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Abstract

Decision-making styles represent consistent patterns of behavior individuals exhibit when
making decisions, encompassing cognitive and behavioral processes. These styles are influenced by
various factors, including personality traits, which are theorized to shape individual approaches to
decision-making. Grounded in this premise, the study examined the relationship between the Big Five
Personality Traits—openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism—and
General Decision-Making Styles (GDMS) among undergraduate students. Utilizing a
quantitative-correlational research design, data were collected from a sample of 301 students through
two validated instruments: the Big Five Inventory (BFI) and the General Decision-Making Styles
Questionnaires. The findings reveal significant insights into personality-decision-making dynamics.
Openness and agreeableness emerged as the most prevalent personality traits among the participants,
while rational decision-making was identified as the dominant style. Furthermore, neuroticism
demonstrated a significant correlation with intuitive, dependent, and avoidant decision-making styles,
highlighting the emotional and cognitive vulnerabilities associated with these traits. These results
suggest that personality traits substantially influence decision-making preferences, underscoring the
interplay between dispositional factors and cognitive strategies. This study contributes to the growing
body of literature on personality and decision-making, providing empirical evidence of their
interconnectedness. It emphasizes the importance of understanding personality as a determinant of
decision-making styles, particularly in academic and developmental contexts. Future research is
recommended to expand these findings by exploring additional variables, longitudinal impacts, and
cross-cultural comparisons to enhance the generalizability and theoretical robustness of the
conclusions.
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Introduction

Decision-making is an essential cognitive and
behavioral process that influences individual and
organizational outcomes. General
decision-making styles, as conceptualized by
Scott and Bruce (1995), represent consistent
patterns individuals exhibit when making
decisions. These styles are classified into five
distinct categories: rational, intuitive, dependent,
avoidant, and spontaneous. Rational
decision-makers rely on logic and systematic
analysis, intuitive decision-makers emphasize
gut feelings and emotions, dependent
decision-makers prioritize external advice,
avoidant decision-makers tend to delay
decisions, and spontaneous decision-makers act
impulsively (Bavolar & Orosova, 2015; Geisler
& Allwood, 2017; Ramey, 2023).

The General Decision-Making Styles (GDMS)
framework has demonstrated strong
psychometric validity and reliability across
diverse contexts, establishing its utility in
examining decision-making processes (Spicer &
Sadler-Smith, 2005; Verma & Rangnekar, 2015).
Furthermore, research suggests a significant
relationship between personality traits, as
defined by the Big Five Model—openness,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness,
and neuroticism—and decision-making styles.
Studies indicate that conscientious individuals
are more likely to adopt rational
decision-making styles, while extraverted and
open individuals may favor intuitive
decision-making (Egbaria & Zaid, 2023).
Similarly, agreeable individuals often engage in
dependent decision-making due to their
collaborative tendencies (Egbaria & Zaid, 2023).

Despite the substantial body of research linking
personality traits to decision-making styles,
critical gaps remain in the literature. First, much
of the existing research treats personality traits
as  static  constructs, neglecting their
developmental trajectories during adolescence
and early adulthood—a period of significant

cognitive, emotional, and social growth
(Bleidorn et al.,, 2021). This omission is
particularly relevant in the context of college
students, whose decision-making styles may
evolve alongside personality changes during
these formative years.

Second, methodological limitations persist,
including an overreliance on self-report
measures for assessing decision-making styles.
Such measures are susceptible to biases and
often fail to capture the situational and
contextual nuances of real-world
decision-making (Robins et al., 2001).
Additionally, external factors such as cultural
norms, social environments, and academic
pressures are frequently overlooked despite their
potential influence on both personality traits and
decision-making behaviors (Obenza et al.,
2024a).

Finally, the long-term implications of
personality development on decision-making
styles remain underexplored. While existing
studies provide valuable insights, they often
offer fragmented perspectives, lacking a
comprehensive  understanding  of  how
personality traits and decision-making styles
interact and adapt over time in response to
academic and personal challenges.

