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Abstract Decision making is a task that individuals face

on a daily basis. The process of making a decision differs

from one person to another. The processes involved in

making a decision are defined as decision making styles,

which can be either adaptive or maladaptive. Children and

adolescents’ decision making, however, often is thought to

be associated with parenting. This review examines and

describes previous studies examining the associations be-

tween decision making styles and parenting approaches. It

suggests that maladaptive decision making styles are the

most prevalent, and that they often are associated with

detrimental outcomes for children and adolescents’ devel-

opment. Maladaptive decision making styles also are

associated with negative parenting approaches. The review

reveals that western and non-western societies play an

important role in shaping these associations; however, it

also finds that age and gender do not play a significant role.

The review highlights gaps in literature focusing on deci-

sion making and parenting, and the continents where little

research has examined the associations presented. The re-

view adds to current debates and knowledge on youth

development by providing an understanding of decision

making styles from an international perspective as well as

from the important role that parents play.

Keywords Adolescence · Decision making · Decision

making styles · Parenting · Parenting approaches ·

Systematic review

Introduction

For decades, developmental theorists and researchers have

been concerned with cognitive development (Moshman

2011). One theorist who has been at the forefront of cognitive

development has been Piaget (1972, 2006). Piaget (1972,

2006) proposed a four-phase perspective on cognitive devel-

opment; namely, the sensorimotor, preoperational, concrete

operations and formal operations phases (Shaffer and Kipp

2014). The fourth phase of formal operations is normally

reached during adolescence, and is synonymous with abstract

thinking, logical reasoning and problem-solving skills which

are important in making decisions (Swartz et al. 2008).

Conceptions of cognition and thoughts during the formal

operations phase view adolescent thinking as involving

hypothetical alternatives and solutions considered impor-

tant for adaptive decision making (Klaczynski 2005;

Steinberg 2007). Adaptive decision making can be seen as

a process, in which an individual or adolescent engages in

thinking about all the possible hypothetical alternatives;

and the abstract consequences of each alternative (Stein-

berg 2007). The formal operations phase in cognitive

development during adolescence is different from cogni-

tive development in childhood. As decision making and

reasoning in childhood often take place in the absence of

abstract thoughts and reasoning (Moshman 2011; Shaffer
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and Kipp 2014). Decision making is, therefore, of impor-

tance when considering cognition during development.

Toward an Understanding of Decision Making
Styles

Decision making is routine, as there is a constant need to

negotiate the best course of action for a range of situations.

The process of making a decision, however, is often

stressful (Bruine de Bruin et al. 2007; Janis and Mann

1977; Salo and Allwood 2011). The processes that indi-

viduals follow in making decisions often tend to differ

from person to person (Galotti et al. 2006; Riaz et al. 2012;

Williams and Esmail 2014). These processes or approaches

are categorized as decision making styles (Janis and Mann

1977; Scott and Bruce 1995; Leykin and DeRubeis 2010).

Decision making styles often differ in the manner in which

individuals gather information concerning the decision that

needs to be made, as well as in the way in which they

consider the possible alternatives in resolving the con-

flicting situation to make a decision (Saidur Rahaman

2014). Styles of decision making have also been thought of

as the differences that exist between individuals in how

they make sense of the information gathered and the pos-

sible alternatives (Albert and Steinberg 2011; Scott and

Bruce 1995).

A number of decision making styles have been identified

when individuals make critical decisions (Phillips and

Ogeil 2011). Janis and Mann (1977) have proposed four

styles in making a decision, namely, vigilance, hyper-

vigilance, and defensive avoidance, which is divided into

procrastination and buck-passing (Brown et al. 2011;

Cenkseven-Önder 2012). These styles of decision making

differ based on the belief that there is sufficient time to find

alternative solutions. They also differ in their approach to a

thorough, independent search for alternatives. The lack of

searching for alternatives could result from leaving the

responsibility to others to make a decision or postponing

the process of making a decision until later.

Other researchers have identified other decision making

styles. Harren (1979) identified three styles, namely ra-

tional-, intuitive- and dependent-decision making styles

(Tinsley et al. 2002). Scott and Bruce (1995) supplemented

Harren’s proposed styles by adding avoidant- and sponta-

neous-decision making styles (Curşeu and Schruijer 2012;

Riaz et al. 2012). These decision making styles ranged

from processes in which there was a thorough evaluation of

the available alternatives to decision making, based purely

on feelings and intuition. Additionally, these decision

making styles also ranged from autonomous, independent

decision making to dependent approaches. Johnson (1978)

proposed styles of making decisions that were based on

two elements, namely: (1) how information was gathered,

and (2) how information was analyzed. This determined the

four proposed decision making styles, namely, sponta-

neous-internal, spontaneous-external, systematic-internal

and systematic-external (Hardin and Leong 2004; Tinsley

et al. 2002). In addition to these decision making styles,

processes of decision making also looked at fulfilling the

decision making situation.

