-making
style is expected to increase 0.81 and 0.09 units for every 1 unit increase in Affective
Orientation and Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome respectively. Additionally, the AR? value
of 0.359 suggests that the addition of PsyCap, Risk Propensity, Affective Orientation
and Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome into model after step 1, forms %36 of variation with
AF (4,319) =44.869, p< 0.001.

In step 3, interaction variables are added into the model in order to test
moderating role of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome. The R? value of 0.388 shows that
Age, Gender, Education Level, PsyCap, Risk Propensity, Affective Orientation and
Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome and interaction variables explain %39 variance of
intuitive decision-making style of executives. This adjustment significantly increases
variance accounted for in outcome variable, F (13,313) =15.29, p < 0.001. Based on
these findings, while Risk Propensity (f=0.097, p < 0.05), Affective Orientation
(B=0.562, p < 0.001) and Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome (f=0.123, p < 0.01) are
significant predictors of intuitive decision-making style of executives, Age (f=0.029,
p > 0.05), Gender ($=0.012, p > 0.05), Education Level (f=-0.084, p > 0.05), PsyCap
(B=0.074, p > 0.05) are not significantly associated with intuitive decision-making
style. When all predictors are controlled, intuitive decision-making style is expected
to increase 0.12, 0.80 and 0.11 units for every 1 unit increase in Risk Propensity,
Affective Orientation and Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome respectively. For these
reasons, below hypothesis is rejected:

H6: Executives’ level of psychological capital is positively related to intuitive

decision-making style.
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Below hypotheses are supported:

H4: Executives who are more affective oriented are more likely to use intuition

decision-making style compared to less affective oriented executives.

H5: Risk-seeker executives are more likely to use intuitive decision-making style

compared to risk-averse executives.

Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Results of all Hypotheses

Variable B 95%ClI SEB B R? AR?

LL UL
Step 1: 0.00 0.00
Demographic
Characteristics

Constant 0.000 -0.074 0.074 0.037

Age 0.001  -0.007 0.008 0.004 0.009

Gender -0.054 -0.218 0.109 0.083 -0.038

Education Level -0.015  -0.080 0.050 0.033 -0.025

Step 2: 0.36  0.36***

Psychological
Characteristics

Constant 0.000 -0.059 0.059 0.030

Age 0.002 -0.004 0.008 0.003 0.026
Gender -0.005  -0.140 0.130 0.069 -0.003
Education Level -0.039  -0.091 0.014 0.027 -0.067
PsyCap 0.091  -0.040 0.222 0.066 0.066
Risk Propensity 0.101  -0.008 0.211 0.056 0.083
Affective

. : 0.806*** 0.674 0.938 0.067 0.564***
Orientation

Covid-19 Anxiety

0.086*  0.007 0.164 0.040 0.098*
Syndrome
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Table 7. (Cont’d)

Step 3:

Interactions

Constant -0.011
Age 0.002
Gender 0.017
Education Level -0.048
PsyCap 0.102
Risk Propensity 0.118*
Affective .
Orientation 0.802
Covid-19 Anxiety 0.107**
Syndrome

Age * Covid-19

Anxiety Syndrome -0.002
Gender * Covid-19

Anxiety Syndrome -0.152
Education Level *

Covid-19 Anxiety -0.011
Syndrome

PsyCap * Covid-19 i -
Anxiety Syndrome 0.211
Risk Propensity *

Covid-19 Anxiety 0.101
Syndrome

Affective

Orientation -0.020

Covid-19 Anxiety
Syndrome

-0.071

-0.004

-0.117

-0.101

-0.028

0.005

0.670

0.029

-0.010

-0.336

-0.079

-0.398

-0.019

-0.190

0.049

0.008

0.152

0.004

0.232

0.230

0.935

0.186

0.007

0.031

0.056

-0.024

0.220

0.150

0.030

0.003

0.068

0.027

0.066

0.057

0.067

0.040

0.004

0.093

0.034

0.095

0.061

0.086

0.029

0.012

-0.084

0.074

0.097*

0.562***

0.123**

-0.017

-0.078

-0.015

-0.114*

0.079

-0.012

0.39

0.03*

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p < 0.001; LL=Ilower limit; UL=upper limit
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4.5.2. Moderating Role of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome

Hypotheses H7, H8, H9, H10, H11, H12 pertaining to moderating effect are
tested based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure as illustrated in Figure 4. In this
study, while predictors are Age, Gender, Education Level, PsyCap, Risk Propensity,
Affective Orientation, moderator is Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome. To test hypotheses
the hierarchical linear regression is conducted as shown in Table 7. In step 2,
independent variable and moderator are regressed, then each interaction variable
(independent variable*moderator) is added into the regression in step 3. All
independent variables are mean-centered before calculating interaction variables
(Aiken & West, 1991; Dawson, 2014). VIF values outline that multicollinearity is not

a problem because their values are smaller than 2.0 (Neter et al., 1989).

Predictor

Moderator — B 3::7:;7:

Predictor
X

Moderator

Figure 4. Baron and Kenny’s Moderator Model (Source: Baron, R. M., & Kenny,
D. A. (1986). The Moderator-Mediator Variable Distinction in Social Psychological
Research. Conceptual, Strategic, and Statistical Considerations. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.51.6.1173)

Step 3 of Table 7 demonstrates that of the six interaction variables, only
PsyCap*Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome (B=-0.114, p<0.05) is significant whereas
Age*Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome (p=-0.017, p>0.05), Gender*Covid-19 Anxiety
Syndrome ($=-0.078, p>0.05), Education Level*Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome (p=-
0.015, p > 0.05), Risk Propensity*Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome ($=0.079, p > 0.05) and
Affective Orientation*Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome (p=-0.012, p>0.05) are

insignificant. Lastly, the AR? value of 0.027 suggests that the addition of six interaction
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variables into model after step 2, forms %3 of variation with AF (6,313) =2.304, p<

0.05. Hence, below hypotheses are rejected:

H7: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between risk propensity
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19

anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H8: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between risk propensity
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19

anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H9: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between risk propensity
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19

anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H11: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between risk propensity
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19

anxiety syndrome level is higher.

H12: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between risk propensity
and intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19

anxiety syndrome level is higher.

Lastly, because of significance of interaction variable of PsyCap* Covid-19
Anxiety Syndrome in this model, Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the
relationship between PsyCap and intuitive decision- making style. Direction of
relationship is figured out by drawing graph. It is drawn by the help of website:

http://www.jeremydawson.co.uk/slopes.ntm. Figure 5 demonstrates that the

relationship between PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style change depending on
the level of covid-19 anxiety syndrome. For high covid-19 anxiety syndrome there is
a negative relationship between PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style whereas

the relationship is positive for low covid-19 anxiety syndrome. In other words, adding
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interaction term into model weakens the relationship. So below hypothesis is

supported:

H10: Covid-19 anxiety syndrome moderates the relationship between PsyCap and
intuitive decision- making style: the effect is weaker when executives’ Covid-19 anxiety

syndrome level is higher.
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Figure 5. Graph lllustrating Moderating Role on Intuitive Decision-Making
Style
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this chapter, findings are discussed coupling with limitations and implications for

management and future research.

5.1. Discussion

The present study investigates the relationship between individual differences
of executives and their use of intuitive decision-making style. Individual differences
entail four categories: (1) demographic characteristics consisting of age, gender,
education level, psychological characteristics including (2) trait affective orientation,
(3) trait-like risk propensity, which is less stable compared to trait, affective orientation
and (4) state-like PsyCap. Examining diverse characteristics’ influence on intuitive
decision-making style in Turkish context differentiates current study from extant
research. Moreover, executives referring to top executives, firm owners and middle
managers are targeted for this present study; therefore, it sheds light on investigations
pertaining to management in Turkish context. Some evaluations below are made based
on the findings of present study.

First, grounded in Upper Echelon Theory, disputes revolve around whether
individual’s observable characteristics surrogate individual’s unobservable beliefs,
values and psychology. Proponents of observable characteristics utilize them as proxy
variables (Bromiley & Rau, 2016; Hambrick & Mason, 1984; G. Wang et al., 2016)
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whereas opponents delve into unobservable constructs like personality traits and
beyond these characteristics (Bromiley & Rau, 2016; M. Liu & Ji, 2021; Neely Jr. et
al., 2020) in order to capture one’s bounded rationality directly. In the light of present
study, it is aimed to bring different perspective to disagreements by using both
observable and unobservable variables simultaneously instead of preferring one over
another. Because it is asserted that both two types of constructs enrich research on
grasp of individuals’ behaviors. For that purpose, hypotheses are postulated and
briefly, results provide strong support for the notion that unobservable characteristics
are predictors of intuitive decision-making style. Extrapolated from the findings that
executives’ demographic variables of neither age, gender or education level do
establish any relationship with their use of intuitive decision-making style. It is in
consistent with some research that they also do not find any relationship between
demographics and intuitive decision-making (Baiocco et al., 2009; De Acedo
Lizarraga et al., 2007; Loo, 2000; Sadler-Smith, 2004, 2011; Spicer & Sadler-Smith,
2005). In contrast, risk propensity and affective orientation are found associated to
executives’ use of intuitive decision-making style. First, it is revealed that risk-seeker
executives possess more tendency to use intuitive decision-making style compared to
risk-averse executives. Additionally, it is ascertained that being affective oriented is
positively related to intuitive decision-making style. These findings are in agreement
with the extant research pertaining to intuitive decision-making style (Khatri & Ng,
2000; Sinclair et al., 2010; Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2002, 2005, 2011; Tat et al., 2010).
Although demographic characteristics do not exhibit any impact on intuitive decision-
making style, it is believed that it is not right to make inferences that they are
redundant. Hence, replication of this study with bigger sample size is still instrumental
because their essence in the studies should not be overlooked. Aside from the handicap
of using small sample size, the other reason for insignificance of demographic
characteristics on intuitive decision-making style may be because of the fact that
Turkish society has high uncertainty avoidance based on Hofstede’s (1983, 2011)

model implying that Turkey heavily relies on laws and rules and tries to control
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ambiguity. As demographics are trait characteristics, the impact of culture may be
reflected in these in-born characteristics causing insignificance. Consequently,
according to these findings, it is obvious that demographic variables are not proxies
for unobservable characteristics because they do not predict while investigating the
effects concurrently.

Second, current study contributes to research by introducing new posited
relationships in spite of scant direct evidence from literature. One of the intriguing
relationships is between PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style.
Counterintuitively, whereas PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style are found to
be positively correlated with each other, findings extrapolated from hypotheses testing
illustrate that no association among PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style is
found. It is believed that the reason of insignificance is due to affective orientation’s
inclusiveness. They are related constructs as affective-orientation is positively
correlated with PsyCap (r=0.27, p < 0.01) as illustrated in Table 3. As aforementioned,
affective orientation is delineated as cognitive trait (Chory-Assad & Cicchirillo, 2005).
One is called as affective oriented if he/she recognizes emotional cues as beneficial
source of information. On the other side, PsyCap engenders positive emotions and
positivity, which are emotional cues for affective orientation. So, it is broader than
PsyCap. It is asserted that further investigations and replications pertaining to these
constructs extend not just decision-making research but also open new avenues for
upper echelon scholars.

Third, overtly outbreak of Covid-19 disease affected everyone detrimentally.
Its presence is inevitable and people struggle to cope with this infection. In that sense,
although there exists no theorical evidence from extant research, it is postulated that
Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome possesses impact on intuitive decision-making style in
current study. Since one of the posited hypotheses is validated, examining Covid-19
Anxiety Syndrome is worth to be analyzed as expected. Results confirm that Covid-
19 Anxiety Syndrome weakens the relationship between PsyCap and intuitive

decision-making style. In other words, the higher anxiety caused by Covid-19, the

66



weaker relationship among PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style. Literature
support that anxiety and uncertainty have negative implications (Miu et al., 2008;
Peters et al., 2006). Similarly, present study is in agreement with Remmers and
Zander’s (2018) premises that anxiety disturbs usage of intuitive decision-making
style. As present study demonstrate that Covid-19 Anxiety syndrome undermines the
relationship between PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style, executives should
take some precautions beforehand pertaining to Covid-19 due to the fact that even if
the pandemic ends, there is a threat for psychological problems to arise like
posttraumatic stress (Wu et al., 2009). In contrast, no significant effect of Covid-19
Anxiety Syndrome is found between age, gender, education level and intuitive
decision-making style. Similarly, the effect of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome either on
the relationship between risk propensity and intuitive decision-making style or
affective orientation and intuitive decision-making style is found counterintuitively
insignificant. The reason for meaninglessness for these relationships may be due to
small sample size. Apart from disadvantage of sample size, the insignificance may be
due to being trait or trait-like characteristics. As aforementioned, state-like
characteristics are open to enhancements and change. In the presence of Covid-19
Anxiety Syndrome, the relationship among PsyCap of executives and their use of
intuitive decision-making style is influenced. PsyCap of executives react based on
exposure to low or high level of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome as shown in Figure 5. In
contrast, since trait characteristics: age, gender, education level; trait characteristic:
affective orientation and trait-like characteristic: risk propensity are stable and inborn-
related characteristics, which are not receptive to changes, their relationships among
intuitive decision-making style are not affected by the moderator, Covid-19 Anxiety
Syndrome. Hence, the moderating role of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome on these
relationships is not found. In addition to dampening effect of Covid-19 Anxiety
Syndrome, fruitful findings exhibit that Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome is related to
executives’ use of intuitive decision-making style. Therefore, further research is

warranted in the light of these fruitful findings.
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5.2.  Limitations

Like mainstream of other research, it is impossible not to have some
limitations. Hence, constraints should be bore in mind while analyzing results of this
study. Six restrictions are explicated, which are faced while doing this study.