In response to these gaps, this study aims to
investigate the relationship between Big Five
personality traits and general decision-making
styles among undergraduate students, focusing
on how  personality traits  influence
decision-making during late adolescence and
early adulthood. By adopting a quantitative
approach, this research seeks to trace the
development of personality traits throughout the
college years, providing a developmental
perspective on decision-making styles.

Through this lens, the study endeavors to bridge
existing gaps by integrating established
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personality  theories with a  nuanced
understanding of developmental processes. This
approach not only contributes to the theoretical
understanding of personality and
decision-making but also has practical
implications  for  creating  personalized
educational interventions. By tailoring support

Theoretical Framework
Big Five Model Theory

Personality traits are dynamic qualities that
affect our behavior, motivation, thought
processes (Yunus et al, 2018), financial
well-being (Obenza et al., 2024b), and financial
management behavior (Obenza et al., 2024d).
Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientious,
Neuroticism, and Openness to experience, are
the five dimensions widely known as the Five
Factor Model (FFM) of personality, commonly
referred to as the BIG FIVE (Soto et al., 2013;
McCrae & John, 1992). This model is known
widely because of its acceptance among
personality psychologists due to its applicability
across cultures, comprehensiveness,
occupational,  psychological, and health
outcomes, and ability to predict various social
(McCrae & John, 1992; Soto et al., 2013). The
Five-Factor Model (FFM) shows that everyone
has this basic personality, it is not measured by
their gender, age, or culture. However, people

Decision-Making Style

Decision-making is a cognitive process that
includes choosing and selecting options based
on values and preferences (Fiilop, 2005). It
includes different methods, like brainstorming,
making decisions as a team, and grouping ideas
(Akdere, 2011). Decision-making styles are also
distinct approaches individuals use to gain,
process, and utilize information to make
decisions easily. Research has shown several key
styles, including rational, avoidant, intuitive,
dependent, and spontaneous (Scott & Bruce
1995). Some classifications include directive,
analytical, conceptual, and behavioral styles

systems to align with students’ unique
personality  profiles and decision-making
preferences, educators can foster more adaptive
decision-making behaviors, ultimately
enhancing academic and personal outcomes.

change in how strong these traits are shown
(Novikova 2013). The research shows that the
Big Five traits change and develop overtime,
formed by both genetics and life experiences
(Soto et. al. 2013). The model can be also used
for understanding personality disorders and can
be used as another way to diagnose them instead
of the current system (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
The main idea of five main personality traits was
first recommended by Fiske in 1949. Eventually,
other researchers like Norman (1967), and
Goldberg (1981) enhanced and improved this
research. In this study, this theory backs the
notion that personality has a dynamic impact on
people’s lives cross-culturally, hence, making it
probable to affect decision-making.

(Rowe & Mason, 1987) and decisive, flexible,
hierarchic, integrative, and  systematic
approaches (Driver et. al., 1990). Knowing your
decision-making styles can help you do better at
work, improve your daily performance, and
develop your career (Driver et. al., 1990).

Scott and Bruce (1995) created an
instrument called the General Decision Making
Style (GDMS) resource to determine five
decision-making styles: rational, avoidant,
intuitive, dependent, and spontaneous. This
instrument has been widely used in research to
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learn and study decision-making styles in
different situations. Thunholm (2008) found that
people with an avoidant decision-making style
had high levels of cortisol, a stress hormone. At
the same time, Allwood and Salo (2012) found
that avoidant and dependent decision-making
styles were connected to higher stress levels and
poorer sleep quality among Swedish public
authority employees.