The approaches to decision making also consider

maximizing and satisfying conflictual decision making

situations. Simon (1956) proposed the maximizing and

satisficing decision making styles (Parker et al. 2007). The

satisficing style is thought to be one where an alternative is

selected, which would be acceptable to satisfy the situation

in which a decision needs to be made. The maximizing

style, however, is one when an alternative is selected in

which the alternative goes beyond only resolving the

situation, but yields an even greater outcome (Parker et al.

2007). A more recent approach to decision making styles

has been proposed by Leykin and DeRubeis (2010), in

which nine styles were identified that covered the varied

approaches to decision making in its broadest sense,

namely: respected, confident, spontaneous, dependent,

vigilant, avoidant, brooding, intuitive and anxious decision

making. The proposed decision making styles presented by

Leykin and DeRubeis (2010) take into consideration a

number of the previously proposed decision making styles.

For many years, decision making research has focused

primarily on decisional processes deemed normative, and

often failed to consider alternative processes or approaches

to decision making (Parker et al. 2007). Normative ap-

proaches to decision making are often considered as those

in which a systematic process is followed in which a

number of alternatives and the possible consequences are

considered. These are similar to the steps proposed in Janis

and Mann’s vigilant decision making style (Cenkseven-

Önder 2012) where individuals depart from (1) considering

a wide variety of alternatives as solutions; (2) considering

the various aims and objectives that need to be satisfied and

to considering whether they are consistent with the indi-

vidual’s values; (3) considering the pros and cons of each

alternative; (4) researching new information that exists on

the various solutions; (5) collating and making sense of all

the solutions, and considering the course of action to be

taken; (6) considering the pros and cons of the solutions

and (7) considering a plan of action for the selected solu-

tion and the possible risks (Burnett 1991; Cenkseven-

Önder 2012). Decision making situations in which there is

a thorough evaluation of alternatives, as presented in the

seven steps above, is often thought to yield the most de-

sirable outcomes.

A number of studies have looked at decision making

styles, but mainly in the area of career decision making and

development, marketing and consumer studies (such as
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Faraci et al. 2013; Madahi et al. 2012; Mokhlis and Salleh

2009). There has been a lack of focus in research on de-

cision making styles or processes when considering

individual decision making (Commendador 2011; Wolff

and Crockett 2011; Galotti 2007; Parker et al. 2007; Reyna

and Farley 2006; Scott and Bruce 1995). Decision making

research has also missed the complexities of social phe-

nomena. Often experimental research has largely been

considered when examining decision making processes.

However, this experimentation takes place within a

laboratory setting where social phenomena are lacking; and

it excludes therefore the real-life experience of the decision

making process (Wolff and Crockett 2011). Thus, there is a

variety of ways in which individuals make decisions.

However, as Piaget (1972, 2006) suggests, decision making

forms part of a developmental process, that really takes

effect in its implementation during adolescence. Decision

making during adolescence is important, as it assists with

the many challenges that are common to this develop-

mental phase (Galotti et al. 2006). There is the assumption

that independent decision making styles develop during

adolescence, but Özȕtrk et al. (2011) believe that they start

during pre-adolescence, consequential to the familial

environment.

Parenting Approaches and the Relationship
with Child and Adolescent Decision Making

At the center of the familial environment is parenting

(Wolff and Crockett 2011). A number of approaches to

explain parenting and styles of parenting have been iden-

tified in the familial environment (Wood et al. 2003;

Aunola and Nurmi 2005). These approaches include (1)

parenting dimensions, such as behavior control, affection

and psychological control (Aunola and Nurmi 2005); and

(2) parenting styles, such as authoritative, authoritarian and

permissive parenting, as proposed by Baumrind (1989,

1991) (Brand et al. 2009). Additionally, Maccoby and

Martin (1983) proposed indulgent and neglectful parenting,

in addition to the parenting styles proposed by Baumrind

(Aunola and Nurmi 2005).

When examining parenting, Baumrind’s (1989, 1991)

typology of parenting styles is often considered. However,

parenting is very complex and focusing only on parenting

styles as identified by Baumrind (1989, 1991) may be

considered very limiting. One important reason for this

could be the role of societal norms. Previous research has

found that there are contradictions in the perceptions of

Baumrind’s authoritative parenting (Sorkhabi 2005). Indi-

vidualistic societies have viewed authoritative parenting as

yielding the most desirable developmental outcomes on

children and adolescents, but collectivist societies differ

with this view of authoritative parenting (Chao 2001;

Sorkhabi 2005). Another consideration could be that ap-

proaches to parenting are often considered as being

behaviors that parents display with regard to child rearing.