First, usage of self-reported measures result in suffering from self-report bias
(Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002). Disadvantage derived from using self-reported
measures is that respondents are aware of being evaluated and due to social
desirability, they may respond as being appreciated by others (Booth-Butterfield &
Booth-Butterfield, 1990).

Second, while sample size is limited, survey may be perceived as too long with
seventy-three items. As predominantly executives are reluctant to do surveys, it is
really difficult to elicit data from respondents. Besides, it is really confined because
executives do not want to devote time to complete survey with seventy-three items
even though, survey is not long-lasting to be replied.

Third, due to limited sample size, no causal inferences are established for
population. In other words, it is not appropriate to generalize. Results are restricted in
sample obtained by snowball sampling method indicating that it is not possible to
extrapolate from these results and generalize to other contexts owing to its being non-
probability sampling method (Kamei et al., 2018).Usage of non-probability sampling
method results in sample selection bias referring to excluding some type of groups
from research by focusing on same type, which impedes generalization (Certo et al.,
2016). Additionally, due to utilizing non-probability sampling method, nonresponse
bias arises because of unwillingness of certain type of individuals to participate in
surveys (Kaufmann et al., 2014). Further, non-response biased is not controlled in
present study. Moreover, other limitation is pertaining to response bias. Mean values
illustrated in Table 3 show that respondents generally choose the middle option of the
posed questions in the survey.

Fourth, method effects (Maul, 2013) is other concern. Maul (2013) describes

method effects as undesired and inconvenient variance in outcomes resulting from
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choice of collection method and augmenting the notion that eliciting data from
different sources such as peer-report, self-report and supervisor-report at the same
time, may lead to design more generalizable investigations. Method effects ascribing
method variance bias, monomethod bias and common source bias are interrelated
terms encountered commonly especially in self-report surveys (B. George & Pandey,
2017; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Richardson et al., 2009; Spector, 2006). Briefly,
undertaking same methods through the study inevitably resort to method effects.

Fifth, recall bias pertaining to Covid-19 may exist. Since data of this study is
obtained in summer time, respondents may be confused while bringing back past
memories because their perception regarding to Covid-19 may be different from
summer to winter. It is believed that people are less anxious pertaining to Covid-19 in
summer since regulations are less strict compared to winter season leading to conceive
as if Covid-19 is not as severe disease as in winter. It is asserted that Covid-19 is
experienced more severely in winter since weather conditions cause being stuck in
indoor facilities.

Sixth, cultural biases and linguistic problems may arise due to translation of
instruments used in this study (Cid et al., 2020). Some items may be misleading and
ambiguous for respondents since some of them are translated from English by utilizing
back translation method. Hence, scales should have been more understandable and

clearer in line with Turkish context. Therefore, adjustments may be warranted.

5.3.  Implications for Management

Taken all discussions into consideration, there exists some implications for
management. Burke and Miller (1999) defines it is appropriate to use intuition in
human resource activities. Summarized by Burke and Miller (1999) and Shapiro and
Spence’s (1997) premises that intuition is apt (1) when there is high uncertainty, (2)
the situation is novel, unprecedent or unstructured like restructuring, new product
planning, merger and acquisitions, R&D planning, decisions related to finance like

opting investments, (3) there is need for making decisions quickly or one needs to
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make a decision unexpectedly, (4) data is insufficient implying that no explicit cues or
instructions are available or the problem is non-salient, (5) data is redundant beyond
processing due to human-being’s bounded rationality (6) non-traceable and complex
situation or problem occurs. These promising evidences provide the noteworthiness of
intuition in management and thus, they give hint for executives not to take intuition
for granted.

First, as mentioned, intuition and rationality should not be conceived as
mutually exclusive. They are both employed for enhancing decision-making and
aimful while tackling situations. Shapiro and Spence (1997) believes that sequence
should be from intuition to rationality because heuristics emerged from analytical
processing results in creating unreliable intuition what Sadler-Smith and Shefy (2004)
calls validation. The reverse order, processing from rational analysis to intuition
corresponds to incubation (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004). Regardless of the order, what
is integral is the need for integration of rationality and intuition. Sadler-Smith and
Shefy (2004) reinforces the notion that using both intuition and rationality in decision-
making process is beneficial for counteracting biases produced by each. The notion of
consolidation of intuition with rationality is very commonplace in literature review
supporting that they can work in harmony with each other (Burke & Miller, 1999;
Dane & Pratt, 2007; Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2007).

Second, as aforementioned, intuition is open to enhance. As it is conceptualized
as a function of experience obtained by both explicitly and implicitly and gut feelings.
Experience obtained by explicit learning refers to all past experiences, which is by-
product of practicing. According to Dane and Pratt (2007, p. 43), good practicing is
determined by “duration, repetition and feedback.” Recurring repetitions for a long
time periods provide creating and internalizing patterns, which provides familiarity
and react to specific situation immediately without thinking so much as the pace of
making up executive’s mind is really crucial in decision-making. Miller and Ireland
(2005) is in agreement with this notion indicating that automated expertise facilitates

bringing related stored knowledge back into one’s mind, which leads to react novel
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situation quickly. Moreover, feedback elucidated by an objective and honest mentor
or coach would provide executives to take right lessons by building chunk of patterns
with less contaminated and less unbiased assumptions (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004).
Aside from explicit learning, due to the limited capacity of human-brain or constraint
existence of life-time to practice and experience everything, executives should draw
their attention to implicit learning. Because of the difficulty in verbalizing and
articulating intuition, different alternatives arise like devising visualization exercises
to offset language constraints in consistent with Sadler-Smith and Shefy’s (2004, p.
85) recommendation of “use imagery rather than words”. In the meantime, in order to
heighten intuition awareness, Sadler-Smith and Shefy (2007) acknowledges some
suggestions, which are in consistent to Agor’s (1986) techniques namely morning
pages, journaling or keeping diary what Sadler-Smith and Shefy explicates in their
previous article (2004, p. 87) as “capture and validate your intuitions”. Briefly,
literature reviews demonstrate that intuition should be integrated in managerial
education, training and development programs (Agor, 1986; Burke & Miller, 1999;
Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004, 2007). Further, meditation and mindfulness are other
beneficial ways to cultivate usage of intuition in decision-making processes
unconsciously (Agor, 1986; Burke & Miller, 1999; Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2007).
Apart from advantages, executives should be aware of the fact that using
intuition has also disadvantages in some circumstances. Hindsight bias corresponding
to “knew it all along” (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004, p. 86) leading to overconfidence
may be resulted in relying on intuition even if it is not convenient. Furthermore,
feedbacks obtained from unqualified counterparts may mislead executives to be over-
confident and overlook the main problems. Hence, Sadler-Smith and Shefy (2004, p.
87) recommends to “play devil’s advocate”. It infers challenging intuitive judgments
by trying to refute one’s own judgments by creating contradictions to their own
arguments. In similar vein, Sadler-Smith and Shefy (2004, p. 85) recommends “testing

out the validity of gut feelings over time” since over-relying on intuition when
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rationality is much more suitable results in wasting time with using limited resources
redundantly.

Fourth, it is integral to instill intuition into organizational culture and values
since it is not adequate executives to be intuitive per se. In this respect, Burke and
Miller (1999) advocates that executives should encourage employees to enhance their
ability of decision-making processes by building up decision-making scenarios to
solve different business cases, providing training programs or job rotations to broaden
their eligibility. It is very critical for executives to increase awareness among
employees because unawareness resorts employees to overlook their past experiences
and lessons learnt from them (Burke & Miller, 1999). Moreover, according to Miller
and Ireland (2005), one way to attract novices and managers’ attention to intuition is
telling inspirational stories. Additionally, they emphasize on giving feedback as
quickly as possible in the meantime, accepting the fact that the learning process may
be slowly. In other words, executives should be patient for intuition to be assimilated
into culture immediately and should monitor the consequences and effects when
members of organization are struggling to use intuition in their decision-making
(Miller & Ireland, 2005). In similar vein, Dane and Pratt (2007) concludes that
bolstering courage for intuition among members of an organization would ameliorate

competing in cruel business environment.

5.4. Implications for Future Research

Present study may be extended by taken limitations and findings into
consideration. Nine recommendations for filling the gaps to advance findings are
explicated below.

First, as Thunholm (2004) mentioned, more than one type of decision-making
styles are used by executives. Rather than choosing one over other, usage of five
decision-making styles (Scott & Bruce, 1995) may be examined simultaneously to
reach more accurate results. Outlined in Fredrickson (1985), decision-maker may

demonstrate both rational and intuitive aspects. Elbanna and Child (2007a) expands
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the research by building on integrated model of rationality, intuition and political
behavior to see their impact on strategic decision effectiveness. It is in consistent with
Kolbe et al.’s (2020) results consolidating ration, intuition and political behavior in
making decisions pertaining to R&D. Similarly, Calabretta et al. (2017) proposes
three-step model combining intuition and rationality to enhance strategic decision
making and organization’s innovation capabilities. Thus, it may be beneficial to
replicate this study coupling with other decision-making styles concurrently.

Second, owing to small sample size, these findings may be replicated with
larger samples in order to interrogate robustness of this study. In this respect, Cid et
al. (2020) illustrates that PsyCap is not consistent through different contexts and
counties and highlighting the importance of replicating in cross-cultural studies (Keil,
Tan, et al., 2000) with probabilistic samples. Besides, it is believed that the relationship
between PsyCap and intuitive decision-making style should be examined by using
larger sample size. Technical advancements such as textual analysis and artificial
intelligence enhance obtaining larger sample size and facilitate analyzing procedure
(M. Liu & Ji, 2021).

Third, intrapersonal level of analysis is not confined to characteristics of
individual differences discussed in this study. On account of limited scope, other
individual differences that have impact on intuitive decision-making style are beyond
the purview of this study. Literature review displays that managerial tenure,
professional expertise and creativity have high impact on intuitive decision-making
(Dane & Pratt, 2007; Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2002, 2005, 2011). Particularly, tenure is
highly examined in upper echelon research (Bromiley & Rau, 2016). To illustrate,
Hambrick et al. (1993) reveals that executive tenure is a driver for commitment to
status quo. Furthermore, grounded on upper echelon theory research, aside from age,
gender and education level, socioeconomic roots, formal education having MBA
degree or having engineering background, ethnicity are other characteristics that may

also impact on executive’s perspective on intuition. (Abatecola & Cristofaro, 2018;

73



Barker et al., 2002; Busenbark et al., 2016; Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Kitchell, 1997;
Neely Jr. et al., 2020).

Fourth, apart from individual differences, there exists decision-based, problem-
based and environmental-based characteristics affecting executives’ use of intuitive
decision-making style as aforementioned in chapter 2 (Elbanna et al., 2013, 2020;
Hensman & Sadler-smith, 2011; Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2005). To illustrate, Khatri
and Ng (2000) finds out that whereas there is positive association between intuitive
decision-making style and organizational performance in unstable environments,
association is built negatively for stable environments.

Fifth, as explicated in chapter 2, there are other factors rather than intrapersonal
level of analysis. Interpersonal and group level of analysis lead to advance knowledge
in upper echelon research as noticeably, per se executives are not completely decision-
makers. In this respect, Samba et al. (2019) brings an impulse into research by
examining collective intuition in teams. It is believed that examining top management
teams rather than individual executives with constructs built on this study may yield
fruitful research (Carpenter et al., 2004; Hambrick et al., 1993).

