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 This study presents the relationship between characteristics of crisis and decision 
making styles. The study was conducted in the Jordanian Civil Defense with a total of 
847 responses. Data was collected via survey from 345 leaders about their decision 
making styles and 502 employees answered about their leaders’ decision making styles 
and characteristics of crisis. However, only 302 pairs of responses were able to be 
matched and useful for further analysis giving a response rate of 604/847=71.3%. 
Results indicate that time pressure and response uncertainty have quadratic 
relationships with comprehensive and restrictive decision making styles. The findings 
suggest matching between appropriate decision making styles specific to the situation 
when dealing with crisis for Jordanian Civil Defense officers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Slatter (1984) highlights that surprise; short decision time and a high threat to important values are the three 

characteristics in a crisis situation which could increase the stress and anxiety on both the organization and the 
individuals. Cook, Sutton and Useem (2005) argue that three factors—under preparation, acute stress and 
ambiguous authority—can result in suboptimal decisions by team leaders in crisis which can cause death and 
injuries as in the case of South Canyon fire in 1996. (Schoenberg, 2004, p.2) affirms that “many articles have 
been written on leadership, crisis preparation, crisis management, and the tactical elements involved in 
addressing a crisis scenario, but very little research exists on the skills and  expertise to succeed as a crisis 
leader. A crisis requires swift and decisive decision making, yet many leaders do not have the necessary skills or 
experience to make those decisions. Inevitably, every organization will face a crisis and its leaders will be 
expected to respond effectively to the crisis’’. 

 
Characteristics of Crisis: 

Billings, Milburn and Schaalman's (1980) conceptualization and definition of crisis include five major 
characteristics, namely response uncertainty, time pressure, the element surprise, importance of resolution, and 
frequency of occurrence. Miller, Kent, Iscoe and Ira's (1963) review of the characteristics of the crises studied in 
sociological and psychological researches identified the following: (a) crisis is acute, not chronic, though the 
crisis length is commonly unspecified; (b) crisis results in behavioral changes that are often pathological like 
scape-goating, frustration, and inefficiency; (c) crisis is distinguished with threat to the objectives of the 
involved person; (d) crisis is comparative in the sense that what can be crisis for participant or one part is not 
necessarily crisis for others; and (e) crisis leads to tension to the organization, including anxiety and physical 
tension. 

Pearson and Clair (1998) highlights that the decision maker faces abnormal challenges when his/her 
organization is in crisis: (1) flow of information is sporadic and rapid; (2) many stakeholders get involved; (3) 
the time resource is limited; (4) the crisis may be anticipated but may also be surprised; and (5) despite that 
timeliness is fundamental, the quality of the decisions cannot be sacrificed for speed.  The  features  of  
technological  crisis  condition  often  grow  substantial stressors for a  crisis manager; (1) severe threat  to  
human lives, important values, politics, ecology,  finance,  etc.  In classical western management of crises, the 
values are usually prioritized in the order: man, environment, and material, i.e., “people before property”; (2) a 
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complicated combination of infrequent events; (3) limited control; (4) great uncertainty; (5) limited information; 
and (6) pressure of time. Stress interactions amongst leaders and employees can lower their crisis management 
capacities, and hence their abilities to stop catastrophic series of events from developing. The decision makers 
themselves can be exposed to even physical danger where fear of failure, stress of responsibility, and lost or 
reduced control over a circumstance that may be changing rapidly are often experienced. 

According to Huy (1999), the main characteristics of organizational crises are: (1) high vagueness with 
unknown effects and even causes; (2) limited probability of incidence; (3) unfamiliar and unusual events; (4) 
quick response is required; (5) serious threats to survival of the institution and its stakeholders are posed; and (6) 
a problem requiring decisions which will lead to negative and/or positive change is presented. Crisis may be 
best described as unique and rare event (Sniezek, Wilkins and Wadlington, 2001) bringing unexpected life-
threatening and time-pressured (McKinney, 1993) sequence of incidents. The features of crises include 
uncertainty where not much is understood about the situation or event to be able to find a suitable action to take 
and know what concomitant results that action would bring; threat to properties, a possibility that human life or 
possessions are, or would soon be, lost (Sniezek et al. 2001). Immediate consequences of crises spread out 
quickly to other people and areas (e.g., potential for aggressiveness and violence, shortage of supplies, panic, 
etc.).Quick action is critical to restrict the amount of damage. Crises are also characterized with 
uncontrollability where many outcomes of crises may be partially affected (Sniezek et al. 2001) but not fully 
controlled. 