This creates a certain context in which uniform behaviors

are exhibited and thought to have the desired outcome on

the development of children and adolescents (such as

showing warmth, affection, and appropriate child

monitoring and supervision) (Brand et al. 2009; Udell et al.

2008; Lee et al. 2006).

Considering the approaches to parenting as opposed to

parenting styles allows one to examine the associations

between decision making styles and parenting in more

depth, and would greatly add to the current knowledge that

exists in the field of decision making and parenting. Wolff

and Crockett (2011) view the role of parents and parenting

as critical in decision making, particularly when consid-

ering its influence on engagement in decision making.

Parenting has been found to also nurture the development

of certain decisional making styles in children and ado-

lescents (Udell et al. 2008).

Decision making often takes place in a social context,

very often the parental home of children and adolescents

(Wolff and Crockett 2011). The social context often plays an

important role when deciding which decision making styles

to engage. Research suggests that the social context allows

an individual to move between a primary and a secondary

decision making style (Driver et al. 1990; Gati et al. 2010).

The primary decisionmaking style is considered as being the

dominant decision making style, being the most prevalent

when making decisions. Brown and Mann (1990) and Udell

et al. (2008) emphasize the importance that the familial

environment plays in the development of adolescent deci-

sion making abilities. In addition, the way in which

adolescents develop their decision making is often based on

their parents’ decision making strategies (Özȕtrk et al.

2011). The parental home allows for engagement in decision

making styles as an outcome of the beliefs, attitudes and

parental approaches, and is fundamental for socialization

and development (Fuemmeler et al. 2012; Putallaz et al.

1998; Vandeleur et al. 2007). Positive parental approaches in

the context of child development can be seen as promoting

pro-psychosocial development and adjustment (Fuemmeler

et al. 2012). Negative parenting approaches, however, could

hinder this development in later life (Betts et al. 2013;

Whittaker and Cornthwaite 2000). Positive parenting ap-

proaches are behaviors and approaches in the parent–child

relationship that involve warmth, nurturing, assistance and

monitoring (Lee et al. 2006), while negative parenting ap-

proaches often involve reduced supervision and monitoring,

as well as inconsistent or harsh forms of discipline (Barry

et al. 2008). These approaches to parenting are also con-

sidered important in the development of child and adolescent

decision making.
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The Current Study

Research focusing on decision making styles of children

and adolescents has been associated with parenting (Udell

et al. 2008; Fuemmeler et al. 2012). With the plethora of

decision making styles and the complexity of parenting, a

comprehensive review was needed to establish these as-

sociations. Therefore, the objective of this study was to

systematically review and describe previous research that

examined the association between decision making styles

and parenting approaches. In the review, decision making

styles were categorized into (1) adaptive and (2) mal-

adaptive decision making styles, and the approaches of

parenting were categorized into (1) positive and (2) nega-

tive parenting. In addition, the review aimed to recognize

some of the gaps and limitations in the existing body of

literature. The results presented in this review provide the

foundation for future research in parenting, as well as

judgment and decision making of children and adolescents.

The findings presented also serve to inform parenting in-

terventions that focus on the process of decision making

rather than the behavioral outcomes.

Methods

A systematic review was conducted to establish the rela-

tionship between parenting approaches and decision

making styles among children and adolescents. The terms

and definitions in the context of this systematic review are

defined in Table 1.

Search Strategy

A search was conducted in September 2014 using the

following databases and journals: Science Direct, Ebsco-

host (Academic Search Complete, PsycArticles, Medline,

SocIndex and ERIC), BioMed Central, PubMed, Directory

of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) and SAGE Journals from

January 2004 to October 2014. The review consisted of

studies that examined the relationship between decision

making styles and perceived parenting approaches. The

terms used in the search included decision making, decision
making styles, choice making styles, decision making ap-
proaches, parenting, parenting styles, parenting
approaches, authoritative parenting, authoritarian parent-
ing, permissive parenting and uninvolved parenting. Titles
and abstracts of publications were examined using the in-

clusion criteria. The retrieval of full text articles was done

by one of the reviewers and the same process was then

followed by the other reviewers to determine whether the

articles met the inclusion criteria.

Inclusion Criteria

The following criteria were considered for inclusion in the

systematic review: the study should have (1) been pub-

lished in or translated into the English language; (2) been

published between 2004 and 2014; (3) used either children,

adolescents or youth as part of the sample; and (4) exam-

ined the relationship or association between parenting

approaches and decision making styles or processes; and

(5) could be either cross-sectional or longitudinal studies.