Sixth, response rate of executives is prevalent problem that researchers are
facing when sample is executives (Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick & Mason, 1984).
Especially, executives become more parsimonious when a number of items are more.
Therefore, unwillingness of respondents may be mitigated by shortening survey. One
way to shorten survey is using different instruments. In this respect, Kamei et al.
(2018) devises short version of Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PSQ-12). It
consists of twelve items instead of twenty-four. In similar vein, M. Booth-Butterfield
and S. Booth-Butterfield’s (1996) more recent affective orientation scale with fifteen
items may be utilized instead of original scale with twenty items. In addition to these
premises, nonresponse bias may be controlled by checking how many people respond
after sending notifications, which may encourage them to participate in survey leading

to escalate response rate (Kaufmann et al., 2014).
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Seventh, future research may overcome biases by supplementing implicit
measures along with explicit measures. Explicit measures involve gathering
information directly by surveys whereas in implicit measures participants do not share
their subjective evaluation directly (Lebel & Paunonen, 2011). In other words, they
are sharing information without understanding what psychological attributes of them
are assessed. Hence, implicit measures may be one way to rule out problems regarding
social desirability. In this respect, Harms and Luthans’s (2012) 1-PCQ or Implicit
Association Test (Lebel & Paunonen, 2011) are instruments of implicit measures.
Similarly, alternative way for self-reported psychological measures for dealing with
social-desirability problem is unobstructive measures. Webb et al. (1966) cited in Hill
et al. (2014) emphasizes that while using unobstructive measures, no need to interact
with respondents who have potential to give biased responses. Obviously, the
advantage of using unobstructive measures is the fact that data is obtained from
respondents indirectly without any interaction (Hill et al., 2014). In this regard,
Chatterjee and Hambrick (2007) measures narcissism interestingly: of the five
dimensions of measuring narcissism, one is CEO photograph. Researchers evaluate
this dimension hinging on how big or small CEO photograph is covering the page. In
similar vein, D. Liu et al. (2018, p. 805) suggests “linguistic approaches, sentiment
analysis, social media profiling and facial expression analysis” as other options to go
beyond surveys. Furthermore, Podsakoff et al. (2003) offers some suggestions like
trying to use different sources with different methods concurrently coupling with
designing statistical, post-hoc remedies and eliminating some items in order to tackle
common method biases. In short, utilizing diverse measures in a study may provide
much more robustness.

Further, cultural differences play vital role like every research. In particular,
promising findings with cross-cultural studies may enhance research because different
cultures have different tendency to rely on intuitive decision-making style. Especially,
countries differ in uncertainty avoidance, individualism/collectivism or being feminine

or masculine mentioned on Hofstede’s (1983, 2011) model, which is highly associated
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with intuitive decision-making style. In similar vein, Dane and Pratt (2007) outlines
that managers who come from cultures low in uncertainty avoidance or from feminine
cultures have more tendency to use intuitive decision-making style. On the other hand,
other constructs utilized in this study are also affected by cultural differences. M.
Booth-Butterfield and S. Booth-Butterfield (1994) states that Japanese students are
less affective oriented than American students. Similarly, Frymier et al. (1990)
compares Japanese with Americans indicating that Japanese are more nonverbal, less
emotional and less affectively-oriented. Additionally, Hambrick (2007) contends that
individualistic countries with having toleration for uncertainty like United States, get
great benefits over their rivals. Hence, it is vital to take cultural differences into
consideration.

Nineth, engaging in longitudinal research is other option to broaden this study.
Due to fact that PsyCap is state-like construct, it is open to experience and change.
Hence, intriguing research question may be investigated such that how fluctuations of
PsyCap over different time periods affect intuitive decision-making style (Avey,
Luthans, et al., 2008; F. Luthans et al., 2011). Grounded on B. L. Fredrickson’s (2001)
broaden and build theory, positive emotions and positivity expand one’s awareness on
building novel thoughts and skills. That is why, it is beneficial to try enhancing PsyCap
of executives because positive nature of PsyCap would pervade among members of
organization alongside affecting organizational outcomes like performance and well-
being of members (Avey et al., 2006; F. Luthans et al., 2011).
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. TURKISH VERSION OF THE SURVEY

Yoneticilerin Karar Alislariyla ilgili Arastirma

Anket Kitapc¢igi

Liitfen Tiim Sorulart Cevaplandiriniz.

118



Bu anket 73 soruyu kapsayvan 6 bolimden olusmaktadir. Yapis: geregi benzer sorular
icermektedir.

Boliim A:

ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU EATILIM FORMU

Bu aragtuma, ODTU Iletme Yiikselr Lisans d@rencisi Melisa Pinl Erdogan tarafindan Prof. Dr. Pmar Acar damgmanligmdals
yidkeek lizans tezi kapsanunda yiiritilmektedir. Bu form sizi aragirma kegullan haldemda bilgilendimelk icin hazmdanmistir.

Cabsmanm Amaa Nedir?

Baze Naml Yardmeo Olmama Istevecegiz?

Aragirmaya katlmay kabul ederseniz, sizden beldenen, ginderilecel ankefi, size en gok hitap eden segenelder igaretleyerel
tamamlamaniedir. Anket toplamda T3 sormyu kapsayan 6 biliimden ohgmalsadar. Yaklagle 30-35 dalikay almaktadie. Ankete,
verilen linke nklayarak ulagabilirsiniz.

Sizden Topladhgume Bilgileri Nasml Enllanacagiz?

A an] spiillilik P e L e e foliim/bisim belirleyici bichir bilgi
istermemektedir. Cevaplanmez tamamiyla gizli turalacak, sadece aragtumacilar tarafindan deferlendirilecelmir. Eanhmelardan
elde edilecel bilgiler, tophn halde degerendirilecel; bireysel planmlarda bulmmlmayacak ve sadece bilimeel amaclar igin
knllanilacakie.

Eanhnumzla ilgih bilmeniz gerekenler:

Cahgma, genel olarak kbigise]l rahatmzhk verecek ya da lbigiye, sayet lablmunda, potansivel risk olugturacak sorular
igermemelstedic. Ancale, kathm sirasmda sorulardan ya da herhangi bagka bir nedenden Gtiiri, kendinizi rahataiz hissedemeniz
covaplama igini yanda burakabilirsiniz Béyle bir dummda, dilerseniz amgtmaclara mhatnr cldufunnz  dummlan
bildirebilirsiniz

Avasimmayla ilgih daha fazla bilgd almak isterseniz:

Bn;ah;mzyalnuldlgmm:;msimdidmwgckburcdcnz. CﬂmhzkhndadahafazlahlgalmakianD'ILogmﬁm

Prof. Dr. Pnar Acar (E-posta: pacar@metu edu tr) ya da yilksek lisans &frencisi Meliza Punl Erdogan (E-posta:
pirl erdogan @metu edu tr) ile iletigim lmnrabilirsings

Al Cahsmava gonulln olarak kanhvorum.

Evet iy

[ L]
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Béliim B

Bu baliimde 7 adet sorn vardur. Sizden demografik bilgiler istenmelktedir. Litfen her bir somya cevap vererek "sonraki’ soralara

Ka¢ Yasmdasimz?

Bl

Cinsivetiniz?

Bl

(L]

Eadiz

Egitim Dmumunnz?

B3.

Tlek
Diolrora

din Onmlisans  Lisans Lisans

0—0—0—0—0

Line ve
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B4.

‘Nace Rev 2' smuflamdirmasma gore listelenmis asagidaki sekrorlerden
hangisinde hizmet vermektesiniz? Size uyvgun kategori olmadigim
dusinuvorsamz 'Diger' secenegini isaretleverek hitfen sektirunmzu

belirtiniz.

Tanm, Omancilile Balikecihlk

Madencilik ve Tag Ocakphin

Imalat

Elekiril, Gaz Buhar ve Idimlendirme Uretimi ve Dagium

Su Temini: Kanalizasypon, Ank Yonetimi ve Iyilegtiome Faalivederi
Ingaat

Toptan ve Perakende Ticaret; Motorhn Tagutlanm ve Motosildederin Onane
Ulagtuma ve Depolama

Eonaklama ve Yiyecek Hizmeti Faalivetleri

Bilgi ve llesigim

Gayrimenkl Faalivederi

Mesleki, Bilimse] ve Telmik Faaliveter

Idari ve Dezstek Hizmet Faalivetleri

Egitim

Insan Sagh@ ve Sosyal Hizmet Faaliveder

Kiltiir, Sanat, Eglence, Dinlence ve Spor

Difer Hizmet Faalivetleri

Finanz ve Sigorta Faalivederi

Kamm Yénetimi ve Savimma ; Zorunlu Soeyal Giivenlik

TNuslararas: Orgiitler ve Temsilcilikderin Faaliveder

Hanehalldannm Igverenler Olarak Faalivetleri; Hanchalklan Tarafindan Kendi Eollammlanna Yanelik

Diger

Digee

H P P PP P M PR L R R
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5. Asagdakilerden hangisi su anki pozisvonuomzn en dogm sekilde
ifade emmekredir? Seceneklerden hic biri nymmvorsa lutfen
'Diger’ secenegindeki boslnga vazarak pozisvonummzn belirtiniz.
Firma Sahibi va da Ust Ditzey Yanetici (CEQ/Genel Maditt/Genel Midtr Yardimeisi)
Orta Dizey Yonetici
Cahgan

Differ

Jdonf

B6. Eunrmmmuzda kac kisi cabhsivor?

aGwean 50149 250409 ez

B7. Eunrnmmnz ka¢ vildo faaliver gosterivor?

Boéliim C:

Cl.  Asagda 10 adet cimle vardw. Luifen verilen ifadelere ne derece
Ekanldizmmz olcek nzerinde isaretleverek belirtiniz.
Kokl Birax Keelitle

Kabilmiyor  Kabiepor  Kabbyors  Katdbyoru  Kaahyors
wn

Desetsemn ek ki [} — [
Bir durmmada ne yapmam gersktiffing belirlemek igin duygularm D__D_ l:l l:l D
Duygulanm benim igin gok opemtidie. [ |— —{ | ]

Pek qok durnmda “iggiidtlerimin” veya "kalbimin” sesine lmlak l:l l:l
[ a "ig| fimin" veya s:smm D__D_ D
Duygulanm . gofn durnmda bana ne yapmam gerektiffin styler D——D——D—D—D
mmun eylemlerimi m:mm»‘t::::ﬁ D__D_ D
Davramslanma rebberkk etmesi igm hislerime givenirm | |—{ —— — —{ |
Cofn zaman duygulanma farla dikkat etmem D——D——D—D—D
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Kosinkkke Bt Kosinlikle
Kasdruyer  Kasdmyer  Kashyory  Kasdyory  Kasdyors

Duygulanm, beliri bir durumda nazil davranacafim kommunda l:l e l:l
bana gok gey adyler. D D D

Druygulanmn yogunlugu, dummdan duroma pek degigmez. | |—{ J—{ J—{ }— |

Cl.  Asagada 10 adet comle vardir. Ludfen verilen ifadelere me derece
kanldizim=z olcek tizerinde isaretleverek belirtiniz.

Hminiskle Bira: Hmindikle
Kamyor Moy Bashyors  Kashyors Ry

Bagka birine givenip giivenmemeye karar vermek icin duygulanm D_D_D_D l:l
Duygularuma dayanarak keadim halomda cok gey 8feninim. | —{ |—{ |—{ }— |
Herhangi bir anda, genellike, duygulanmmn farkida degilimdic. | —{ |J—{ J—{ |— |
Dugis dees b g [ F—{ — 1]

Hislerim gok yogun veya giichi degildir. D—D—D—D—D

Bana rehberlik etmesi icin, duygularm goffu inzandan daha fazla
Rl I R gy R, By

Doyt e [ F—[ F—(}—(1—{]

Insanlacla dlighilerimi, duygolanm sayesinde yénlendiciim. | |—1{ J—{ J—{ }— ]

Drygulanmm birgok fadds seviyede yogunhagn vardir; Grmegin l:l
lnzgn olabilinm veya gok lnzgpn olabilirim. D_D_D_D

Sadece birkac temel duyzum varmus gibi ghriniivor. D_D_D_D_D
Boliim D:

D1.  Asagida 8 adet cumle vardir. Lutfen verilen ifadelerin sizin icin ne
derece gecerli oldugunm olcek nzerinde isaretleverek belirtiniz.