Research has shown that the General Decision
Making Styles shows good internal consistency,
temporal stability, and a robust fi-factor structure
(Spicer & Sadler-Smith, 2005; Alacreu-Crespo
et al.,, 2019). The scale has been found to
correlate with personality traits, coping styles,

Methodology

This study employed a quantitative, correlational
research design to examine the relationship

between the Big  Five  personality
traits—openness, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness, and

neuroticism—and  General Decision-Making
Styles (GDMS) among undergraduate students.
A correlational design was chosen as it allows
the analysis of naturally occurring relationships
between variables without manipulating them.
This approach is well-suited for exploring
complex psychological constructs and their
interdependencies, providing insights into
patterns and associations (Voxco, 2021).

The target population for this research included
undergraduate students enrolled in universities
in Davao City. A stratified random sampling
technique was employed to ensure the
representativeness of the sample. Stratified
sampling divides the population into subgroups
or strata based on shared characteristics, such as
academic program, year level, or university
affiliation, to ensure proportional representation
(Hayes, 2024). A total of 301 students
participated in the study, a sample size
determined using power analysis to ensure
sufficient statistical power for detecting
significant relationships among variables.

and mental health outcomes (Alacreu-Crespo et
al., 2019; Bavolar & Orosova, 2015). Rational
and intuitive decision-making styles are
associated with better coping skills and
emotional  stability. = However dependent,
avoidant, and spontaneous styles are associated
with poor coping habits and emotional
instability (Alacreu-Crespo et. al., 2019). This
theory is connected to the study by laying out
the structure of decision-making style in an
organized manner that can be easily measured
and correlated with another psychological
variable.

Data  collection utilized two  validated
instruments. The first instrument, the Big Five
Inventory (BFI), was developed by John and
Srivastava (1999) and measures five major
dimensions of  personality: openness,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness,
and neuroticism. The BFI consists of 44 items,
each rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This
inventory is widely recognized for its
cross-cultural validity and reliability. The second
instrument was the General Decision-Making
Styles (GDMS) Questionnaire, designed by
Scott and Bruce (1995). This 25-item tool
assesses five decision-making styles: rational,
intuitive, dependent, avoidant, and spontaneous.
Similar to the BFI, responses were measured on
a 5-point Likert scale. The GDMS is extensively
utilized in research due to its robust
psychometric properties (Spicer & Sadler-Smith,
2005).

Participants were invited to join the study
through purposive outreach in collaboration with
university administrators. They were provided
with an informed consent form outlining the
study’s objectives, data privacy measures, and
the voluntary nature of their participation. Data
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collection was conducted both online and in
person, ensuring accessibility for all participants
while maintaining confidentiality. The survey
instrument was divided into two sections. The
first section collected demographic information,
including age, gender, year level, and field of
study. The second section contained items from
the BFI and GDMS. A pilot test was conducted
with 30 students to refine the questionnaire,
resulting in minor adjustments to item wording
to enhance clarity and comprehension.

The validity of the instruments was established
through content validation from prior studies.
Reliability was assessed using Cronbach's alpha
and McDonald’s omega, with both metrics
exceeding the recommended threshold of 0.70,
indicating strong internal consistency (Zinbarg
et al., 2005). Specifically, the BFI and GDMS
yielded Cronbach's alpha values of 0.798 and
0.841, respectively, while McDonald’s omega
values were 0.826 and 0.843.

Data were analyzed using Jamovi software,
which provided a comprehensive platform for
performing descriptive and inferential statistical
analyses. Descriptive statistics, including means
and standard deviations, were calculated to
summarize the levels of personality traits and
decision-making styles. Pearson’s correlation

Results and Discussion

The study employed reliability analysis to
ensure the internal consistency of the
instruments used. Cronbach’s alpha and
McDonald’s omega were calculated for both the
Big Five Inventory (BFI) and the General
Decision-Making Styles (GDMS) questionnaire.
Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.798 and 0.841 for
the BFI and GDMS, respectively, demonstrated
acceptable to good reliability, aligning with
recommendations by Diamantopoulos and
Winklhofer (2001) and Drolet and Morrison

coefficients were computed to identify the
strength and direction of relationships between
personality traits and GDMS. Additionally,
multiple regression analysis was conducted to
determine the predictive power of personality
traits on decision-making styles. The R? value
was computed to assess the proportion of
variance in decision-making styles explained by
the independent variables.