Methods of the Review

An initial search and review of the abstracts and articles

were conducted by the first author. The initial search

yielded 17,632 articles for the keywords decision making
and parenting. The searches thereafter yielded 36,964 ar-

ticles for decision making styles, choice making styles,
decision making approaches, parenting styles, parenting
approaches, authoritative parenting, authoritarian parent-
ing, permissive parenting and uninvolved parenting.
Subsequent to the searches, the titles were reviewed for

eligibility and a sample of 60 studies was identified.

Seventeen additional studies were obtained from other

sources and reference lists of other articles that produced a

total of 77 articles. Next, all duplicates were removed,

reducing the sample to 35 articles. These articles were

independently read and assessed and 15 articles were

Table 1 Terms and definitions

Term Definition

Decision making “Process of choosing between different alternatives while in the midst of pursuing a goal” (Cenkseven-Önder 2012; Miller

and Byrnes 2001)

Decision making

styles

How individuals differ when considering alternatives in making a decision as well as the process involved in decision

making (Hardin and Leong 2004; Scott and Bruce 1995)

Parenting

approaches

Strategies or ways used by parents in the rearing and caring for their children/offspring (Kitamura et al. 2014)
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finally selected for inclusion in the methodological quality

appraisal.

Methodological Quality Appraisal

The methodological quality for the studies was assessed

using an instrument (Table 2) adapted from previous sys-

tematic reviews by Louw et al. (2007), Wong et al. (2008),

Roman and Frantz (2013) as well as Davids and Roman

(2014). The final sample consisted of 14 articles which

were included in the systematic review (Table 3). Figure 1

outlines the process involved in the systematic review.

Data Extraction

After the methodological quality appraisal, the studies that

met the criteria for the categories of satisfactory to good

were reviewed, and a data extraction table (Table 4) was

drawn up, using Davids and Roman’s (2014) data extrac-

tion tool. The information in the data extraction table

included author, geographical location of study, study de-

sign, participant information, instruments used, decision

making style, and the relationship or association between

decision making styles and parenting approaches (Table 4).

Results

An outline of the studies that were considered for inclusion

in the methodological appraisal phase of the systematic

review can be found in Table 3. From the initial 35 studies

retrieved, 15 were methodologically appraised. The criteria

that had to be satisfied in the methodological quality

assessment included sampling methods, measurement tool,

the data sources used, whether decision making styles or

processes were examined, and whether the relationship

between decision making styles and parenting approaches

was discussed. Of the 15 studies that formed part of the

methodological appraisal, 14 scored good (67–100 %) and

one had a low score (0–33 %). Thus, 14 studies were in-

cluded in the final review.

Overview of Reviewed Studies

The final sample of 14 studies included in the systematic

review consisted of eleven cross-sectional studies (Cheung

et al. 2014; Parishani and Nilforooshan 2014; Sovet and

Metz 2014; Yang et al. 2014; Michael et al. 2013; Pérez

and Cumsille 2012; Commendador 2011; Koumoundourou

et al. 2011; Doğan and Kazak 2010; Lease and Dahlbeck

2009; Keller and Whiston 2008) and three longitudinal

Table 2 Methodological quality appraisal tool

Q1 Sampling method: Was it representative of the population intended in the study?

A. Non-probability sampling (including: purposive, quota, convenience and snowball sampling) 0

B. Probability sampling (including: simple random, systematic, stratified, cluster, two-stage and multi-stage sampling) 1

Q2 Was a response rate mentioned within the study? (Respond no if response rate was below 60 %)

A. No 0

B. Yes 1

Q3 Was the measurement tool valid and reliable?

A. No 0

B. Yes 1

Q4 Was the data source primary or secondary?

A. Primary data source 1

B. Secondary data source (survey, not designed for the purpose) 0

Q5 Was Decision Making Approaches or Styles examined in the study?

A. No 0

B. Yes 1

Q6 Was the relationship or association between Parenting Approaches and Decision Making explored?

A. No 0

B. Yes 1

Methodological appraisal score

Bad Satisfactory Good

0–33 % 34–66 % 67–100 %

Scoring: total score divided by total number of items multiplied by 100 (expressed as a percentage)
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studies (Euser et al. 2013; Wolff and Crockett 2011; Ger-

meijs and Verschueren 2009). The geographical location of

the studies included four studies in the United States

(Commendador 2011; Wolff and Crockett 2011; Lease and

Dahlbeck 2009; Keller and Whiston 2008), three studies in

Europe (Belgium, South Holland and Greece) (Euser et al.

