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ABSTRACT

This paper describes the Decision-making is the most important job of management and we can say that good
decision-making ability is the key to a successful career in management. Management without decisions is like a
man without a backbone. A case study is conducted in Bahubali College of Engineering, Shravanabelagola, Hassan,
Karnataka, India to know the decision-making the ability of the staff (male and female) and the students (male and
female). Consider 5% of the college population for the study i.e. out of 800 students and staff. In this case, the study
considered 40 as the sample size. As there are four groups of staff male, staff female, student male and student
female for the uniformity we have selected 10 respondents from each group. The responses of 40 respondents from
four groups are then and analyzed using a rating scale.
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INTRODUCTION

Decision making is one of the main function of #taministration and management is to make decisiodsto see
that these are being carried out, not only in tteeting of organization but also in the course offining the
organization, large number of decisions are reguioebe taken. Such problems may arise due tottaege in the
situations and due to other unforeseen circumsgadeeing the course of production. These problears lne
solved through decision making for proper runnifighe organization. Problems which need decisiokingamay
be related to organizational structure, proceduo®rdination, division of work and responsibilityeviation of
quality standard, reduction in output etc. A diegisis a course of action or inaction selected teetmthe
requirement of a solution to the problem. ‘Decisiaking’ is an intellectual activity, because itllsafor both
judgment and imagination to select one from amoagyralternatives.

A ‘decision’ is something that takes place priothe actual performance of the action that has leeided upon.
Decision making can also be defined as, an achoite, wherein a manager forms a conclusion abdatt wust
be done under a given situation. A decision remissa course of behaviour chosen from a numbemssiple
alternatives. With a proper decision it is posstiol@ffect the efficiency, working and profitabjliof the concern.
Thus management should take correct decisionsreg¢atdime. Sometimes this work becomes more caraf@d
when there is more than one alternative solutioa problem. Manager must be able to select onediteshative.
Some persons are of the opinion that capacity fakiny decision is a God gift and training cannotadep it in

him, if he is not having this capacity originallgut others are of opinion that, of course good sleai makers
must be intelligent from the beginning but with giiee, experience and training he can improve Ieisision

making ability and can become a very good manager.

Decisions can be classified in the following ways:

e Major and minor decisions. e Programmed and unprogrammed decisions.
* Routine and strategic decisions. « Departmental and Non-economic decisions.
» Policy and operating decisions. e Organizational and Personal decisions.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Some researchers such as Huber discussed a thédhe @ffects of advanced information technologms
organizational design, intelligence and decisiorking[1]. Dane and Pratt explained the exploringition and its
role in managerial decision-making [2]. Mondy et diécussed management concepts, practice and §3lls
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Cabrerizo et al discussed the consensus modetdopglecision-making problems with unbalanced fuzmyuistic
information [4]. Moses et al have explained theelesf electrical energy management practice awaseaenong
residents in Nioger State, Nigeria [5]. Sumathwletliscussed the influence of emotional intelligeion decision
making by leaders [6]. Department of sociology a&odial work, Jimma University Collage of Social Saies,
Ethiopia in this University discussed factors tleffect women participation in leadership and decignaking
position [7]. Nutt explained about comparing puldicd private sector decision-making [8]. Riabaclsussed
managerial decision making under risk and [9]. Atine¢ al discussed theories and strategies of geotsidn-
making [10]. Krantz et al discussed goals and ptitsion making in judgment and decision-making].[Wang
et al explained the cognitive process of decisiakimg [12].

ARE YOU A GOOD DECISION MAKER?
M ethodology
Since effective decision making is very importamtdday’s organization, it is essential for everyda develop,
and continually fine tune, your decision makingliskiTo asses ability of questionnaire with 14 digess, with
‘YES’ ‘NO’ type of answers has been administratEdese questions are adapted with the modificatierffamed
from fifth edition of management by Mondyal Page number 195.