 
Decision Making Styles: 

Driver (1979) defined decision making styles as a habitual pattern an individual uses in the decision making 
process. Other researchers elaborated on this notion of individual’s habits, for example Harren (1979) argued 
that the individual’s style of decision making is an individual feature for conceiving and responding to a task of 
decision making. Further, Scott and Bruce (1995) defined decision style as the learned habitual response pattern 
exhibited by an individual when confronted with a decision situation; it is not a personality trait but a habit-
based propensity to react in a certain way. Rowe and Mason (1987) supported the notion that decision style 
means the way how an individual employs information to make decisions. They elaborated that the decision 
style is yet a cognitive process that relates an individual’s personality to his/her self -concept, values, and needs. 
Sternberg and Zhang (2001) described decision styles as an identification of characteristic personality behavior 
or type.  

 
Decision Making In Crisis: 

Fiedler (1967) highlighted that within an organization, decision making style that is effective in some 
situation, maybe not successful in other situations so, there is no decision making style appropriate for all 
situations. Sayegh, Anthony and Perrewe (2004) developed a conceptual model of managerial decision- making 
that underscores the role of emotions in an intuitive decision process under crisis conditions. They argued that 
an emotional response is a necessary component in a ‘‘rational’’ decision analysis, especially under crisis 
conditions in organizational settings. Moreover, they proposed that the emotional response might be the key 
element in a manager’s successful utilization of tacit knowledge and intuitive decision making strategies. 
Sommer and Pearson (2007) proposed a theoretical model concerning creative decision making during 
organizational crisis for crisis management teams. They collected data from 191 individuals in 37 teams who 
participated in multihour, multi-phased organizational crisis simulations in the United States and Canada. They 
found that crisis management teams generated a creative decision when they were familiar with solutions, 
trusted their team members, and had creative intentions. Schraagen and Ven (2008) developed a critical thinking 
tool that made the reasoning process more explicit and at the same time more robust by tying it to specific 
hypotheses. After describing how to use innovate techniques to improve the decision making process to 60 
participants in crisis response organizations, it was found that people made better judgments, particularly in 
situations where they would be prone to decision biases. 

Rosenthal and Hart (1991) provided some important caveats about crisis management and the management 
of expert advice. Taking the position of the expert adviser, they provide key points about the behavior of 
decision makers under conditions of stress which should be taken into account. They reversed the perspective 
and analyze the dynamics of experts and advice giving during crises from the point of view of crisis decision 
makers. In the other hand,  Dinur (2011) explored the concept of “common sense” and distinguished it from 
uncommon sense as it applies to  managerial decision-making under conditions of  task  uncertainty. The 
concepts of MCS (common sense) and MUS (uncommon sense) are established, as well as O and M errors. It is 
suggested that within a mechanistic approach, MCS is most appropriate in conditions of high task certainty. 
MCS Make decisions under conditions of relative certainty and use a specific analytical framework where 
experience, past practices, and decision processes are well defined, accessible and predominately mechanistic in 
nature. The main notion is that in situations of MCS, the manager focuses upon him or herself as the driving 
force to solve the problem; that is he or she exhibits an internal locus of control (Rotter, 1990) because he or she 



427                                                                            Zainal Ariffin Bin Ahmad et al, 2013 
Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 7(14) December 2013, Pages: 425-435 

 
has the training and skills in which to solve the problem. MUS make decisions under conditions of task 
uncertainty (insufficient amount of knowledge and/or frameworks of analysis) using intuition, creativity, and 
imagination. Here managers possess little expertise in the subject area and limited or no prior experience with 
this type of decision; they are “strangers in a strange land and have no basis for decision making. 