Higgopei Pekpoerk  Komen  Oldubga
deil il eyl perli Gk gl

Bagan=iz olma ihtimaline rafmen. risk almay severim. D—D—D—D—D
Yemi bir gey yiiksel bir &dil vaat etse bile, oon ilk deneyen kigi ben
olmak istemem  Denemeye kallugmadan énce, o yeni geyin test D—D—D—D—D
edilip kamtlanmazsim beklemeyi tercih ederim.
Somicun ne olaca@ belli olmayan bir karar vermek zomnda

kaldsgimds, sumch dhiler getirse de sonucn belli olan segene | —1{ J—1{ J—1{ J— |

tercih ederim.
Bazlarmin beni hayal binkhs g g i bilsem de, yend
! = ugmm;:c;pl;l?:n:mﬂi sc:':f::; D_D_D

Daha biyiik diiller kazanmal icin, daha yiiksek rislde: l:l l:l
iy er igin, ksl m;in;::: D_D_D
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Yeni yaklagmun somonda, daha ivi olma clamhf olsa da, yend bir
vaklagim yerine test edilmig we denenmis bir yaklagim tercih

ederim.

Biir plam ancak plamn ige yarayacagmdan gok emin oldugumda
‘wygulamals isterim.

Sonuclan riskli olza bile yeni denevimler aranm.

Boliim E:

ElL

Kuenen

gy

Oilikga

Mg gopmi Pok poak
- eyl

—O—0—0—]
00—
00—

e geperli

Asagida 12 adet cumle varduwr. Lutfen verilen ifadelere me derece

Eanldigima olcek nzerinde isaretleverek belirtiniz.

Bu ig yerinde, igler azla benim istedifim gekilde yiirimez.
Bu arzlar kendim icin belifdediim iz amaclarim yerine
Bir grup ig ardmdagma bir bilgi sunarken kendime givenirim

Calizma alammda, hedeflerfamaclar belirlemede kendime
Dizha dnceleri zorklar yagadiiim igin, igimdels ror zamanlann
iistezinden gelebilirim

Herhangi bir problemin gozimii icin birgok yol vardar.

Genellilde, izimdeki stresli seyler sakin bir gelsilde hallederim.
Izimde bir terslikle karplasnfmmda, oon atamma komzonda siont
yagiyorum.

Lzimde benim icin belirsizlikler oldufunda, her zaman en ivizini
isterim.

Eger zorunda kalisam, igimde: kendi bagima yeterim

Eger igimde bir geyler benim icin yanls gidecelse, o geldlde gider.
Eger caligucken kendimi bir tilsmildik iginde bulursam, bundan
Iortulmalk icin birgok yol diigtinebilirim

E2

Koxinkklke Koxiniikle
Kadmuyer  Kasdnyor Kashyory  Keshyory  Kashyoru

O]
O]
00—
00—
O
OO0
OO0
O]
O]
00—
00—
O

Briras

Asagida 12 adet cumle varduwr. Lutfen verilen ifadelere me derece

Eanldigima olcek nzerinde isaretleverek belirtiniz.

Isimde birgok seyleri halledebilecefimi hissediyorom.
Isonle il eylecin diion. i tarsfin: g

Yénetimin katilds toplantilarda kendi caliszs alanim agiklarken

N g .
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Heminiil Biiraz Hemiriikle
Madmmyr  Kashmgor Mashyors  Sahyory  Mashyo

O—O—0—0-0
O]
O]



Uzin dénemli bir probleme ¢éziim bulmaya calisirkeen kendime

Su anda, igimde kendimi gok baganh olarak goriyomm
Izimle ilgili gelecekie bagima ne gelecef konnsunda fyimserimdir.
Isime “her gevde bir hayir vardir” geklinde yaklagivorum.

Su anda is amaclarm ailn bir gekilde takip edivorum.

Organizasyonun stratefisi lommsundals tarigmalara katkoda
bl e

Limdelsi zoruklan genellikle bir selblde hallederim.

Orpanizazyon digindalky kigilerle (tedarikciler. tileeticiler vb.)
problemler tarhgmale igin temas kurarken kendime givenirim

Meveut iz amaglanma ulagmalk icin birgok yol duginebilinim.

Boliim F:

Fl1.
som 6 aw1  goz

Onmmne

Kosinkkke Bt Kosinlikle
Kasdruyer  Kasdmyer  Kashyory  Kasdyory  Kasdyors

11
]
10—
1
O]
]
]
11
]

Asagida 9 adet cumle vardw. Lutfen COVID-19 Pandemi doneminde
alarak  belirtilen davramslan ne

sikhEkla vapugmz olcek tizerinde isaretleverek belirtiniz.

Eoronaviris (COVID-19) kapma korkusundan dolayy toplu tagma
araglanm kmllanmalktan kagmdim.

Eoronaviriis { COVID-19) semptomlanna sabip ohop olmadigum
anlamak amaciyla kendimi kontrol ettim.

Eoronaviris (COVID-1%) kapma kodommundan dolays halla agik
yerlere (ditkdeanlar, parkdar) qlmaktan kagmdim

Eoronaviriis {COVID-19) igin, soeyal mesafe knrallanna aln sidoya
hagh kalamayacafim diye endigelendim.

Eoronaviris (COVID-19) kapma kormsondan dolay: kammeal
alanlardaki geylers dolunmaktan kagmdim

Caligmak yerine Koronaviris (COVID-19) ile ilgili haberler
olnmomm

Aile fiyelerin ve sevdilderimi, koronaviris (COVID-19) belirtileri
goeterip gistermedikderi husumnda kontrol etim.

Olas: roronaviris (COVID-19) semptomlan gisteren ligilere cok
diklzat ediyorum.

Aile tiyelerimin Eoronaviriss (COVID-19) yakalanmalan halinde,
neler olabilecefini hayal ettim.
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" Boliim G:

Gl. Asagida 5 ader cumle vardw. Lutfen verilen ifadeleri me derece
Ekanldizimaz olcek nzerinde isaretleverek belirtiniz.

Kosinkkke Bt Kosinlikle
Kasdruyer  Kasdmyer  Kashyory  Kasdyory  Kasdyors

Bir karar veridken sezgilerime givenme efilimindeyimidir. D—D—D—D—D
Genellikdle dogralugumn hissettigim karadar verisim | |—{ |—{ }—{ }— |
Kararlarm verirken benim igin alales bir nedenden daha gole D
'i'crd]gi.n: kararm dtcl::;ru;llqug:ll;nuhi;m daha m:mlEd.t: D_D_D_D
Karar verirken icimden gelen duyga ve teplilers givenirim. D—D—D—D—D
Bu ankete katilarak arastiirmayva katkida bulundugunuz icin cok tesekkur ederiz.

Ivi Calismalar
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APPENDIX B. CONSENT FORM/ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU KATILIM
FORMU

Bu arastirma, ODTU Isletme Yiiksek Lisans dgrencisi Melisa Piril Erdogan tarafindan
Prof. Bu arastirma, ODTU Isletme Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi Melisa Pir1l Erdogan
tarafindan Prof. Dr. Pmar Acar damigsmanlhigindaki yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda
yurutilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek igin
hazirlanmistir.

Caliymanin Amaci Nedir?

Arastirmanm amaci, katilimcilarin kisisel farkliliklarinin karar verme tarzlarina
etkisiyle ilgili bilgi toplamaktir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?

Aragtirmaya katilmayi1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, gonderilecek anketi, size en

cok hitap eden secenekleri isaretleyerek tamamlamanizdir. Anket toplamda 73 soruyu
kapsayan 6 bolimden olusmaktadir. Yaklasik 10-15 dakikayr almaktadir. Ankete,
verilen linke tiklayarak ulasabilirsiniz.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Aragtirmaya katilimimiz tamamen goniilliiliikk temelinde olup, kimlik veya calistiginiz
kurum/bo iim/birim belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan
elde edilecek bilgiler, toplu halde degerlendirilecek; bireysel ¢ikarmmlarda
bulunulmayacak ve sadece bilimsel amagclar i¢in kullanilacaktir.

Katiminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Calisma, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek ya da kisiye, sayet katiliminda,
potansiyel risk olusturacak sorular igermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda
sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii, kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz
cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz. Boyle bir durumda, dilerseniz arastirmacilara
rahatsiz oldugunuz durumlari bildirebilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:
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Bu calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla
bilgi almak icin ODTU o6gretim iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Pmar Acar (E-

posta: pacar@metu.edu.tr) ya da yiiksek lisans 6grencisi Melisa Piril Erdogan (E-

posta: piril.erdogan@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Calismaya goniillii olarak katiliyorum.

Evet Hayir
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APPENDIX C. DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS/DEMOGRAFIK FAKTORLER

1.Ka¢ Yasindasmniz?

2. Cinsiyetiniz?

Kadin

Erkek

3. Egitim Durumunuz?

| Lise vealt: | On Lisans

| Lisans

| Yilksek Lisans | Doktora

4. Nace Rev 2' siniflandirmasina gore listelenmis asagidaki sektorlerden hangisinde
hizmet vermektesiniz? Size uygun kategori olmadigini diisiiniiyorsaniz 'Diger’
secenegini isaretleyerek liitfen sektoriiniizii belirtiniz.

Faaliyetleri

Sosyal Hizmet
Faaliyetleri

Tarim, Ormancilik, Balik¢ilik | Madencilik | Imalat Elektrik, Gaz
ve Tas Buhar ve
Ocakeilig Iklimlendirme
Uretimi ve
Dagitimi
Su Temini: Kanalizasyon, | Insaat Toptan ve Ulastirma ve
Atik Yonetimi ve lyilestirme Perakende Depolama
Faaliyetleri Ticaret
Motorlu
Tasitlarin ve
Motosikletlerin
Onarimi
Konaklama ve  Yiyecek | Bilgi ve | Gayrimenkul Mesleki,
Hizmeti Faaliyetleri [letisim Faaliyetleri Bilimsel ve
Teknik
Faaliyetler
Idari ve Destek Hizmet Egitim Insan Saghig ve | Kiiltir, Sanat,

Eglence,
Dinlence ve
Spor
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Diger Hizmet Faaliyetleri Finans ve Kamu Yénetimi | Uluslararast
Sigorta ve Savunma,; Orgutler ve
Faaliyetleri | Zorunlu Sosyal | Temsilciliklerin
Guvenlik Faaliyetleri
Hanehalklarmin  Isverenler | Diger
Olarak Faaliyetleri;
Hanehalklar1 Tarafindan
Kendi Kullanimlarina Yonelik
Diger:
5. Suanki Pozisyonunuz?
Firma Sahibi ya da Ust Orta Diizey Yonetici Calisan
Diizey Yonetici (
Ceo/Genel mudur /
Genel Mudur Yrd.)
6. Kurumunuzda kag kisi ¢alistyor?
<49 >50 ve <249 >50 ve <249 >250 ve <499 | >500
7. Kurumunuz kag yildir faaliyet gosteriyor?
<1 yil >l ve<Syil | >5ve<10wyil | >10 ve <15 >15 ve <20 >20 yil
yil yil
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APPENDIX D. DUYGUSAL YONELIM OLCEGI

Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum

Kismen

Katilmiyorum

Tarafsizim

Katillyorum

Kismen

Katilhyorum

Duygularimin ¢ok farkindayim.

Bir durumda ne yapmam
gerektigini belirlemek i¢in
duygularmmi kullanirim.

==

w| w

RS

91 9N Kesinlikle

Duygularim benim i¢in gok
onemlidir.

Pek ¢ok durumda
"icgdilerimin™ veya "kalbimin"
sesine kulak veririm.

Duygularim, ¢ogu durumda bana
ne yapmam gerektigini sdyler.

Duygularimin eylemlerimi
yonlendirmesine izin vermemeye
caligirim.

Davraniglarima rehberlik etmesi
icin hislerime glvenirim.

Cogu zaman duygularima fazla
dikkat etmem.

Duygularim, belirli bir durumda
nasil davranacagim konusunda
bana ¢ok sey soyler.

10

Duygularimin yogunlugu,
durumdan duruma pek degismez.

11

Bagka birine giivenip
guvenmemeye karar vermek icin
duygularimi kullanirim.

12

Duygularima dayanarak kendim
hakkimda ¢ok sey dgrenirim.

13

Herhangi bir anda, genellikle,
duygularimin farkinda degilimdir.
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14

Duygular degerli bir bilgi
kaynagidir.

15

Hislerim ¢ok yogun veya giiclii
degildir.