This study adhered to ethical guidelines as
outlined in the National Ethical Guidelines for
Research Involving Human Participants (2022).
Ethical clearance was obtained from the
University of Mindanao’s ethics review board.
Participants were informed about their rights,
including anonymity and the ability to withdraw
from the study at any stage. Data were securely
stored, with access restricted to the research
team, ensuring participants' confidentiality.

The rigorous methodological approach adopted
in this study ensures the reliability, validity, and
applicability of the findings, contributing
meaningful insights into the relationship
between personality traits and decision-making
styles among undergraduate students.

(2001), which consider values between 0.70 and
0.90 tolerable to good. McDonald’s omega
values of 0.826 for BFI and 0.843 for GDMS
further confirmed the instruments’ internal
consistency, meeting the threshold of 0.70 for
reliability (Zinbarg et al., 2005). These results
underscore the robustness of the scales for
assessing personality traits and decision-making
styles.
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Table 1 presents the reliability analysis results, providing evidence of the validity and reliability of the

measures employed in the study.

Table 1. Reliability Analysis - Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a McDonald's ®

Personality Traits scale

0.798 0.826

General Decision-Making Style scale

0.841 0.843

Table 2 presented below shows that overall
GDMS scores a mean of 3.40 and a standard
deviation (SD) of 0.474. The mean indicates a
moderate level of presence of multiple
decision-making styles among the samples. On
the other hand, the SD of such numbers suggests
a narrower decision-making style or tendency.
The dominating style among the five identified
is the Rational Decision-Making Style (M =
4.10, SD = 0.636). This indicates that the sample
prefers to decide in a logical, structured, and
evidence-based way. In the academe, this is
witnessed when a student is consistently present
and even achieves more (Baiocco et al., 2009).
Following this is the Dependent
Decision-Making Style (M = 3.51, SD =0.700),
which indicates the reliance of the sample on
other people when deciding. This result
contradicts the study of Ain and Ch (2022),
indicating that such a style is the least prevalent
among  students.  Next, the Intuitive
Decision-Making Style (M = 3.42, SD = 0.760)
places third on the list, which implies that
students rely on their gut feelings in
decision-making. This supports the results of a
study indicating that intuition correlates with
decision-making among students (Sree & Sinha,
2024). Subsequently, the fourth among the five
styles is the Spontaneous Decision-Making Style
(M = 3.14, SD = 0.901), which shows that
students are not that impulsive when deciding.
Avoidant Decision-Making Style (M = 2.81, SD

= 1.003), placing last, means that the sample can
create decisions and not stay away from them.

Moreover, personality dimensions reveal
various information regarding the students.
Openness (M = 3.85, SD = 0.633) and
Agreeableness (M = 3.84, SD = 0.638) are the
highest-rated traits, indicating that students
value flexibility, curiosity, and cooperation. This
result aligns with Jones (2022), indicating that
these variables are commonly present among
college students. This also aligns with Obenza
et. al. (2024c) stating that agreeableness is the
dominant personality trait among univeristy
students. Subsequently, Neuroticism gathers a
mean of 3.33 and SD of 0.819, revealing that
students have diverse ways of coping with stress
and emotional stability. Students who score high
on this test are more likely to depict stressful
situations, view events negatively, and may have
more ineffective ways of coping (Gunthert et al.,
1999). Lastly, Extraversion (M = 3.30, SD =
0.647) and Conscientiousness (M = 3.72, SD =
0.694) are present in moderate levels, exhibiting
students’ ability to socialize and consistency
dependent on the context.
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Table 2.1. Descriptive Level of Students General Decision-Making Style and Personality Traits