Ijaduola (2007) found that there is a non-significant relationship between decision-making strategies and 
crisis management of single-sex and mixed schools principals. Also Santen, Jonker and Wijngaards (2009) 
suggested that the best ways for crisis decision making teams in a bureaucratic political context is to follow an 
integrative negotiation approach as shared mental model of decision making. This explains why in a 
bureaucratic political context, the Command and Control adage does not hold. Moreover, it shows why crisis 
decision making in such context can be seen as a negotiation process. Further analysis of the given context 
shows that an assertive and cooperative approach suits crisis decision making best. 

Dearstyne (2007) reviews and analyzes the essential lessons in the New York City Fire Department’s use of 
information on 9/11/01 and the oral histories were useful in the FDNY analysis of performance on that critical 
day. Nevertheless, they do not provide definitive answers to critical questions such as the timeliness of the order 
to evacuate the towers. The use of information on 9/11 also provides other insights into the optimal use of 
information by emergency service departments, and the used the information and decision making in crisis. 
Pearson and Clair (1998) advocated that the central elements which define crisis (high stakes, urgency, and 
ambiguity) also seriously restrain the capability of individuals to evaluate information and effectively take 
decisions. Burke and Miller (1990) suggested that in vague situations, decision-makers are inclined to use 
intuition in combination with rational analysis. Khatri and Ng (2000) further argued that both the rational and 
intuitive processes are equally significant for an effective strategic decision making. Intuition enables us to 
synthesize separate experiences and data bits into an integrated image. In crisis conditions, professionals 
encounter crucial scenarios of decision making that require split second action. The pressures of making life-
impacting, timely and informed decisions establishes an environment needing immediacy and common 
information as those described by Argyris and Schön (1978) in action learning circumstances. Boin, Hart and 
McConnell (2009) suggested that the decisions taken under crisis conditions encircle uncertainty. There is 
limited time for consultation and reaching to agreement with advisors, colleagues, and the other people who can 
normally be involved in decision-making processes. Naglewski (2006) argues that in the decision making 
process, the decision maker selects a number of reactions demanding broad thinking, foresight, experience, 
confidence, and specialized skills. He further stated that “whereas some people seem to have an innate ability to 
make effective crisis decisions, others, equally qualified, fail” (Naglewski, 2006. p, 48).  

 
Theoretical Model: 

Many researchers have studied decision making to crisis (Schraagen and Ven, 2008;Sommer and Pearson, 
2007; Sayegh et al., 2004b ; Rosenthal and Hart, 1991;Dinur, 2011; Ijaduola, 2007). All these studies focused 
crisis as the dependent variable; however the present authors focus on crisis as independent variable to decision 
making. Only few studies were found to have studied characteristic of crisis to decision making.  Maule, 
Hockeyand Bdzola (2000) in an experimental study on 107 students at the University of Leeds studied the role 
of three broad factors in determining the effect of time-pressure on decision-making: affective state, 
information-processing strategy and task structure. They found that time pressure can reduce the quality of 
decision making because limited time is available for thinking through various possible action.  In addition, 
Edland and Svenson (1993) reviewed the characteristics of the human as an actor under time pressure  and its 
relevance to the control of technological systems. They suggested that time pressure can influence the quality of 
decision making because limited time is available for thinking through various possible an action.  

Cook et al. (2005) argue that three factors—under preparation, acute stress and ambiguous authority—can 
result in suboptimal decisions by team leaders in crisis which can cause death and injuries as in the case of 
South Canyon fire in 1996.  Rastegary and Landy (1993) suggest that uncertainty plays a significant role in 
increasing stress in decision making processes and effects performance. Enander, Hede and Lajksjö (2009) in 
their qualitative study asked 16 chief officers during the tsunami 2004 to reflect on the tension between 
everyday circumstances and crisis needs, between assessments of legislation and practices as a support or 
hindrance, and assessments of human vulnerability versus coping resources. Manager characteristics, the 
societal context within which the event occurred, and crisis characteristics all influenced this evaluation sphere. 
Particular stressors include the fact that the leaders themselves were personally affected by the storm, the 
difficult decisions and assessments that had to be made, the uncertainty of the situation and the timing, soon 
after the tsunami. Crisis management, decisions and actions can be seen as formed from the evaluation sphere 
and the influencing factors.  Afte r reviewing these qualitative studies the authors found that there is a lack of 
empirical research of the relationship between characteristics of crisis and decision making styles. Therefore, the 
authors proposed the following theoretical model as shown in Figure 1:  
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Fig. 1: Theoretical Model 