16

Bana rehberlik etmesi igin,
duygularimi ¢ogu insandan daha
fazla kullanirim.

17

Duygular davranisgla catigir.

18

Insanlarla iliskilerimi,
duygularim sayesinde
yonlendiririm.

19

Duygularimin birgok farkl
seviyede yogunlugu vardir;
ornegin kizgin olabilirim veya
¢ok kizgin olabilirim.

20

Sadece birka¢ temel duygum
varmig gibi goriiniiyor.
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APPENDIX E. AFFECTIVE ORIENTATION SCALE

&
(@]
25 | o Sy 2
£8 |2 gl 5 J
n 0 a D | < n
1 |1 am very aware of my feelings. |1 2 3 |4 5
2 | I use my feelings to determine | 1 2 3 |4 5
what | should do in situations.
3 | My feelings and emotions are | 1 2 3 |4 5
very important to me.
4 |1 listen to what my "gut" or |1 2 3 |4 5
"heart” says in many situations.
5 | My emotions tell me what to do | 1 2 3 |4 5
in many cases.
6 | Itry notto let feelings guide my | 1 2 3 |4 5
actions.
7 | | trust my feelings to guide my | 1 2 3 |4 5
behavior.
8 | I don't pay much attention to my | 1 2 3 |4 5
emotions most of the time.
9 | My feelings tell me a lot about | 1 2 3 |4 5
how to act in a given situation.
10 | The intensity of my emotions 1 2 3 |4 5
does not change much
from situation to situation
11 | | use my feelings to determine | 1 2 3 |4 5
whether to trust another person.
12 | I learn a lot about myself on the | 1 2 3 |4 5
basis of my feelings.
13 | I am not usually aware of my 1 2 3 |4 5
feelings at any given moment.
14 | Feelings are a valuable source of | 1 2 3 |4 5
information.
15 | My feelings don't seem to be | 1 2 3 |4 5
very intense or strong.
16 | | use feelings to guide me more | 1 2 3 |4 5

than most people do.
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17 | Feelings only interfere with 1
behavior.

18 | 1 orient to people through my 1
emotions.

19 | My emotions have many |1
different levels of intensity; | can
be angry, for example, or very
angry.

20 | 1 seem to have just a few basic 1

emotions.
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APPENDIX F. RiSK EGILiMi OLCEGi

degil

degil

Basarisiz olma ihtimaline ragmen,
risk almay1 severim.

| Hic gecerli

™1 Pek gecerli

“! Kismen gecerli

*| Oldukca
gecerli

' Cok gecerli

Yeni bir sey yiiksek bir 6diil vaat
etse bile, onu ilk deneyen kisi ben
olmak istemem. Denemeye
kalkigmadan 6nce, o yeni seyin
test edilip kanitlanmasini
beklemeyi tercih ederim.

[EEN

N

w

D

(6]

Sonucun ne olacagi belli olmayan
bir karar vermek zorunda
kaldigimda, smirli odiiller getirse
de sonucu belli olan se¢enegi
tercih ederim.

Bazilarmin beni hayal kirikligina
ugratacagini iyi bilsem de, yeni
seyler denemeyi severim.

Daha buytk odiller kazanmak
icin, daha yiiksek riskler almaya
istekliyim.

Yeni yaklagimin sonunda, daha iyi
olma olasilig1 olsa da, yeni bir
yaklasim yerine test edilmis ve
denenmis bir yaklagimi tercih
ederim.

Bir plam1 ancak planin ise
yarayacagmdan cok emin
oldugumda uygulamak isterim.

Sonuglari riskli olsa bile yeni
deneyimler ararim.
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APPENDIX G. RISK PROPENSITY SCALE

Inaccurate

accurate

accurate

| like to take chances,
although I may fail.

| Very inaccurate

N

“! Moderately Inaccurate

| Neither inaccurate nor

“" Moderately accurate

(ep]

~I Very accurate

Although a new thing has a
high promise of reward, | do
not want to be the first one
who tries it. | would rather
wait until it has been tested
and proven before | try it.

[EEY

N

w

D

a1

(op]

\l

When | have to make a
decision for which the
consequence is not clear, |
like to go with the safer
option although it may yield
limited rewards.

| like to try new things,
knowing well that some of
them will disappoint me.

To earn greater rewards, | am
willing to take higher risks.

| prefer a tested-and-tried
approach over a new
approach, although the new
approach has some
possibility of being a better
one in the end.

| like to implement a plan
only if it is very certain that
the plan will work.

| seek new experiences even
if their outcomes may be
risky.
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APPENDIX H. PSIKOLOJiK SERMAYE OLCEGI

=
s = |2
e | E = 5
z | 5 X
@3 | E | 2
Xz | g S| g ~
£E |8 |£]8 |E
8 = Z 5 2 D
X - = | X X
1 | Buis yerinde, isler asla benim 1 2 3 4 5
istedigim sekilde yuramez.
2 | Bu aralar kendim i¢in belirledigim | 1 2 3 4 5
1s amaclarimi yerine getiriyorum.
3 | Bir grup is arkadasima bir bilgi 1 2 3 4 5
sunarken kendime guvenirim.
4 | Calisma alanimda, 1 2 3 4 5
hedefler/amaclar belirlemede
kendime glvenirim.
5 | Daha onceleri zorluklar yasadigim | 1 2 3 4 5
i¢in, isimdeki zor zamanlarin
ustesinden gelebilirim.
6 | Herhangi bir problemin ¢ozimi | 1 2 3 |4 5
icin bir¢ok yol vardir.
7 | Genellikle, isimdeki stresli seyleri | 1 2 3 4 5
sakin bir sekilde hallederim.
8 | Isimde bir terslikle karsilastigimda, | 1 2 3 4 5
onu atlatma konusunda sikinti
yasiyorum.
9 | Isimde benim icin belirsizlikler 1 2 3 4 5
oldugunda, her zaman en iyisini
isterim.
10 | Eger zorunda kalirsam, igimde 1 2 3 4 5
kendi bagima yeterim.
11 | Eger isimde bir seyler benim igin | 1 2 3 4 5

yanlis gidecekse, o sekilde gider.
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12

Eger calisirken kendimi bir
tikaniklik i¢inde bulursam, bundan
kurtulmak icin birgok yol
diistinebilirim.

13

Isimde birgok seyleri
halledebilecegimi hissediyorum.

14

Isimle ilgili seylerin daima iyi
tarafin1 gorliriim.

15

Y 6netimin katildig1 toplantilarda
kendi ¢aligma alanimi agiklarken
kendime giivenirim.

16

Uzun dénemli bir probleme ¢6ziim
bulmaya calisirken kendime
glvenirim.

17

Su anda, isimde kendimi ¢ok
basarili olarak goriiyorum.

18

Isimle ilgili gelecekte basima ne
gelecegi konusunda iyimserimdir.

19

Isime “her seyde bir hayir vardir”
seklinde yaklasiyorum.

20

Su anda is amaclarimi siki bir
sekilde takip ediyorum.

21

Organizasyonun stratejisi
konusundaki tartigsmalara katkida
bulunmada kendime guvenirim.

22

Isimdeki zorluklar1 genellikle bir
sekilde hallederim.

23

Organizasyon disindaki kisilerle
(tedarikgiler, tuketiciler vb.)
problemleri tartigmak i¢in temas
kurarken kendime guvenirim.

24

Mevcut is amaclarima ulagsmak
icin bir¢ok yol diistinebilirim.
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APPENDIX I. COVID-19 ANKSIiYETE SENDROMU OLCEGI

Nadiren

Sikhikla

Koronaviriis (COVID-19) kapma
korkusundan dolay1 toplu tasima
araclarini kullanmaktan kagindim.

| Hig

N

“! Bazen

SN

9" Her zaman

Koronavirts (COVID-19)
semptomlarma sahip olup
olmadigimi anlamak amaciyla
kendimi kontrol ettim.

Koronaviriis (COVID-19) kapma
korkusundan dolay1 halka agik
yerlere (dukkanlar, parklar)
¢ikmaktan kagindim.

Koronaviriis (COVID-19) igin,
sosyal mesafe kurallarina siki
sikiya bagli kalamayacagim diye
endiselendim.

Koronaviriis (COVID-19) kapma
korkusundan dolay1 kamusal
alanlardaki seylere dokunmaktan
kagindim.

Calismak  yerine  Koronaviriis
(COVID-19) ile ilgili haberler
okuyorum

Aile Uyelerimi ve sevdiklerimi,
koronavirus (COVID-19)
belirtileri gosterip gostermedikleri
hususunda kontrol ettim.

Olas1 koronaviriis (COVID-19)
semptomlar1 gosteren kisilere cok

dikkat ediyorum.

Aile lyelerimin  Koronaviriise
(COVID-19) yakalanmalar1
halinde, neler olabilecegini hayal
ettim.
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APPENDIX J. COVID-19 ANXIETY SYNDROME SCALE

Not at all

than a day
or two

days

day

I have avoided using public
transport because of the fear of
contracting coronavirus (COVID-
19)

[EEN

™1 Rarely,less

! Several Days

| More than 7

" Nearly every

I have checked myself for
symptoms of coronavirus (COVID-
19).

| have avoided going out to public
places (shops, parks) because of the
fear of contracting coronavirus
(COVID-19).

| have been concerned about not
having adhered strictly to social
distancing guidelines for
coronavirus (COVID-19).

| have avoided touching things in
public spaces because of the fear of
contracting coronavirus (COVID-
19).

| have read about news relating to
coronavirus (COVID-19) at the
cost of engaging in work (such as
writing emails, working on word
documents or spreadsheets).

I have checked my family members
and loved one for the signs of
coronavirus (COVID-19).

| have been paying close attention
to others displaying possible
symptoms of coronavirus (COVID-
19).

I have imagined what could happen
to my family members if they
contracted coronavirus (COVID-
19).
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APPENDIX K. SEZGISEL KARAR VERME TARZI OLCEGI

= = e | e
v S s £ = o B
X% |2 |S|z5 |28
v = 2 = = 2 = O =
X M N = | MM | XX
Kararlarimi verirken iggiidiilerime | 1 2 3 |4 5
glvenirim.
Bir karar verirken sezgilerime 1 2 3 |4 5
giivenme egilimindeyimdir.
Genellikle dogrulugunu 1 2 3 |4 5
hissettigim kararlar veririm.
Kararlarimi verirken benim i¢in 1 2 3 |4 5
akilc1 bir nedenden daha ¢ok,
verdigim kararin dogrulugunu
hissetmem daha 6nemlidir.
Karar verirken igimden gelen 1 2 3 |4 5
duygu ve tepkilere glivenirim.
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APPENDIX L. APPROVAL OF THE METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS
COMMITTEE

UYGULAMALI ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZi DRTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
B e A NCH LR H, / MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

Sayi: 28620816 /339
06 AGUSTOS 2021
Konu  : Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu (IAEK)

lgi . Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu Basvurusu

Saym F. Pmar Acar

Damismanhguu yiirtttiigiiniiz Melisa Pl Erdogan'in “The Impact of Individual
Differences on Executives' Use Of Intuitive Decision Making Style:The Moderating Role
of Covid-19 Anxiety Syndrome” baslikli arastirmasi Insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu

tarafindan uygun goriilmiis ve 339-ODTU-2021 protokol numarasi ile onaylannustir.

Saygilarimizla bilgilerinize sunariz.

(UM

Prof Dr. Mine MISIRLISOY
IAEK Baskan
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APPENDIX M. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET
Giris

Rekabet avantaji, stratejik yOnetim arastirmacilart tarafindan yillardir
incelenmektedir (Barney, 1991; Porter, 1985). Barney’in (1991) ifade ettigi gibi,
rekabet avantajini elde tutabilmek i¢in sirkete deger katan ayni zamanda, rakipler
tarafindan kolaylikla taklit edilemeyen bir stratejiye sahip olmak gerekmektedir. Bu
diistinceye ek olarak, F. Luthans ve Youssef (2004) insan sermayesinin, sahip oldugu
bilgi birikimi ve yetenekleri dogrultusunda rakipler tarafindan taklit edilmesi giig,
maddi olmayan bir varlik oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Insan sermayesi hem acik hem
de ortiik bilgiyi blinyesinde bulundurarak, rakiplerin bir adim Oniine gegirebilecek
rekabet avantajmi, sirkete saglayacak giice sahiptir. Iste tam da bu nedenle sezgi,
kurumlar icin ¢ok Onemlidir; gucl elinde tutanlarin, (Child, 1972) sezgiye 6nem
vermesi gerekmektedir; ¢linkil sezgi agik ve ortiik bilgiyle beraber neden oldugunu
bilmiyorum ama bdyle hissediyorum hissini i¢inde barindirir. Bu nedenle, karar
asamalarinda sezgiden faydalanmak rakiplerin oniine gecip rekabet avantajini elde
tutmakta faydali bir bilesen olduguna inanilmaktadir.