A case study is conducted in Bahubali College ofjieeering, Shravanabelagola, India to know the glegi
making ability of the staff (male and female) ahd students (male and female).As discussed witlgtise a 5%
of the college population is considered for thedgtue. out of 800 students and staff. We have icemed 40 as
the sample size. As there are four groups likef stefil, staff female, student male and student fenfar the
uniformity we have selected 10 respondents fronh emoup. The responses of 40 respondents fromdomups
are then and analyzed using a rating scale.

Rating Scale

Rating for questions 1,6,11 and13. Yes:3 poings No:1 point

Whereas rating for remaining questions Yes:1 poin& No:3 points

The interpretation of category I, Il and Il is ledson the total score.

Category | Score of 35 and above Very good decisiaker.
Category Il Scores of 27 to 34 Average decisionenak
Category Il Bellows 26 Poor decision maker

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
Total Score of L adies Staff
From the Table- 1 and Fig.-1 the Respondents 47dfiatls under category Il, where the total weighsedre is 34,
which indicates, that they are Average decision anaWhereas Respondent 3 falls under the catedbwith a
total weight score of 26, which indicates he is Pdecision maker. Other Respondents fall undercttegory I,

where the total weighted score is greater than I86iwindicate the respondents are Very good tetimaker.
Table-1 Total scoreof Ten Number L adies staff

Persons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ladies Staff 36 36 26 34 36 40 34 38 36 35

Table- 2 Total score of Ten Number Gents staff

Persons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Gents Staff 32 20 32 32 36 36 32 34 30 30

Table-3 Total score of Ten Number Ladies student

Persons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ladies student 34 34 36 38 36 32 32 36 22 38

Table- 4 Total scoreof Ten Number Gents student

Persons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Gents student 38 28 30 38 32 34 36 33 32 3

1A%

Table- 5 Groups Decision Making

Si. No. Ladies Staff Gents Staff Ladies Student t&&tudent

AVG. 35.1 31.4 33.8 33.3
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Total Score of Gents Staff
From the Table-2 and Fig.-2 the Respondents 5 afatlssunder category |, where the total weightedrs is 36,
which indicates, that they are Very Good decisi@ken. Whereas Respondent 2 falls under the catdtjosth a
total weight score of 20, which indicates he is iPdecision maker. Other Respondents fall undercttegory Il,
where the total weighted score is less than 34¢iwimdicate the respondents are Average decisid@ima

Total Score of Ladies student
From the Table-3 and Fig.-3 the Respondents 1,ad67 falls under category Il, where the totalghékd score is
34 and 32, which indicates, that they are Averagmsibn maker. Whereas Respondent 9 falls underategory 11|
with a total weight score of 22, which indicates ieePoor decision maker. Other Respondents falleurie
category |, where the total weighted score is gre#tan 35, which indicate the respondents arey \dgeod
decision maker.
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Total Score of Gents Student

From the Table-4 and Fig.-4 the Respondents 1d47afalls under category I, where the total weighdéeore is 38
and 36, which indicates, that they are Very Goodigien maker. Other Respondents fall under thegcasell,
where the total weighted score is less than 34¢iwimdicate the respondents are Average decisid@ima

Groups Decision M aking

If consider different groups, the group averagasishown in the Table -5 and Fig. -5. Here we liaken a simple
average of 10 Respondents in each group and ifateito know the ability of group decision makifidre highest
average of 35.1% is with respect to the group ofdle staff. This indicates that the female staffugr falls under
the category I, which in indicates they are VeryoGalecision makers. The average of 31.4% is wipaet to the
group of male staff. This indicates that the maadfggroup falls under the category II, which irdicates they are
Average decision makers.

The average of 33.8% is with respect to the grdueroale students. This indicates that the femaldent’s group
falls under the category Il, which in indicatesyttere Average decision makers. The average of 33s3%th

respect to the group of male students. This indg#tat the male student’s group falls under thegoay 11, which
in indicates they are Average decision makers.

CONCLUSION

The Represents who fall under the category Il dahtds to improve the decision making skill. ThesRendents,
who fall under the category I, may also fallow tgde line such that they can be a good decisiokemi the
organization at all the times.
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