 
According to Driver, Brousseau, and Hunsaker (1998), environmental load is considered to be anything in 

the environment that increases a person’s sense of pressure such as time pressure and response uncertainty. 
Billings et al. (1980) identified these environmental loads as characteristics of crisis (time pressure and response 
uncertainty) that can affect decision making especially when the individuals do not have enough time and 
information to help them in making decision. When environmental load is high, Driver et al. (1998) suggest that 
there is a quadratic relationship between characteristics of crisis and decision making style, when the 
environmental load is high or low, leaders will use restrictive decision making style, and when the 
environmental load is moderate, leaders will use comprehensive decision making style. Therefore, it is posited 
that: 

H1: There are significant relationships between characteristics of crisis and decision making styles. 
H1a:  There is significant inverted U relationship between time pressure and comprehensive decision 

making style. 
H1b: There is a significant U relationship between time pressure and restrictive decision making style. 
H1c: There is a significant inverted U relationship between response uncertainty and comprehensive 

decision making style. 
H1d: There is a significant U relationship between response uncertainty and restrictive decision making 

style. 
 
Measures: 
Characteristics of Crisis: 

In this study, the authors focus on characteristics of crisis (time pressure, response uncertainty) based on 
(Billings et al.1980).The researcher developed the questions to appropriate this study and found that eight, four 
items for time pressure and four items for response uncertainty that are arranged on a five-point Likert scale 
(Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree).  Time pressure is defined as the difference between the amount of time 
available and the amount of the time required solving the task (Rastergay and Landy, 1993). Response 
uncertainty refers to the lack of complete information on which to base a decision (Kuipers, Moskowitz and 
Kassirer, 1988).  

 
Table 1: Characteristics of Crisis 

Statement Variable 
My  leader is surprised when he\she is facing uncertainty during crisis  

 
Response 
Uncertainty 
 

My leader  experiences stress when  he\she is facing uncertainty during crisis 
My leader makes sound decision when  he\she facing uncertainty during crisis 

My leader makes timely decision when he\she facing uncertainty during crisis 

My leader makes swiftly decision when he\she facing crisis  
Time pressure 
 

Time pressure effect on my leader to make decision making during crisis 
My leader experiences anxiety when he\she facing crisis 
The lack of information affect my leader during crisis 

Source: Adapted from Billings et al. (1980). 
 

Decision Making Styles: 
In this study, the authors focus on decision making style (comprehensive, restrictive) based on (Eberlin and 

Tatum, 2008) representing six items, three items for comprehensive decision making style and three items for 
restrictive decision making style on a five-point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Decision 
making is based on (Driver's, 1979) definition as a habitual pattern an individual uses in the decision making 
process. Driver, Brousseau and Hunsaker (1990) simplified this rather complex set of decision style by 
classifying the decisive, flexible, and hierarchic styles into a category called restrictive and the integrative and 
systemic styles into a category called comprehensive. 

 
 

   Characteristics of Crisis      Decision Making Styles   

Response 
 

 
Time Pressure 
 

Restrictive 

Comprehensive 
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Table 2: Decision Making Styles 

Source: Driver et al. (1990) and Tatum et al (2003). 
 