Bu ¢alismada, sezgiye karsi onyargilar1 yok etmek adina literatiire katki
saglamak amaclanmaktadir. Sezgi bilimsel olmayan, mantiksiz, kisisel, belirsiz bir
kavram degildir (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004; Van Riel & Lemmink, 2003). Aksine,
sezgi deneyimle ve ortiik bilgiyle elde edilmektedir. Bu calismada hedef grup olarak
yoneticilerin kullanilmasinin sebebi ise yoneticilerin sanilanin aksine sirali, monoton
kurallar silsilesine gore karar vermemeleridir (Isenberg, 1984). Bunun yaninda, insan
dogas1 geregi smirh bir rasyonellige sahiptir (Simon, 1979), ayrica dissal kontrol
edemeyecegi cevresel ve problem bazli pek ¢ok faktdor de kisinin rasyonel karar
almasini zorlastirmaktadir. Kleinmuntz’un (1990) vurguladigi gibi her ne kadar hatali
bile olsa insanlarin halen kendi sezgilerini kullanmalarmm ana nedeni, pek ¢ok
kararin,  problemin  halen bir formiil haline doniistiirlilememesinden
kaynaklanmaktadir. Covid-19 pandemisi de bunu kanitlar niteliktedir. 2020 Mart

aymdan bu yana, hi¢ umulmadik bir anda Covid-19 biitiin insanlarin hayatini altiist etti
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ve bununla birlikte yasamay1 6grenmeye basladik. Bu olaydan da anlasildigi gibi
VUKA diinyasinda (Karatekin Alkog, 2021), tiim olasiliklar1 tahmin etmek miimkiin
degil, yani tamamen rasyonel ve mantik ¢ercevesinde kararlar almak illiizyondan
ibaret. Bu nedenle, sezgiyi incelemek ve anlamak biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir. Agor’un
(1986) iki bin yonetici lizerinde yaptig1 ¢caligmaya gore de list diizey yoneticiler, orta
ve alt diizey yoneticilere gore kararlarinda sezgiye daha ¢ok yer verdikleri ortaya
cikmistir. Ciinkii sezgi hem elde insan kapasitesini asacak boyuttaki bilgiyi
anlamlandirmakta hem de bilgi kithiginda karar vermeyi kolaylastirmakta yarar saglar.
Bu nedenlerden 6tiirii, bu ¢alismada sezgiyi derinlemesine incelemek buyik 6énem

tasimaktadir.
Cahsmanin Onemi

Bu ¢aligma, dort nokta bakimdan 6nem tegkil etmektedir:

Birinci olarak kisisel farkliliklar kavrami dort kategoride incelenmektedir.
Bunlar (1) degismesi gii¢ daha ¢ok dogustan gelen demografik 6zellikler olan yas,
cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi, psikolojik 6zellikler olan (2) degismesi gii¢ 6zellik, duygusal
yonelim (3) (1) ve (2)’ye gore degisime daha agik 6zellik, risk egilimi, (4) degisime
ve gelisime ¢ok agik 6zellik, psikolojik sermayedir. Demografik kelimesi, Yunanca
karsilig1 olan insan ve resim kelimelerinin birlesimidir (Lee & Schuele, 2012).
Demografik 6zellikler insanin dogasi ile ilgili ¢cok 6nemli bilgiler vermektedir. Bu
nedenle, yas, cinsiyet, etnik koken, gelir, egitim gibi demografik o6zellikler
arastirmacilar tarafindan sikca kullanilmakta, 6zellikle kontrol degiskeni altinda
etkileri kontrol edilmektedir. Ust Kademe Teorisine gore de bir kesim arastirmaci
demografik Ozelliklerin gbzlemlenebilir ve rahat ulasilabilir olmasindan kaynakli,
psikolojik 6zellikler yerine kullanilabilir oldugunu savunmustur. Bu ¢alisgmada da pek
cok calismadan farkl olarak demografik degiskenler kontrol edilmeyip, yoneticilerin
sezgisel karar alig tarzini1 kullanigini dogrudan etkileyip etkilemedigini arastirmak
istenmistir. Demografik degiskenlerin yaninda, duygusal yonelim, risk egilimi,

psikolojik sermaye gibi degiskenler de bu ¢alismanin kapsaminda bulunmaktadir. Bu
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kapsamda, risk egilimi, duygusal yonelime gore daha gelisime agiktir. Ancak bu ii¢
degisken arasinda en ¢ok degisime ve gelisime acgik olan psikolojik sermaye
degiskenidir.

Ikinci olarak, Ust Kademe Teorisi arastirmacilarmin bir kism1 gozlemlenebilir
degiskenler olan demografik 6zelliklerin gbzlemlenmesi ve ulasilmasi daha zor olan
psikolojik degiskenler yerine kullanilabilecegini ve bu kolay gozlemlenebilir
ozelliklerin kurumsal ¢ikt1 ve stratejik se¢imler tizerinde etkileri oldugunu savunurken
(Hambrick, 2007; Hambrick & Mason, 1984) buna karsit olarak, bir kisim
arastirmacilar ise, g0zlemlenebilir bu degiskenlerin psikolojik degiskenlerin altinda
yatan sebepleri yansitamayacagini, bu nedenle yerine kullanilmaksizin psikolojik
degiskenlerin kendilerinin dogrudan etkilerinin incelenmesi gerektigine inanmaktadir
(Neely Jr. et al., 2020). Bu ¢alismada, bu iki farkli goriise daha baska bir bakis agis1
katmak adina hem g6zlemlenebilir demografik degiskenlerin hem de daha zor ulasilan
psikolojik degiskelerin etkileri ayni anda incelenmektedir.

Ucgiincii olarak, bu ¢calismada hedef grup olarak Tiirkiye’deki yoneticilerin baz
alinmasiyla, literatiire katki saglanacagina inanilmaktadir. Hofstede’in (2011)
vurguladigi gibi, kiiltlir bir grupta bulunan insanlar1 birbirinden aymrran 6nemli bir
mihenk tasidir. TUrk Kaltdrd, disil, kolektivist ve yuksek seviyede belirsizlikten
kag¢inmaya yatkin 6zelliklere sahiptir (Hofstede, 1983). Dane and Pratt (2007), disil ve
diisiik seviyede belirsizlikten kaginan kiiltiirlerin sezgiye daha meyilli oldugundan
bahsetmektedir. Bu nedenle hem disil hem de diisiik seviye belirsizlikten ka¢inma
Ozelliklerine sahip bir toplumda yoneticilerin sezgisel karar alis tarzini inceleyen bir
arastirma yapmanin, gelecek arastirmalara katki saglayacagina inanilmaktadir.

Dérdiincii olarak, bu ¢aligmada ¢ok kullanilmayan bagimsiz degiskenlerle yeni
iliskiler insa edilerek hipotezler kurulmustur. Ornegin gecmis calismalarda genellikle
calisanlarin psikolojik sermayesi arastirilirken, bu ¢alismada yoneticilerin psikolojik
sermayesi tizerinde durulmustur (F. Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Bunun
yaninda, Covid-19 salgmi su dénemde yok sayilamayacagi igin etkileri Covid-19

Anksiyete Sendrom degiskeni ilizerinden gézlemlenmektedir. Son olarak, duygusal
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yonelim degiskenin kullanimi literatiirde ¢ok sik rastlanmamistir (Booth-Butterfield &
Booth-Butterfield, 1990).

Ozetle, bu c¢alisma, Tiirkiye’deki yoneticilerin yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi,
psikolojik sermaye, risk egilimi ve duygusal yonelim gibi kisisel farkliliklarmin
sezgisel karar alig tarzim1 kullanislarina etkisini arastirmaktadir. Buna ek olarak,
Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun kurulan iliskiler tizerinde diizenleyici rolii olup
olmadig1 da incelenmektedir. Bu ¢alisma boyunca, Figiir 1’de goriilen model baz

almarak, asagidaki arastirma sorularina cevap aranmaktadir:

1. Yoneticilerin yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi, psikolojik sermaye, risk egilimi ve
duygusal yonelim gibi kisisel farkliliklarinin sezgisel karar alis tarzini
kullaniglar1 iizerinde ne gibi etkileri vardir?

2. Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun yoneticilerin yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi,
psikolojik sermaye, risk egilimi ve duygusal yonelim gibi kisisel farkliliklar1
ile sezgisel karar alig tarzini kullaniglar1 arasindaki iliski {izerinde diizenleyici

roli var midir?

Cahsmanin Yontemi

Bu ¢alismanin 6rneklemi Tiirkiye’deki iist diizey yoneticiler, firma sahipleri ve
orta diizey yoneticilerdir. Veri yonetimi araci olarak cevrimig¢i anket kullanilmis,
cevrimici anketin linki e-posta yolu ile hedef gruba ulastirilmistir. Veri, 29.07.2021 ile
01.11.2021 tarihleri arasinda toplanmistir. Anket, alt1 boliim toplam 73 sorudan olusup
yaklasik 10-15 dakika siirmektedir. Katilimcilarin ankete katilmadan once onaylari
istenmis, tiim bilgilerinin gizli tutulacag: bilgisi baglamadan 6nce taraflarina yazili
olarak bildirilmistir. Anketin Tiirk¢esi, APPENDIX A’da bulunmaktadir.

ODTU Etik Kurulu onay1 alindiktan sonra anket linki ANGIAD, GGYD, ASO,
BTSO, KOSGEB, ITO gibi kuruluslara yoneticilere ulasmak adma dagitilsa da
istenilen ilgiyi gérmemistir. Bu nedenle, anket linki kisisel baglantilar kullanilarak
kartopu 6rneklem metoduyla pek ¢ok kisiye ulagtirilmistir. Anket linki toplam 1532

kez tiklanmis; bunlardan yalnizca 647’si anketi tamamlamistir. Sonug olarak, 647
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anket cevabi incelenerek uygun olmayan cevaplarla, calisan veya emekli olan
katilimcilarin cevaplari ayiklandiktan sonra, kapsama uygun elde 327 cevap kalmistir.

Calismada, bes Olgek ve demografik Ozelliklerle ilgili bir bdlim
bulunmaktadir. Duygusal Yonelim Olgegi, 20 maddeden olusan 5-li Likert tipli bir
skalaya sahiptir (1= “Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum”,5= “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum”). M.
Booth-Butterfield ve S. Booth-Butterfield’in (1990) orijinal skalasi ters geviri teknigi
kullanilarak Tiirkgeye cevrilmis, ters kodlular diizeltilmistir. Olgekten elde edilen
yiiksek puanlar kisinin yiiksek duygusal yonelime sahip oldugunu ifade etmektedir.
Risk Egilimi Olgegi, 8 maddeden olusan 5-li Likert tipli bir skalaya sahiptir (1= “Cok
Yanlis”, 5= “Cok Dogru”). Hung et al.’in (2012) orijinal skalasi1 ters ¢eviri teknigi
kullanilarak Tiirkgeye c¢evrilmis, ters kodlular diizeltilmistir. Olgekten elde edilen
yiiksek puanlar kiginin yiliksek risk egilimine sahip oldugunu ifade etmektedir.
Psikolojik Sermaye Olgegi, 24 maddeden olusan 5-li Likert tipli bir skalaya sahiptir
(1= “Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum”, 5= “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum”). Luthans et al. (2007)
tarafindan gelistirilen orijinal 6lgek, Cetin ve Basim (2012) tarafindan Tiirkgeye
cevrilmistir. Psikolojik Sermaye Olcegi, dort faktorlii yapiya sahiptir. fyimserlik,
psikolojik dayaniklilik, umut ve 0z yeterlilik alt boyutlarindan olusmaktadir (Cetin &
Basim, 2012). Bu 6lgegin diger dlgeklerden en dnemli farki, alt boyutlar1 ayri ayri
degerlendirmek yerine, dort dlgcegi bir biitiin olarak ele alinmasindan gelmektedir.
Psikolojik Sermaye Olgeginden alman vyiiksek puanlar, iyimserlik, psikolojik
dayaniklilik, umut ve 6z yeterlilik boyutlarmin kiimiilatif olarak yiiksek oldugunu,
boylelikle kisinin yliksek psikolojik sermaye o6zelligine sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bir diger olgek olan, Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromu Olgegi, 9
maddeden olusan 5-li Likert tipli bir skalaya sahiptir (1= “Asla”, 5= “Her zaman”).
Nik¢evi¢ ve Spada’in (2020) orijinal skalasi ters ¢eviri teknigi kullanilarak Tiirkgeye
cevrilmis, ters kodlular diizeltilmistir. Olgekten elde edilen yiiksek puanlar kisinin
yiksek Covid-19 anksiyete sendromuna sahip olma ihtimalini ifade etmektedir.
Sezgisel Karar Verme Tarzi Olgegi ise orijinal olarak Scott ve Bruce’un (1995)