2013; Koumoundourou et al. 2011; Germeijs and Ver-

schueren 2009), three studies in Asia (Cheung et al. 2014;

Parishani and Nilforooshan 2014; Michael et al. 2013), one

study in South America (Chile) (Pérez and Cumsille 2012)

one study from Turkey, which is between Europe and Asia

(Doğan and Kazak 2010), and two intercontinental studies,

Table 3 Methodological

appraisal
Author(s) Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 % Decision

Cheung et al. (2014) 0 0 1 1 1 1 67 Included

Commendador (2011) 0 1 1 1 1 1 83 Included

Doğan and Kazak (2010) 0 0 1 1 1 1 67 Included

Euser et al. (2013) 1 1 1 1 1 1 100 Included

Germeijs and Verschueren (2009) 0 1 1 1 1 1 83 Included

Keller and Whiston (2008) 0 1 1 1 1 1 83 Included

Koumoundourou et al. (2011) 1 1 1 1 1 1 100 Included

Lease and Dahlbeck (2009) 0 0 1 1 1 1 67 Included

Michael et al. (2013) 0 0 1 1 1 1 67 Included

Parishani and Nilforooshan (2014) 1 0 1 1 1 1 83 Included

Pérez and Cumsille (2012) 0 1 1 1 1 1 83 Included

Smits et al. (2008) 0 1 0 1 0 0 33 Excluded

Sovet and Metz (2014) 0 1 1 1 1 1 83 Included

Wolff and Crockett (2011) 1 1 1 0 1 1 83 Included

Yang et al. (2014) 0 1 1 1 1 1 83 Included

ID
EN

TI
FI

C
A

TI
O

N Articles yielded by search through Science Direct, 
Ebscohost (Academic Search Complete, ERIC, 
PsycArticles, Medline, and SocIndex), BioMed 

Central, PubMed, Directory of Open Access Journal 
(DOAJ) and SAGE Journal Databases 

(n= 36 964)

Articles yielded from other 
sources
(n= 17)

Records after reviewing article titles
(n = 77)

Articles after duplicates removed 
(n = 35)

Articles screened
(n = 15)

Articles excluded
(n= 20)

SC
R

EE
N

IN
G

Full-text articles assessed for 
eligibility
(n = 14)

Full-text articles
(n = 14)

EL
IG

IB
IL

IT
Y

14 articles (Finally Included)

IN
C

LU
D

ED

Articles excluded
(n= 1)

Fig. 1 Schematic

representation of systematic

review process

74 Adolescent Res Rev (2016) 1:69–90

123



T
ab

le
4

D
at
a
ex
tr
ac
ti
o
n
ta
b
le

A
u
th
o
r

G
eo
g
ra
p
h
ic
al

lo
ca
ti
o
n

S
tu
d
y

d
es
ig
n

P
ar
ti
ci
p
an
ts

In
st
ru
m
en
ts

u
se
d

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
ap
p
ro
ac
h

(e
s)

D
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g
st
y
le

(s
)

A
ss
o
ci
at
io
n
s/
re
la
ti
o
n
sh
ip
s
b
et
w
ee
n

p
ar
en
ti
n
g
ap
p
ro
ac
h
(e
s)
an
d
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

st
y
le
(s
)

C
h
eu
n
g
et

al
.

(2
0
1
4
)

H
o
n
g
K
o
n
g
,

C
h
in
a

C
ro
ss
-

se
ct
io
n
al

2
2
9
u
n
d
er
g
ra
d
u
at
e
u
n
iv
er
si
ty

st
u
d
en
ts
(a
g
es

1
8
–
2
6
y
ea
rs
).
5
7
%

fe
m
al
e

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
P
ar
en
ta
l
S
ty
le
s
S
ca
le

(B
ar
i
1
9
9
1
)

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g

In
d
ec
is
io
n
in

ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

fo
u
n
d
to

h
av
e
a
p
o
si
ti
v
e

ef
fe
ct

o
n
in
d
ec
is
io
n
in

th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

fo
r
b
o
th

m
al
es

an
d
fe
m
al
es

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
C
ar
ee
r

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
D
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s

Q
u
es
ti
o
n
n
ai
re

(O
si
p
o
w

an
d

G
at
i
1
9
9
8
)
4
it
em

s
fo
r
C
ar
ee
r

In
d
ec
is
io
n

P
ar
is
h
an
i
an
d

N
il
fo
ro
o
sh
an

(2
0
1
4
)

Is
h
fa
h
an
,
Ir
an

C
ro
ss
-

se
ct
io
n
al

4
0
0
h
ig
h
sc
h
o
o
l
st
u
d
en
ts

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
P
ar
en
ti
n
g
S
ty
le
s
S
ca
le