Methodology: 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM): 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) refers to a class of multivariate statistical methods where relationships 
between latent variables are estimated, usually as path coefficients (or standardized partial regression 
coefficients). In an SEM analysis, each latent variable is typically measured through multiple indicators, 
although there may be cases in which only one indicator is used to measure a latent variable (Kock, 2010). And 
it is a second generation data analysis technique. This technique allows a researcher to find answers to a set of 
questions at once by modeling the different relationships at the same time. These relationships can be modeled 
through several independent and dependent constructs in one same model (Bagozzi and Fornell, 1982; Gefen, 
Straub and Boudreau, 2000).  

 
Assessment Model: 

Many relationships in nature, including relationships involving behavioral variables, are nonlinear and 
follow a pattern known as U-curve (or inverted U-curve). In this pattern a variable affects another in a way that 
leads to a maximum or minimum value, where the effect is either maximized or minimized, respectively. This 
type of relationship is also referred to as a J-curve pattern; a term that is more commonly used in economics and 
the health sciences. The term “U-curve” is used here also to refer to nonlinear relationships that can be 
represented as sections of a U curve. As such, it covers all noncyclical nonlinear relationships. These 
relationships include the logarithmic, hyperbolic decay, exponential decay, exponential, and quadratic 
relationships, among others. That is, these relationships can be conceptually modeled as variations of U-curve 
relationships. 

The analysis algorithms available are Warp3 PLS Regression, Warp2 PLS Regression, PLS Regression, and 
Robust Path Analysis. The Warp2 PLS Regression algorithm tries to identify a U-curve relationship between 
latent variables, and, if that relationship exists, the algorithm transforms (or “warps”) the scores of the predictor 
latent variables so as to better reflect the U-curve relationship in the estimated path coefficients in the model. 

Three model fit indices are provided: average path coefficient (APC), average R-squared (ARS), and 
average variance inflation factor (AVIF). For the APC and ARS, P values are also provided. These P values are 
calculated through a complex process that involves resampling estimations coupled with Bonferroni-like 
corrections (Rosenthal and Rosnow, 1991). This is necessary since both fit indices are calculated as averages of 
other parameters. The interpretation of the model fit indices depends on the goal of the SEM analysis. If the goal 
is to only test hypotheses, where each arrow represents a hypothesis, then the model fit indices are of little 
importance. However, if the goal is to find out whether one model has a better fit with the original data than 
another, then the model fit indices are a useful set of measures related to model quality. When assessing the 
model fit with the data, the following criteria are recommended. First, it is recommended that the P values for 
the APC and ARS be both lower than .05; that is, significant at the .05 level. Second, it is recommended that the 
AVIF be lower than 5. Typically the addition of new latent variables into a model will increase the ARS, even if 
those latent variables are weakly associated with the existing latent variables in the model. However, that will 
generally lead to a decrease in the APC, since the path coefficients associated with the new latent variables will 
be low. Thus, the APC and ARS will counterbalance each other, and will only increase together if the latent 
variables that are added to the model enhance the overall predictive and explanatory quality of the model. 

The Warp2 PLS Regression algorithm tries to identify a U-curve relationship between latent variables, and, 
if that relationship exists, the algorithm transforms (or “warps”) the scores of the predictor latent variables so as 
to better reflect the U-curve relationship in the estimated path coefficients in the model. WarpPLS also 
computes several model fit indices: average path coefficients (APC), average R squared (ARS) and average 
variance inflation factors (AVIF). A model is robust when p<0.05 for APC and ARS and when AVIF <5 (Kock, 
2011).  

Analysis was conducted through the mean of WarpPLS version 3.0. Initial model consists of 14 indicators 
with four indicators reflect response uncertainty (RU), four indicators reflect time pressure (TP), and each three 
indicators measure restrictive decision making style (RDM) and comprehensive decision making style (CDM). 
Prior in evaluating the model reliability and validity, the factor loadings and cross-loadings of indicators were 
assessed to ensure only significant contributing indicators were involved in the analysis. The relationships 

Statement Variable 
My leader uses the maximum information to decide the employee’s performance Comprehensive 

Decision Making 
Style 

My leader uses a comprehensive set of inputs to determine the employee’s performance 
My leader incorporates multiple solutions regarding the employee’s performance 
My leader focuses on a single solution regarding the employee’s performance 