Olgeginden Tiirkgeye Tasdelen (2002) tarafindan gevrilen “Karar Verme Stilleri” adli
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Olgegin bir alt boyutudur. Karar verme stilleri 6lgegi, toplamda 25 maddeden olusup
rasyonel, sezgisel, bagimli, kaginma, kendiliginden-anlik olmak iizere 5 alt boyutu
kapsamaktadir. Bu calisma, bu Olgekten sadece sezgisel karar verme stili alt boyutu
calismanin kapsaminda yer almaktadir. Kullanilan sezgisel karar verme tarzi dlgegi 5
maddeden olusan 5-1i Likert tipli bir skalaya sahiptir (1= “Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum”,
5= “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum™). Olcekten elde edilen yiiksek puanlar kisinin karar
alislarinda sezgiden ¢okca faydalandigini ifade etmektedir. Tablo 2°de goziiktiigii gibi,
Olgeklerin i¢ tutarhiliklar1 Cronbach alfa degerleri bulunarak hesaplanmistir. Bu
degerlere bakildiginda, bes 6lgeginde giivenilir oldugu sdylenebilir. Kullanilan bes
Olcek disinda, ankette demografik 6zelliklerle ilgili bir boliim daha vardir. Yas,
cinsiyet ve egitim seviyesi bagimsiz degiskendirler. Bunlarin yani sira, firma boyutu,
firma yasi, sektorler, yoneticinin pozisyonu yani iist diizey yonetici, firma sahibi ya da
orta diizey yonetici olup olmadig bilgisi de ankette sorulmaktadir. Bu degiskenler,
literatiir tarandiginda sezgisel karar alis tarzini etkileme ihtimali olmasindan 6tiirt,

kontrol degiskenleri ad1 altinda degerlendirilmistir.
Cahsmanin Bulgulan ve Tartisma

Analizler, SPSS 22 kullanilarak yapilmistir. Hipotez testleri yapilmadan once,
veri bu testlere hazirlanmis, kapsama uygun olmayan cevaplar ¢ikarilmistir.
Normallik, dogrusallik, esvaryanslik ve ¢oklu dogrusal baglant1 olup olmadigi testlere
baslamadan Once kontrol edilmistir. Daha sonra, Tablo 3’de goriindiigii gibi,
korelasyon matrisi olusturularak degiskenler arasindaki iligkiler incelenmistir. Sonug
olarak sezgisel karar alis tarzi ile bagimsiz degiskenler olan psikolojik sermaye
(r=0.21, p <0.01) ve risk egilimi (r=0.15, p <0.01) arasinda zayif korelasyon
bulunurken, duygusal yonelim arasinda (r=0.58, p <0.01) orta siddetli korelasyon
bulunmaktadir. Ancak bagimsiz degiskenler olan cinsiyet (r=-0.04, p> 0.5), yas (r=-
0.01, p> 0.5) ve egitim seviyesi (r=-0.03, p>0.5) ile sezgisel karar alig tarz1 arasinda
korelasyon bulunmamaktadir. Ankete cevap veren 327 katilimcinmn demografik

Ozellikleri Tablo 4’de gosterilirken, Tablo 6°da 6zet seklinde hipotez testlerinin
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sonuglar1 yer almaktadir. Hipotez testlerinin sonuglarini elde edebilmek i¢in hiyerarsik
dogrusal regresyon analizi kullanilmistir. Regresyona sokulmadan once kontrol
degiskenleri belirlenerek analizlere baslanmistir. Tablo 7’deki bulgulara gore,
yoneticilerin risk egilimi ve duygusal yoneliminin her biri ayr1 ayri, onlarin sezgisel
karar alig tarzin1 kullaniglar ile pozitif yonde iliskilidir. Ancak yas, cinsiyet, egitim
seviyesi ya da psikolojik sermayelerinden herhangi biri ile sezgisel karar alis tarzlari
arasinda bir iliski bulunamamustir. Son olarak, Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun,
yoneticinin psikolojik sermaye ile sezgisel karar alis tarzini kullanigi arasinda
diizenleyici bir rolii oldugu ortaya ¢cikmistir. Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromu arttikga
yOneticinin psikolojik sermayesinin sezgisel karar alis tarzi tizerindeki etkisini
azalmaktadir.

Bu ¢alisma ile, birinci olarak Ust Kademe Teorisi tartismalarma farkli bir bakis
acis1 getirilmistir. G6zlemlenen, ulasilmasi kolay degiskenler olan yas, cinsiyet ve
egitim seviyesi ile gbzlemlenmesi daha zor degiskenler olan psikolojik sermaye, risk
egilimi ve duygusal yonelim ayni anda bagimsiz degiskenler olarak kullanilmistir.
Elde edilen bulgulara gore, yas, cinsiyet ve egitim seviyesinin sezgisel karar alig
tarzinda bir etki yaratmamasi Ust Kademe Teorisini destekleyen pek cok
aragtirmacinin varsayimi olan bu gézlemlenebilir demografik degiskenlerin psikolojik
degiskenler yerine kullanilabilir seklindeki goriisiinii ¢uiriitiir niteliktedir. Kuglk
Olcekli Orneklem kullanilmig olmasinin dezavantajinin yani sira, demografik
Ozelliklerin yoneticilerin sezgisel karar alis tarzin1 kullanisinda etkisinin olmamasinin
bir sebebi de Tiirk toplumunun yiiksek seviye belirsizlikten kaginma 6zelligine sahip
olmasidir. Bu 6zellik, kurallara ve yasalara baghligin her seyden iistiin tutulmasina
neden olmaktadir (Hofstede, 1983, 2011). Demografik 6zellikler degismesi gii¢
dogustan gelen o6zellikler oldugundan, kiiltiiriin etkisi bu 6zelliklere yansimis olup
anlamsiz iligkiye neden olmus olabilir. Sonug olarak, bu degiskenlerin bu ¢alismaya
gore sezgisel karar alis tarzinda etkisi gozlemlenmemis olsa da demografik
degiskenlerin literatiirde 6nemi g6z ardi edilemez; bu nedenle bu c¢alismanin daha

buyuk 6lgekli érneklemlerle tekrarlanmasi 6nerilmektedir.
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Ikinci olarak, bu galismada daha &nce hipotez edilmemis iliskiler incelenerek
literatiire katki saglamas1 amaglanmistir. Bunlardan bir tanesi psikolojik sermaye ile
sezgisel karar alig tarzi arasinda kurulan iligkidir. Bu ¢alismada psikolojik sermaye ile
sezgisel karar alig tarzi pozitif yonde bir korelasyon olsa da regresyon analizinde bir
iligki bulunamamistir. Bunun nedeni, duygusal yonelimin kapsayici olmasindan
kaynakladigina inanilmaktadir. Tablo 3’de de goriindiigii gibi, duygusal yonelim ile
psikolojik sermaye arasinda pozitif korelasyon bulunmaktadir (r=0.27, p <0.01).
Psikolojik sermaye pozitif duygular1 ve pozitifligi i¢inde bulundurarak kisinin
duygusal yonelimli olmasi i¢in sart olan duygusal isaret kismini olusturmaktadir. Bu
nedenle duygusal yonelim daha genis bir konsepttir. Ileride yapilacak arastirmalar ve
bu calismanm tekrar edilmesi bu iki degisken acisindan literatiire yeni kapilar
acacagina inanilmaktadir.

Ucgiincii olarak, 2020°den bu yana devam eden gz ardi edilemez olan salgmim
etkisi, bu caligmada da gozlemlenmistir. Calismanin bulgularma gore Covid-19
Anksiyete Sendromunun psikolojik sermaye ile sezgisel karar alig tarzi arasinda
diizenleyici rolii oldugu sonucu elde edilmistir. Bir diger deyisle, Covid-19’un
getirdigi anksiyete ne kadar fazla olursa, yoneticilerin psikolojik sermayeleri ile
sezgisel karar alis tarzin1 kullaniglariyla olan iliskisi o kadar zayiflamaktadir. Literatiir
de anksiyetenin ve belirsizligin yol a¢tig1 olumsuz sonuglardan bahsetmektedir (Miu
et al., 2008; Peters et al., 2006). Buna paralel olarak, Remmers ve Zander (2018)
anksiyetenin sezgisel karar alis tarzin1 olumsuz etkiledigini ifade etmistir. Yoneticiler,
bu nedenle Covid-19’un etkilerini goz ardi etmemelidir, uzun vadede olasi travma
sonrast stres (Wu et al., 2009) gibi psikolojik problemleri 6nlemek adina, 6nceden bir
takim 6nlemler almalidir. Ancak bu diizenleyici rol, sanilanin aksine yoneticilerin risk
egilimi ile sezgisel karar alis tarzi1 arasinda ve duygusal yonelimleri ile sezgisel karar
alis tarzlar1 arasinda gozlemlenmemistir. Bunun nedeni kullanilan 6rneklemin kiiclik
olmasindan kaynaklanabilir bu nedenle gelecek calismalarda daha blyuk o6lcekli

orneklemler kullanilarak ¢alisma tekrar edilip bu iliskiler tekrar incelenmelidir. Kiguk
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Olgekli orneklem boyutu kullanisma smirliliginin yaninda, anlamsiz iligkilerin
c¢ikmasinin bir diger sebebi bagimmsiz degiskenlerin degisime kapali degiskenler
olmasindan kaynaklanabilir. Ciinkii bu karakterlerden farkli olan degisime acik olan
psikolojik sermaye ile sezgisel karar alis tarzi, Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun
yiiksek ya da diisiik olusuna gore etkilenip tepki vermistir. Ancak degisime kapali olan
yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesi, risk egilimi ya da duygusal yonelimin sezgisel karar alis
tarziyla olan iliskileri Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun varligindan etkilenmemistir.
Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromunun zayiflatici etkisinin yani sira, bu g¢alismanin
bulgularina goére, Covid-19 Anksiyete Sendromu ile yoneticilerin sezgisel karar alig
tarzin1 kullaniglar1 arasinda pozitif iligki bulunmustur. Bu faydali bulgular 15181nda,

daha fazla arastirmalar yapmak bu nedenle gereklidir.
Cahsmanin Potansiyel Katkilar1 ve Dogurgulan

Oncelikle, sezgi ve rasyonellik birbirini dislayan degil birbirini tamamlayan iki
kavramdir. Ikisinin kullanim alanlar1 ve kosullar1 birbirinden farklidir. Literatiir de
ikisinin birbiriyle uyumlu bir sekilde ¢alisabilir oldugunu desteklemektedir (Burke &
Miller, 1999; Dane & Pratt, 2007; Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2007). Burke ve Miller
(1999) ve Shapiro ve Spence’in (1997) calismalar1 incelendiginde, sezgi su kosullarda
kullanilmaktadir: (1) ¢ok belirsiz kosullarda, (2) yeni, diizensiz ya da daha Once
karsilagilmamis 6rnegi olmayan olaylarda, (3) hizli yada beklenmedik bir zamanda
karar alinmasi gerekilen durumlarda, (4) yetersiz veri oldugunda, (5) insanoglunun
smirli rasyonelliginden otiirii kapasitesini asan derecede veriyle karsilagildiginda, (6)
izlenemez ve komplike durum ve problemlerle karsilasildiginda. Bu nedenlerden
otiirti, yoneticiler sezginin 6nemini géz ardi etmemelidirler.