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an
,

au
th
o
ri
ta
ti
v
e
an
d

p
er
m
is
si
v
e
p
ar
en
ti
n
g

In
d
ec
is
io
n
in

ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ti
v
e
p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

n
eg
at
iv
el
y
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
in
d
ec
is
io
n
in

th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss
.
A

p
re
d
ic
to
r
fo
r
in
d
ec
is
io
n
w
as

au
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
C
ar
ee
r

In
d
ec
is
io
n
S
ca
le

(O
si
p
o
w

an
d

G
at
i
1
9
9
8
)

S
o
v
et

an
d
M
et
z

(2
0
1
4
)

N
o
rm

an
d
y

(F
ra
n
ce
)
an
d

K
o
re
a

C
ro
ss
-

se
ct
io
n
al

5
7
5
F
re
n
ch

h
ig
h
sc
h
o
o
l
st
u
d
en
ts

(a
g
es

1
4
–
1
9
y
ea
rs
).
6
7
%

fe
m
al
e

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
P
ar
en
ti
n
g
S
ty
le

In
d
ex

(S
te
in
b
er
g
et

al
.
1
9
9
1
)

P
ar
en
ta
l
in
v
o
lv
em

en
t,

p
sy
ch
o
lo
g
ic
al

au
to
n
o
m
y
-g
ra
n
ti
n
g

an
d

st
ri
ct
n
es
s/
su
p
er
v
is
io
n

D
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
in

ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

[K
o
re
an

S
am

p
le
]

6
1
3
K
o
re
an

h
ig
h
sc
h
o
o
l
st
u
d
en
ts

(a
g
es

1
4
–
1
7
).
6
3
%

fe
m
al
e

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
C
ar
ee
r

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
D
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s

Q
u
es
ti
o
n
n
ai
re

(G
at
i
et

al
.

1
9
9
6
)

S
tr
ic
tn
es
s/
su
p
er
v
is
io
n
su
b
sc
al
e
w
as

n
eg
at
iv
el
y

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
d
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
in

th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g
p
ro
ce
ss
;
th
is
su
g
g
es
ts

th
at

as
p
ar
en
ta
l

co
n
tr
o
l
an
d
m
o
n
it
o
ri
n
g
in
cr
ea
se
s,
d
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
w
h
ic
h

ar
is
e
in

th
e
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
p
ro
ce
ss

d
ec
re
as
es

In
v
o
lv
em

en
t
an
d
P
sy
ch
o
lo
g
ic
al

A
u
to
n
o
m
y
-g
ra
n
ti
n
g

su
b
sc
al
es

w
er
e
p
o
si
ti
v
el
y
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h

d
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
in

th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
p
ro
ce
ss
,

th
is
su
g
g
es
ts

th
at

as
p
ar
en
ta
l
ac
ce
p
ta
n
ce
,
w
ar
m
th

an
d
en
co
u
ra
g
em

en
t
o
f
se
lf
-d
ir
ec
ti
o
n
in
cr
ea
se
s,

d
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
w
h
ic
h
m
ay

ar
is
e
in

th
e
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

w
il
l
in
cr
ea
se

[F
re
n
ch

S
am

p
le
]

In
v
o
lv
em

en
t
an
d
au
to
n
o
m
y
-g
ra
n
ti
n
g
su
b
sc
al
es

w
er
e

n
eg
at
iv
el
y
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
d
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
in

th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
p
ro
ce
ss
,
th
is
su
g
g
es
ts

th
at

as

in
v
o
lv
em

en
t
an
d
au
to
n
o
m
y
g
ra
n
ti
n
g
am

o
n
g
p
ar
en
ts

in
cr
ea
se
s
d
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
in

th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

d
ec
re
as
es

In
v
o
lv
em

en
t
an
d
au
to
n
o
m
y
g
ra
n
ti
n
g
am

o
n
g
p
ar
en
ts

fo
r
th
e
K
o
re
an

sa
m
p
le

w
er
e
th
e
o
n
ly

su
b
sc
al
es

th
at

si
g
n
ifi
ca
n
tl
y
p
re
d
ic
te
d
d
if
fi
cu
lt
ie
s
in

th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
p
ro
ce
ss

Y
an
g
et

al
.