Restrictive Decision 
Making Style My leader restricts the amount of information used to decide on the employee’s performance 

My leader uses small number of inputs to determine the employee’s performance 



430                                                                            Zainal Ariffin Bin Ahmad et al, 2013 
Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 7(14) December 2013, Pages: 425-435 

 
between indicators and their corresponding latent variables, commonly known as factor loadings were examined 
using threshold value .50 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black, 2009). Any factor loadings found to have value 
lower than .50 or with p value higher than .05 significance level will be omitted from structural equation 
modeling as they are not contributing to the model. Table 3 presents the combined loading and cross-loading for 
initial model with 14 indicators. 

 
Table 3: Combined Loading and Cross-Loading for Initial Model (14 Indicators) 

 RU TP CDM RDM SE P value 
RU1 0.964 0.049 -0.032 -0.019 0.035 <0.001 
RU2 0.936 -0.060 -0.009 -0.033 0.035 <0.001 
RU3 0.951 -0.043 -0.090 -0.075 0.035 <0.001 
RU4 0.900 0.056 0.138 0.133 0.035 <0.001 
TP1 0.000 0.931 -0.070 -0.104 0.058 <0.001 
TP2 0.016 0.900 0.182 0.130 0.043 <0.001 
TP3 -0.017 0.948 0.002 0.031 0.050 <0.001 
TP4 0.002 0.930 -0.108 -0.054 0.057 <0.001 
CDM1 -0.005 0.023 0.914 0.127 0.057 <0.001 
CDM2 0.062 -0.053 0.904 -0.071 0.057 <0.001 
CDM3 -0.056 0.029 0.923 -0.056 0.058 <0.001 
RDM1 -0.027 0.045 0.098 0.936 0.044 <0.001 
RDM2 0.026 -0.047 -0.063 0.944 0.046 <0.001 
RDM3 0.001 0.002 -0.034 0.939 0.049 <0.001 

Note: P values < 0.05 are desirable for reflective indicator 
 
The latent variables are presented by the ovals while the link between latent variables showing the 

hypothesized effects. For each link or relationship, the β value with corresponding p value were provided, where 
p value smaller than 0.05 will indicates particular hypothesis is supported. Figure 2 depicts the detailed 
structural equation modeling for the overall results. 

 

 
 

Fig. 2: SEM Model for This Study 
 
Based on Figure 2, all p values were smaller than 0.05 levels suggesting that all relationships were 

significant at .05 levels. From the results, response uncertainty (RU) in general has significant negative 
relationship with comprehensive decision making (CDM) with β=.50, and restrictive decision making (RDM) 
with β=.49. Furthermore, the results show that time pressure (TP) has significant negative effect on 
comprehensive decision making (CDM) with β=-.48, and restrictive decision making (RDM) with β=.47. 
Recalled that the hypothesized relationships involved nonlinear relationship, particularly quadratic relationship 
(consist of both U and inverted U) which cannot be explained solely through the β values and p values in overall 
SEM model (Figure 2), thus linear/nonlinear plot provided by WarpPLS 3.0 will be employed to assist and 
confirm the hypothesized relationship. Also, the actual mean and standard deviation for each latent variable was 
presented in Table 4 to assist the interpretation of result, as WarpPLS 3 reports standardized value. 

 
Table 4: Mean and Standard Deviation for Latent Variables 

Variables Mean S.D. 
RU 2.39 1.23 
TP 2.03 0.95 
CDM 3.97 0.98 
RDM 2.33 1.11 

 
Using the remaining indicators, the analysis was conducted to assess the model fit indices, reliability and 

validity. Accordingly, Warp2 PLS algorithm, with Jackknifing resampling method and 302 cases (sample) were 
used for the model estimation. For the model fit, three indices provided by WarpPls: average path coefficient 
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(APC), average R-squared (ARS), and average variance inflation factor (VIF) will be assessed. Significant (p 
value < 0.05) APC and ARS value with VIF value less than 5 will be needed for good model fit (Kock, 2012). 
In evaluating the construct validity, two types of validity need to be met Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson 
(2010), which are convergent validity and discriminant (divergent) validity.  