N Mean SD Description
General Decision-Making Style 301 3.40 0.474 Moderate Level
Rational Decision-Making Style 301 4.10 0.636 Very High Level
Intuitive Decision-Making Style 301 3.42 0.760 Moderate Level
Dependent Decision-Making Style 301 3.51 0.706 High Level
Avoidant Decision-Making Style 301 2.81 1.033 Very Low Level
Spontaneous Decision-Making Style 301 3.14 0.901 Moderate Level
Extraversion 301 3.30 0.647 Moderate Level
Agreeableness 301 3.84 0.638 High Level
Conscientiousness 301 3.72 0.694 High Level
Neuroticism 301 3.33 0.819 Moderate Level
Openness 301 3.85 0.633 Very High Level

Table 2.2.1. Interpretation table for Descriptive Level of Students General Decision-Making Style

Range of Means Descriptive Level Interpretation
4.50 - 5.00 Very High This means that the presence of a
General Decision-Making Style is very
high.
3.50-4.49 High This means that the presence of General
Decision-Making Style is high.
2.50-3.49 Moderate This means that the presence of General
Decision-Making Style is moderate.
1.50-2.49 Low This means that the presence of General
Decision-Making Style is low.
1.00 - 1.49 Very Low This means that the presence of General

Decision-Making Style is very low.

Table 2.2.1. Interpretation table for Descriptive Level of Personality Traits

Range of Means Descriptive Level

Interpretation

4.50 - 5.00 Very High

This means that the presence of
Personality Traits is very high.
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3.50-4.49

2.50-3.49

1.50-2.49

1.00 - 1.49

This means that the presence of
Personality Traits is high.

This means that the presence of
Personality Traits is moderate.

This means that the presence of
Personality Traits is low.

Very Low This means that the presence of

Personality Traits is very low.

Table 3 shows the correlation between GDMS
and personality traits based on its five indicators.
Predominantly, neuroticism correlates with three

decision-making styles: intuitive
decision-making style, dependent
decision-making style, and avoidant

decision-making style, as well as GDMS in
general. On the other hand, extraversion is found
to be highly correlated with  two
decision-making styles: rational
decision-making  style and  spontaneous
decision-making style, as well as GDMS in
general. Conscientiousness also shows a

significant relationship with two
decision-making styles: rational
decision-making style and avoidant
decision-making style. Meanwhile,

agreeableness and openness are both found to
correlate with rational decision-making style
only.

Moreover, findings about neuroticism agree with
the conclusion that demonstrates neurotic
individuals’ tendency toward a dependent
decision-making style, seeking advice and
guidance from others (Servaas et al., 2013). On a
different note, the findings also agree with
Senler and Sungur-Vural (2013), concluding that
neuroticism is not correlated with rational
decision-making style. In the same way, it agrees
with Othman et al. (2020), stating that a less
spontaneous decision-making style is present in
this specific personality trait. Also, the findings
agree that a significant relationship exists
between neuroticism and avoidant

decision-making style (Narooi & Karazee,
2015).

This finding also agrees and differs with Urieta
et al. (2021), who find that extroverted students
are more likely to adopt a rational-intuitive
decision-making style, which involves both
logical reasoning and intuition. Results agree
that individuals who score high in extraversion
adapt to a rational decision-making style;
however, it contradicts the presence of an
intuitive decision-making style. On the other
hand, the study opposes the notion that high
extraversion scores lead to a lower rational
decision-making style (Othman et al., 2020).

Additionally, the findings agree with Senler and
Sungur-Vural (2013), as they indicate that
agreeableness and conscientiousness correlate
with rational decision-making style. On the other
hand, the findings agree and also disagree with
Othman et al. (2020), as their results suggest that
a less spontaneous decision-making style is
associated with agreeableness and
conscientiousness, but they also suggest the
presence of a dependent decision-making style,
which is not present in this study.