(2
0
1
4
)

C
an
ad
a
an
d

C
h
in
a

C
ro
ss
-

se
ct
io
n
al

2
8
5
C
an
ad
ia
n
an
d
3
0
5
C
h
in
es
e

fa
m
il
y
se
ts

(p
ar
en
ts
-c
h
il
d
re
n

tr
ia
d
s
an
d
d
y
ad
s)
.
A
d
o
le
sc
en
t

m
ea
n
ag
e
fo
r

C
an
ad
ia
n
s
=

1
5
.8

y
ea
rs

an
d

C
h
in
es
e
1
5
.5

y
ea
rs

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
P
au
ls
en
’s

(1
9
9
4
)

D
em

an
d
in
g
n
es
s
an
d

R
es
p
o
n
si
v
en
es
s
S
ca
le

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ti
v
e,

au
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an
,

p
er
m
is
si
v
e
an
d

n
eg
le
ct
fu
l
p
ar
en
ti
n
g

U
n
il
at
er
al

an
d

b
il
at
er
al

in
fl
u
en
ce

st
ra
te
g
ie
s
in

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ti
v
e
an
d
p
er
m
is
si
v
e
p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
b
il
at
er
al

in
fl
u
en
ce

st
ra
te
g
ie
s
in

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
,
w
h
il
e
n
eg
le
ct
fu
l
p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

re
la
te
d
to

u
n
il
at
er
al

in
fl
u
en
ce

st
ra
te
g
ie
s
fo
r
b
o
th

C
an
ad
ia
n
an
d
C
h
in
es
e
p
ar
ti
ci
p
an
ts

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
1
9
it
em

s
u
se
d

fr
o
m

p
re
v
io
u
s
re
se
ar
ch

as
se
ss
in
g
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

ap
p
ro
ac
h
es

(P
al
an

an
d
W
il
k
es

1
9
9
7
)

Adolescent Res Rev (2016) 1:69–90 75

123



T
ab

le
4
co
n
ti
n
u
ed

A
u
th
o
r

G
eo
g
ra
p
h
ic
al

lo
ca
ti
o
n

S
tu
d
y
d
es
ig
n

P
ar
ti
ci
p
an
ts

In
st
ru
m
en
ts

u
se
d

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
ap
p
ro
ac
h
(e
s)

D
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g
st
y
le
(s
)

A
ss
o
ci
at
io
n
s/
re
la
ti
o
n
sh
ip
s
b
et
w
ee
n
p
ar
en
ti
n
g

ap
p
ro
ac
h
(e
s)

an
d
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
st
y
le
(s
)

E
u
se
r
et

al
.

(2
0
1
3
)

S
o
u
th

H
o
ll
an
d

L
o
n
g
it
u
d
in
al

S
tu
d
y
(2

W
av
e)

1
1
0
n
at
iv
e
D
u
tc
h
ad
o
le
sc
en
ts

(a
g
es

1
2
–
2
0
y
ea
rs
).
5
9
m
al
es

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
E
M
B
U
-C

(E
g
n
a

M
in
n
en

B
et
rä
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ğ
an

an
d
K
az
ak

(2
0
1
0
)

T
u
rk
ey

C
ro
ss
-

se
ct
io
n
al

1
5
2
st
u
d
en
ts

w
it
h
a
m
ea
n
ag
e
o
f

1
8
.9
8
y
ea
rs

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
P
ar
en
ts

A
tt
it
u
d
es

S
ca
le

(K
u
zg
u
n
an
d

E
ld
el
ek
io
g
lu

2
0
0
5
)

D
em

o
cr
at
ic
,

p
ro
te
ct
iv
e-

d
em

an
d
in
g
an
d

au
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g

V
ig
il
an
t,
p
an
ic
,

co
p
-o
u
t
an
d

co
m
p
la
ce
n
cy

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g
st
y
le
s

P
ro
te
ct
iv
e-
d
em

an
d
in
g
an
d
au
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g

w
as

p
o
si
ti
v
el
y
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
co
m
p
la
ce
n
cy

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
st
y
le
.
A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
co
p
-o
u
t
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
,
w
h
il
e

d
em

o
cr
at
ic

p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
v
ig
il
an
t

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
.
A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ti
v
e,

d
em

o
cr
at
ic

an
d

p
ro
te
ct
iv
e-
d
em

an
d
in
g
p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

n
eg
at
iv
el
y

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
p
an
ic

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
.

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g
w
as

al
so

n
eg
at
iv
el
y

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
v
ig
il
an
t
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
A
d
o
le
sc
en
t

D
ec
is
io
n
M
ak
in
g

Q
u
es
ti
o
n
n
ai
re

G
er
m
ei
js

an
d

V
er
sc
h
u
er
en

(2
0
0
9
)

F
la
n
d
er
s,

B
el
g
iu
m

L
o
n
g
it
u
d
in
al

2
8
1
G
ra
d
e
1
2
le
ar
n
er
s
w
it
h
a
m
ea
n

ag
e
o
f
1
7
.3
0
y
ea
rs

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
In
v
en
to
ry

o
f
P
ar
en
t

an
d
P
ee
r
A
tt
ac
h
m
en
t

(A
rm

sd
en

an
d
G
re
en
b
er
g

1
9
8
7
)