According to Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2010), to prove that the model exhibited adequate 
convergent validity, the average variance explained (AVE) value for each latent must be greater than 0.5, while 
these AVE values should be greater than their corresponding squared correlation with other latent variables. It is 
important to state that WarpPls, provided this table in the form of square root AVE, thus in other words, square 

roots AVEs values must be greater than 0.7071 (  ) to show convergent validity while to show discriminant 
validity of model, the square roots AVE value for each latent variable should be higher than any of the 
correlation associated with that particular latent variable. Result shows APC=0.485, P<0.001, ARS=0.627, 
P<0.001and AVIF=1.122, Good if < 5 suggesting the measurement model has good model fit. As shown in 
Table 5, all AVEs were greater than 0.7071 suggesting all latent variables (dimensions) demonstrated good 
convergent validity.  

 
Table 5: Square roots of AVEs and latent variable correlation 

Variables RU TP CDM RDM 
RU 0.938    
TP 0.613 0.927   
CDM -0.217 -0.285 0.914  
RDM 0.180 0.235 -0.890 0.940 

Note: Diagonal values reflect AVE of each latent variable 
 
As far as reliability of construct is concerned, Table 6 presents the coefficients of latent variables such as R-

squared, composite reliability, Cronbach’s alpha and variance inflation factor (VIF). As suggested by Hair, 
Black, Babin and Anderson (2010) and Nunnally and  Bernstein (1994), the reliability of a dimension or 
construct is acceptable with value .70 and above. As shown in Table 6, the composite reliability or Cronbach’s 
alpha for all latent variables were higher than .70 suggesting that all latent variables having good reliability. R-
squared values of .65 and .61 for CDM and RDM explained by RU and TP. Assessment of full collinearity was 
conducted through the VIF value of each latent variable. A stringent threshold value for VIF value is equal of 
less than 5 while a more relaxed rule by Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2009) will be less than 10. From the 
table, basically all latent variables have VIF value less than 5. Nevertheless, with a more relaxed threshold value 
of 10, the study concludes that there is no severe problem of collinearity, albeit multicollinearity might exist to a 
certain extent. 

 
Table 6: Latent variables coefficient 

Coefficient RU TP CDM RDM 
R-square   0.65 0.61 
Composite Reliability 0.97 0.96 0.94 0.96 
Cronbach's Alpha 0.95 0.95 0.90 0.93 
VIF 1.61 1.67 4.95 4.81 

Note: RU Response Uncertainty, TP Time Pressure, CDM Comprehensive Decision Making, RDM Restrictive Decision Making 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Hypothesis 1 (H1a) stated that response uncertainty (RU) has significant U relationship with restrictive 

decision making (RDM). Figure 3 illustrates that response uncertainty has significant U shaped quadratic 
relationship with restrictive decision making. Result shows in general RU is positively influencing RDM 
(B=.48, p<.01), but only hold if it is above the threshold value, which is about 0.25 unit standard deviation to the 
right of mean. Using information from Figure 3, the threshold was converted into 2.7 pertaining to 5 point Likert 
scale. Result suggests that when response uncertainly increases, the usage of restrictive decision making style 
among respondents will increase as well. The positive relationship however does not apply for response 
uncertainty below normal level (<2.7). For below normal response uncertainty situation, increase in response 
uncertainty will reduce the practice restrictive decision making style until it reaches the threshold value. 
Accordingly, study suggests that only in low and high level of response uncertainty, respondents were more 
likely to use restrictive decision making (RDM). 
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Fig. 3: Effect of RU on RDM 

 
Hypothesis 1 (H1b) proposed that response uncertainty (RU) has significant inverted U relationship with 

comprehensive decision making (CDM). Figure 4 shows that response uncertainty has significant inverted U 
shaped quadratic relationship with comprehensive decision making. Result shows in general RU is has negative 
effect on CDM (B=-0.50, p<0.01), however this relationship only hold if it is above the threshold value. 
Threshold value is about 0.2 unit standard deviation to the right of mean, equivalent to 2.64 in 5 point Likert 
scale. Result suggests that when response uncertainties increase, the usage of comprehensive decision making 
among respondents will decrease. The negative relationship however, does not apply for response uncertainty 
below normal level (<2.64). For below normal response uncertainty situation, increase in response uncertainty 
will promote the practice of comprehensive decision making until it reach the threshold value. Accordingly, 
study suggests that only in low and high level of response uncertainty, respondents were less likely to use 
comprehensive decision making. 