Furthermore, findings also suggest that
individuals who score high in openness are more
prone to decide more rationally. According to
Gimenez-Fernandez et al. (2023), individuals
with high levels of openness are more likely to
adopt a flexible decision-making style, adapting
their approach to different situations. The
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findings of this study somehow disagree with

openness is less correlated with GDMS (Othman

Gimenez-Fernandez et al. (2023), as it favors et al., 2020).
one decision-making style over the other. Also,
the conclusion agrees with the notion that
Table 3. Correlation Analysis
General Rational Intuitive Depende Avoidant Spontaneous
Decisio Decision- Decision nt Decision- Decision-
n-Maki  Making -Making Decision- Making Making
ng Style Style Style Making Style Style
Style
Extraversion Pearson'sr  0.215 0.208* 0.042 0.155%* 0.057 0.198***
skkeosk sk
df 299 299 299 299 299 299
p-value <.001 <.001 0.468 0.007 0.327 <.001
Agreeableness Pearson'st  0.090 0.222* -0.010 0.092 -0.080 0.106
ok
df 299 299 299 299 299 299
p-value 0.121 <.001 0.870 0.111 0.166 0.066
Conscientiousness Pearson'sr  -0.091 0.569* -0.112 -0.052 -0.333* -0.122*
ksk ks
df 299 299 299 299 299 299
p-value 0.117 <.001 0.051 0.368 <.001 0.034
Neuroticism Pearson'st  0.239 -0.129* 0.215%* 0.234%* 0.266%* 0.050
skkeosk skk % %
df 299 299 299 299 299 299
p-value <.001 0.025 <.001 <.001 <.001 0.390
Openness Pearson'sr  0.105 0.476* 0.066 0.010 -0.166* 0.067
kok %
df 299 299 299 299 299 299
p-value 0.070 <.001 0.254 0.862 0.004 0.249

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001

In this study, regression analysis was used to
explore the impact of the five personality traits

on decision-making styles, as it facilitates the

identification of significant predictors

and
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provides insights into the extent to which
individual personality traits shape
decision-making behaviors. The regression
analysis, with an F-value (5, 295) = 11.5, p <
.001, demonstrates the significant relationship
between personality traits and decision-making
styles among college students. The R? value of
0.163 indicates that personality traits help
explain differences in decision-making styles,
accounting for 16.3% of the variation. These
findings suggest that personality traits such as
Extraversion, Neuroticism, and Openness are
correlated with DMS, supported by earlier
studies conducted by Heidari and Arani (2017),
Ulgen et al. (2016), and Urieta et al. (2021). On
the other hand, the trait of Conscientiousness
shows a negative impact on the DMS, which
aligns with the study conducted by Wasarhelyi et

Table 4.1 Model Fit Measures

al. (2019), indicating the complex relationship
between conscientiousness and decision-making.

It is also emphasized in the study by Hakim et
al. (2021) that highly conscientious individuals
may overanalyze situations, resulting in
difficulty acting decisively and struggles to
adapt flexibly. The findings in this regression
analysis highlight the significant role of
personality traits in shaping the general
decision-making styles, where each trait has
unique contributions supported by the previous
study conducted by Egbaria and Zaid (2023).

Overall Model Test
Model R R? Adjusted R? F df1 df2 p
1 0.404 0.163 0.149 11.5 5 295 <.001
Note. Models estimated using a sample size of N=301
Table 4.2 Omnibus ANOVA Test

Sum of df Mean F p

Squares Square
Extraversion 3.572 1 3.572 18.720 <.001
Agreeableness 0.143 1 0.143 0.752 0.387
Conscientiousness 3.116 1 3.116 16.331 <.001
Neuroticism 4.436 1 4.436 23.249 <.001
Openness 1.345 1 1.345 7.050 0.008
Residuals 56.286 295 0.191
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Note. Type 3 sum of squares