Sezgi, gelisime ve degisime agiktir. Bu ¢alismada sezgi, agik ve oOrtiik bir
sekilde Ogrenilen, iki farkli deneyim ile neden oldugunu bilmiyorum ama boyle
hissediyorum hissinin birlesimi olarak tanimlanmistir. Agik 6grenmeyle elde edilen
deneyim, bu zamana kadar elde edilen deneyimlerin sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir

ve ana bileseni pratik etmekten gelir. Dane ve Pratt (2007) iyi bir pratigi, sik tekrarin,
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geribildirimin ve tekrarin siiresinin belirledigini ifade etmektedir. Siirekli yapilan
tekrar, o duruma karsi asinaligin gelismesine ve kisinin biling altinda kaliplarin
olusmasini saglar. Boylelikle, benzer bir durumla karsilasildiginda kisi uzun uzun
diisiinmeye gerek duymadan hizlica bu kaliplara basvurarak karar alabilir. Iste bu
durum, sezgiyle aciklanir, kisinin ge¢mis deneyimleri sezgi olarak aciga ¢ikar. Sadler-
Smith ve Shefy (2004) bu diistincelere ek olarak, geri bildirimlerin dogru ve diiriistge
bilgili bir kisi tarafindan yapilmasini vurgular. Ciinkii geribildirim yanlis yapildiginda
dogru dersler alimamaz ve yanlig, yaniltici kaliplarin olusmasina sebep olur. A¢ik
ogrenmeyle elde edilen deneyimin yami smra, Ortiik 6grenme de biiylikk onem
tagimaktadir. Bunun nedeni hem insanoglunun simirli rasyonelligi hem de kisinin her
seyl deneyimleyecek hem yasam omrii hem de zamani olmamasindan kaynaklanir.
Ortiik 5grenmeyle olusan sezgiyi kelimelere dokmek ya da ifade etmek o kadar kolay
degildir. Bu nedenle Sadler-Smith ve Shefy’in (2004) o6nerdigi gibi kelimeler yerine
imgeyi kullanmaya, hayal giiciinii gelistirmeye yOnelinmelidir. Sabah sayfalar1 ve
giinliik tutma sezgiye kars1 farkindaligi arttirmada yardimer olabilmektedir (Agor,
1986; Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004). Literatiiriin de destekledigi tizere, sezgi
yonetimsel egitimlerde, gelisim programlarda entegre edilmelidir (Agor, 1986; Burke
& Miller, 1999; Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004, 2007). Bununla beraber, meditasyon ve
farkindalik egzersizleri de sezginin karar verme asamalarinda kendiliginden
basvurulmasinda fayda saglayacaktir (Agor, 1986; Burke & Miller, 1999; Sadler-
Smith & Shefy, 2007). Sezginin yoneticiler tarafindan kullaniminin olumlu etkilerinin
yaninda, olumsuz sonuglara da yol agabilecegi gercegi goz ardi edilmemelidir. Geri
goriis yanliligi ve asir1 kendine giivenme sezginin uygun olmayan zamanlarda
kullanimina neden olabilmektedir (Sadler-Smith & Shefy, 2004). Bu nedenle, Sadler-
Smith ve Shefy’in (2004) 6nerdigi gibi yoneticiler kendi kendilerinin avukati roliinii
Ustlenerek, kendi fikirlerini g¢lirliten varsayimlar gelistirerek asil fikirlerini
sorgulamalidirlar. Ciinkii kimi durumlarda rasyonelligi kullanmak daha az kaynak

kullanarak daha kisa zamanda sonuca ulagsmay: saglayacaktir.
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Bir diger 6nemli nokta ise, sezginin tek basina yoneticiler tarafindan
benimsenmesinin yeterli olmamasidir; sezgi, organizasyonun kiiltiiriine agilanmasidir.
Burke ve Miller’e (1999) gore, yoneticiler altlarmi sezgiyi karar aliglarinda
kullanmalar1 yoniinde motive etmelidir. Bunu, onlara degisik karar durumlari
atayarak, onlar1 egitimlere gondererek ya da onlara is rotasyonlar1 gibi imkanlar
sunarak gerceklestirebilirler. Miller ve Ireland (2005), yoneticilerden dinlenilen ilham
veren hikayelerin, daha deneyimsiz yoneticiler ve c¢alisanlar tarafindan olumlu
karsilandigini ve onlarin sezgiye olan bakis agilarini pozitif yonde degistirmelerine
sebep oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Ayrica, sezgiyi organizasyonun kiiltliriine asilarken

aceleci davranilmamali, etkileri sik sik gézlemlenmelidir (Miller & Ireland, 2005).
Cahsmanin Smirhklar ve Oneriler

Pek ¢ok ¢alismada oldugu gibi, bu calismada da bazi sinirliliklar bulunmaktadir.
Birinci olarak, anket katilimcilar1 kendilerini degerlendirdikleri icin bu
calisgma 0z-bildirim yanliligina maruz kalmaktadir (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone,
2002). Bu tiir, kendi kendini degerlendiren 6l¢iimlerde sosyal arzulanma gibi sorunlar
ortaya ¢cikmaktadir. Sosyal arzulanma, anketi ¢ozen kisinin ¢evreye iyi goziikmek
adma kendi gercgek diisiincelerinden ziyade, ¢evre tarafindan kabul gdren, istenilen
cevaplar vermesidir. Ikinci olarak, anketin 73 sorudan olusmasmdan otiirii
yoneticilerin ankete katilmak konusunda isteksiz olmasi, yeterli yanit oranina
ulagmakta zorluk ¢ekilmesine ve bu nedenle 6rneklem boyutunun kiigiik olmasma
sebep olmustur. Ugiincii olarak, drneklem boyunun kiiciik ve olasilikli olmayan
ornekleme metodu yoluyla elde edilmesi, genelleme yapmay:1 engellemektedir.
Dérdiincii olarak, ayni tiir 6l¢tim kullanilmasindan &tiirii, yontem etkilerine (Maul,
2013) maruz kalinmaktadir. Ayrica Tablo 3’de gosterildigi gibi ortalama degerlerinin
¢ogunlugunun 3 olmasi anketi cevaplayanlarin genellikle ortanca segenegi sectigini
ifade etmektedir. Bu yanit yanliligi, ¢alismanm smirhiliklarindan biridir. Besinci
olarak, Covid-19 pandemisinin etkisi yazin daha az hissedilmesi, anketin yapildigi

sirece de yansimig olabilmekte ve hatirlama yanliligina neden olabilecegi iddia
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edilmektedir. Son olarak, kiiltiirel ve dilsel farkliliklardan 6tiirii ters geviri teknigiyle
Tirkceye gevrilmis dlgekler, anket katilimcilarinin anlamakta giicliik cekmesine neden
olmus olabilir, yaniltic1 ifadeler anketi ¢6zerken kafa karistirmus olabilir (Cid et al.,
2020).

Bu smirlandirmalart goz Oniinde bulundurarak, gelecek calismalar i¢in
birtakim dneriler verilebilmektedir. Oncelikle, Thunholm’un (2004) ifade ettigi gibi,
yoneticiler ayni anda birden fazla karar alis tarzin1 kullanabilmektedir. Bu ¢alismada
sadece sezgisel karar alig tarzi lizerinde durulmusken, Scott ve Bruce un (1995) diger
karar alis stillerini de dahil ederek bu arastirma genisletilebilir. Tkinci olarak, drneklem
boyutu biiyiitiilmeli, olasilik 6rnekleme metodu kullanarak bu ¢alismanin saglamligi
arastirilmalidir. Ugiincii olarak, bu ¢alismada tanimlanan kisisel farkliliklar disinda
sezgisel karar alig tarzimni etkileyen baska kisisel farkliliklar da mevcuttur. Literatiire
gore yonetimsel gorev siiresi, profesyonel uzmanlik ya da yaraticilik gibi degiskenler
sezgisel karar alis tarzini etkilemektedir (Dane & Pratt, 2007; Sinclair & Ashkanasy,
2002, 2005, 2011). Ayrica, yas, cinsiyet, egitim seviyesinin yani1 sira, sosyoekonomik
kokler, alinan egitim (isletme egitimi alip almamasi ya da mithendislik ge¢gmisinin olup
olmamasi), etnik koken gibi demografik degiskenler de yoOneticinin sezgiye bakis
acisini etkileyebilecek diger faktorlerdendir (Abatecola & Cristofaro, 2018; Barker et
al., 2002; Busenbark et al., 2016; Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Kitchell, 1997; Neely Jr.
et al., 2020). Dordiincii olarak, kisisel farkliliklar disinda sezgisel karar alig tarzini
etkileyen karar bazli, problem bazli ve ¢evresel faktorler de bulunmaktadir (Elbanna
et al., 2013, 2020; Hensman & Sadler-smith, 2011; Sinclair & Ashkanasy, 2005).
Besinci olarak, salt yoneticileri incelemek yerine karar verici grup bazinda inceleme
yapmak daha dogru sonuglar verecektir. Ciinkii, hicbir yonetici tek basina karar
vermemektedir. Bu diisiinceyle paralel, Samba et al. (2019) takimlardaki sezgi
anlayismi kolektif bir sekilde incelemistir. Ust Kademe Teorisi arastirmacilar1 da
bireysel yoneticileri incelemektense iist diizey yonetim takimlarini incelemenin daha
faydali olduguna inanmaktadir (Carpenter et al., 2004; Hambrick et al., 1993). Altinc1

olarak, yOneticilerin anketi cevaplandirma konusundaki isteksizlikleri anketi
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kisaltarak giderilmeye calisiimalidir. Ornegin, kullanilan 24 maddelik psikolojik
sermaye Olgegi yerine Kamei et al. (2018) tarafindan gelistirilmis kisa bir versiyon
olan PSQ-12 kullanilabilir. Kullanilan 20 maddelik duygusal yonelim 6lgegi de,
M.Booth-Butterfield ve S.Booth-Butterfield’in (1996) 15 maddelik oOlgegi ile
degistirilebilir. Bunun yani sira, yoneticilere belirli zaman araliklarda hatirlatici
bildirimler gondermek yanit vermeme yanliligmin oniine gegmeye yardimei olabilir
(Kaufmann et al., 2014). Yedinci 6neri olarak, agik 6l¢tim yontemleri yaninda ortiik
Olgtimleri kullanmak anket gibi acik bir 6l¢limde ortaya ¢ikan sosyal arzulanma gibi
problemlerin azalmasini saglayabilir. Ortiik 6lcimlerin en biyiik avantaji, katilime1
kendiyle ilgili direkt 6znel degerlendirmesini gozler 6niine sermemesidir (Hill et al.,
2014). Goze batmayan arastirma kullanmak da bir diger ydntemdir. Ornegin,
Chatterjee ve Hambrick’in (2007) ¢alismasinda, narsisizmi Olgerken bes degisik
sekilde degerlendirme yapilmistir. Bunlardan biri, CEO’nun fotografinin kagit
tizerinde kapladigi alandir. Sonug olarak, ortiik 6lgimlerle ya da gdze batmayan
arastirma yontemleriyle agik 6l¢iimlerin birlikte kullanilmas1 daha dogru sonuglar elde
etmeyi saglayacaktir. Sekizinci olarak, gelecekte bu ¢alismadan elde edilen bulgular
g6z Oniine alnarak kiiltiirler arasi1 ¢aligmalar yapilabilir. Hofstede’in (1983, 2011)
kiiltiirel boyutlar teorisine gore, iilkeler belirsizlikten kagmma, bireysellik/
kolektivizm ya da eril/disil olma boyutlarinda farkliliklar géstermektedir. Bu boyutlar,
yoneticilerin sezgisel karar alis tarzlarmi ya da kullanilan bagimsiz degiskenleri
etkileyecek faktorlerdir. Kiiltiirler arasi calismalarda bu farkliliklar incelenebilir. Son
olarak, boylamsal c¢aligmalarla bu c¢alismayr genisletmek bir baska segenektir.
Ornegin, psikolojik sermaye gelistirilebilir, degisime agik bir yapiya sahiptir. Bu
nedenle degisik zaman araliklarinda yoneticilerin psikolojik sermayeleri dlgilerek,
psikolojik sermayelerindeki degisimlerin sezgisel karar alis tarzlarma etkisi
arastirilabilir (Avey, Luthans, et al., 2008; F. Luthans et al., 2011). B.L.Fredrickson’in
(2001) Genislet ve insa Et Teorisi de bunu destekler niteliktedir. Bu teoriye gore,
pozitif duygular, kisinin farkindahigini genisleterek, kisiyi yeni diisiincelere tesvik eder

ve pek cok psikolojik kaynaklar gelistirmesini saglar. Organizasyonlarda psikolojik

155



sermayesi yiikksek olan ¢alisan ve yoneticilerin olmast bu nedenle ¢ok Onemlidir.
Cilinkii psikolojik sermaye literatiirden desteklendigi lizere kurum ¢iktilarini ve kurum

performansini olumlu yonde etkilemektedir (Avey et al., 2006; F. Luthans et al., 2011).
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