 

 
Fig. 4: Effect of RU on CDM 

 
Hypothesis 1 (H1c) proposed that time pressure (TP) has significant U relationship with restrictive decision 

making (RDM). Figure 5 shows that time pressure has significant U shaped quadratic relationship with 
restrictive decision making. Result shows in general TP is has positive effect on RDM (B=0.47, p<0.01), 
however this relationship only hold if it is above the threshold value 0.25 unit standard deviation to the right of 
mean, equivalent to 2.27 in 5 point Likert scale. Result indicates that when time pressure increase, the usage of 
restrictive decision making among respondents will increase in average. The positive effect of time pressure 
applicable only for time pressure above the normal level (>2.27). For below normal time pressure situation, 
increase in time pressure will discourage the practice of restrictive decision making until time pressure reach the 
threshold value. Therefore, study summarizes that only in low and high level of time pressure, respondents were 
more incline to practice restrictive decision making (RDM). 
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Fig. 5: Effect of TP on RDM 

          
Hypothesis 1 (H1d) postulated that time pressure (TP) has significant inverted U relationship with 

comprehensive decision making (CDM). Figure 6 shows time pressure has significant inverted U shaped 
quadratic relationship with comprehensive decision making. Result shows in general TP is negatively 
influencing CDM (B=-0.48, p<0.01). Nevertheless, this relationship only hold if it is above the threshold value, 
0.25 unit standard deviation to the right of mean equivalent to 2.27 in 5 point Likert scale. Result indicates that 
when time pressure increase, the usage of comprehensive decision making among respondents will decrease in 
average. The negative effect of time pressure applicable only for time pressure above the normal level (>2.27). 
In the case where time pressure is below normal level, increase in time pressure will promote the practice of 
comprehensive decision making. Thus, study summarizes that only in medium level of time pressure 
(approximately 2.27), respondents were prone to practice comprehensive decision making. 

 

 
Fig. 6: Effect of TP on CDM 

 
Conclusion: 

The findings of this study suggest that relationships between characteristics of crisis and decision making 
style involve nonlinear relationships, particularly quadratic relationships (consisting both U and inverted U) as 
supported by Driver’s et al. (1998) theory. The JCD employees who were respondents in this study observed 
that their leaders were dealing with fluctuating high, medium or low crisis situations. This study found that 
when time pressure and response uncertainty is high or low, the Jordanian Civil Defense (JCD) officers tend to 
use more Restrictive decision making (RDM) style. When time pressure and response uncertainty are medium, 
the JCD officers tend to use more Comprehensive decision making (CDM) style. In line with Driver’s et al. 
(1998) suggestion that the manifestation of decision style can be situation specific when environmental load 
changes, the findings of this study suggest that there is a quadratic relationship. To the best of the authors’ 
knowledge, the study’s main contribution is that it is the first study to support Driver’s et al. theory on the 
existence of quadratic or nonlinear relationships between characteristics of crisis and decision making styles. 

As highlighted by Fiedler (1967), decision making style that is effective in some situation may not be 
successful in other situations, thus there is no decision making style appropriate for all situations. Therefore, the 
implication of this study suggests finding a match between appropriate decision making styles specific to the 
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crisis situation for the JCD officers. As such, when environmental load (time pressure, response uncertainty) is 
high or low, JCD leaders should use restrictive decision making style, and when the environmental load is 
moderate, the JCD leaders should use comprehensive decision making style. Future research may be replicated 
in other or similar organizations to validate whether these quadratic relationships hold true.  
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