Theoretical Implications

The key findings from the regression analysis
have important theoretical implications that
contribute to our understanding of the
relationships between personality traits and their
role in decision-making, which also provides
support to the Big Five Factor Model Theory by
(Soto et al., 2013; McCrae & John, 1992). The
results propose personality can be understood in
terms of five broad dimensions: extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism,
and openness to experience which demonstrates
that these traits are related to decision-making
style, which is consistent with the previous
studies conducted by (Heidari & Arani, 2017).
There is a positive relationship between
extraversion and decision-making style, which is
consistent with the Big Five Factor Model's
characterization of extraversion as a trait that
involves sociability and assertiveness as further
explained by Heidari and Arani (2017). The
negative relationship between conscientiousness
and decision-making style challenges traditional
views that associate conscientiousness with
positive outcomes in various domains, including
decision-making. This finding suggests that the
relationship between personality traits and

Conclusion

This study revealed significant insights into the
relationship between personality traits and
general  decision-making  styles  among
undergraduate students. The findings highlighted
three key outcomes. First, agreeableness and
openness were significantly associated with
rational decision-making. This suggests that
individuals who exhibit high levels of
amicability and open-mindedness are more
likely to engage in logical and systematic
approaches when making decisions. These traits
reflect their ability to remain objective and
adaptable in situations that require careful
deliberation.

decision-making is not straightforward and may
depend on contextual factors. Future research
could explore the conditions under which
conscientiousness becomes a hindrance rather
than a help in decision-making. Also, the
findings imply that the impact of personality
traits on decision-making may vary across
different contexts (e.g., social vs. individual
decision-making). This calls for further research
to explore how situational factors interact with
personality traits to influence decision-making
styles. Lastly, understanding the relationship
between personality traits and decision-making
can inform training and development programs
aimed at improving decision-making skills. For
instance, interventions could be designed to help
individuals with high neuroticism develop
coping strategies to manage stress and enhance
their decision-making capabilities. Overall, these
theoretical implications suggest a need for a
more integrated and detailed understanding of
how personality traits influence
decision-making, highlighting the complexity of
these relationships and the potential for practical
applications in various fields.

Second, the study identified that the avoidant
decision-making style was the least prevalent
among college students. This indicates that
students are generally proactive in addressing
challenges and responsibilities, demonstrating a
readiness to confront decisions rather than evade
them. Such tendencies may reflect the demands
of academic and social contexts, which often
require active participation and problem-solving.

Third, neuroticism was associated with multiple
decision-making styles, including intuitive,
dependent, and avoidant. These findings align
with  the theoretical understanding of
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neuroticism as a trait characterized by
heightened emotional reactivity and
susceptibility to stress. Individuals high in
neuroticism may struggle with logical
decision-making, as their negative affectivity
Recommendations

To build upon the findings of this study, future
research should consider diversifying the sample
population to include participants from a wider
range of cultural, institutional, and geographical
backgrounds. A more representative sample
would enhance the generalizability of the
findings and allow researchers to identify
patterns influenced by societal norms and
values. Exploring these variations across diverse
contexts could uncover unique relationships
between personality traits and decision-making
styles that remain unexplored in the current
study. Furthermore, longitudinal research
designs are recommended to track changes in
personality traits and decision-making styles
over time. Such an approach would provide a
deeper understanding of their developmental
trajectories and the contextual factors
influencing these variables at different stages of
life.

In addition to quantitative methods, integrating
qualitative research approaches, such as
interviews and focus group discussions, would

Limitations of the Study

This study has several limitations that should be
considered. First, it relied on self-reported data,
which are prone to biases such as social
desirability and subjective interpretation,
potentially affecting the accuracy of the
findings. Additionally, the sample was limited to
undergraduate  students from a specific
geographical area, restricting the generalizability
of the results to broader populations and cultural
contexts. The cross-sectional design further
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