P
ar
en
ta
l
se
cu
ri
ty

o
f

at
ta
ch
m
en
t

S
el
f-
ef
fi
ca
cy

in

ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

H
ig
h
er

p
er
ce
iv
ed

m
at
er
n
al

an
d
p
at
er
n
al

se
cu
ri
ty

o
f

at
ta
ch
m
en
t
w
as

p
o
si
ti
v
el
y
as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
se
lf
-

ef
fi
ca
cy

in
th
e
ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
p
ro
ce
ss

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
C
ar
ee
r

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
S
el
f-
ef
fi
ca
cy

S
ca
le

(B
et
z
et

al
.
1
9
9
6
)

L
ea
se

an
d

D
ah
lb
ec
k

(2
0
0
9
)

A
rk
an
sa
s,
U
S
A

C
ro
ss
-

se
ct
io
n
al

2
5
7
u
n
d
er
g
ra
d
u
at
e
co
ll
eg
e
st
u
d
en
ts

w
it
h
a
m
ea
n
ag
e
o
f
2
2
.2
0
y
ea
rs

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
P
ar
en
ta
l
A
u
th
o
ri
ty

Q
u
es
ti
o
n
n
ai
re

(B
ar
i
1
9
9
1
)

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ti
v
e,

au
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

an
d

p
er
m
is
si
v
e
p
ar
en
ti
n
g

S
el
f-
ef
fi
ca
cy

in

ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

A
u
th
o
ri
ta
ri
an

p
ar
en
ti
n
g
p
re
d
ic
te
d
se
lf
-e
ffi
ca
cy

in
th
e

d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
re
g
ar
d
in
g
ca
re
er
s
fo
r
fe
m
al
es

o
n
ly

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
C
ar
ee
r

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
S
el
f-
ef
fi
ca
cy

S
ca
le
—
S
h
o
rt
F
o
rm

(B
et
z
et

al
.

1
9
9
6
)

K
el
le
r
an
d

W
h
is
to
n
(2
0
0
8
)

M
id
w
es
te
rn

S
ta
te
,
T
ex
as

C
ro
ss
-

se
ct
io
n
al

2
8
2
6
th

an
d
7
th

g
ra
d
e
st
u
d
en
ts
w
it
h

a
m
ea
n
ag
e
o
f
1
2
.8
5
y
ea
rs
.

5
7
.1

%
fe
m
al
es

P
ar
en
ti
n
g
:
P
ar
en
t
C
ar
ee
r

B
eh
av
io
r
C
h
ec
k
li
st
(K

el
le
r
an
d

W
h
is
to
n
2
0
0
8
)

P
ar
en
ta
l
su
p
p
o
rt
an
d

ac
ti
o
n

S
el
f-
ef
fi
ca
cy

in

ca
re
er

d
ec
is
io
n

m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

P
ar
en
ta
l
su
p
p
o
rt
an
d
ac
ti
o
n
w
er
e
p
o
si
ti
v
el
y

as
so
ci
at
ed

w
it
h
se
lf
-e
ffi
ca
cy

in
th
e
d
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g

p
ro
ce
ss

D
ec
is
io
n
m
ak
in
g
:
M
id
d
le

S
ch
o
o
l

S
el
f-
ef
fi
ca
cy

sc
al
e

Adolescent Res Rev (2016) 1:69–90 77

123



one between Europe and Asia (France and Korea) (Sovet

and Metz 2014) and the other between the United States

and Asia (Canada and China) (Yang et al. 2014). The ages

of the participants in the studies ranged from 7 to 26 years.

Decision Making Styles

As a myriad of decisional making styles or processes were

examined in the 14 studies, the various definitions of de-

cision making processes or styles were categorized into

being either adaptive or maladaptive decision making

styles, based on the definitions presented in Table 5. The

results presented in Table 5 suggest that the maladaptive

decision making style was the most prevalent style of de-

cision making among the studies in the review (Cheung

et al. 2014; Parishani and Nilforooshan 2014; Sovet and

Metz 2014; Yang et al. 2014; Koumoundourou et al. 2011;

Euser et al. 2013; Pérez and Cumsille 2012; Commendador

2011; Doğan and Kazak 2010). Based on the decision

making styles presented in Table 4, seven studies reported

using the adaptive decision making style (Yang et al. 2014;

Michael et al. 2013; Wolff and Crockett 2011; Doğan and

Kazak 2010; Germeijs and Verschueren 2009; Lease and

Dahlbeck 2009; Keller and Whiston 2008) (Table 5). The

decision making styles which were categorized into the

maladaptive decision making style were related to (1)

difficulties in the career decision making process (Kou-

moundourou et al. 2011; Sovet and Metz 2014); (2) risky

decision making (maladaptive processes in decision mak-

ing) (Euser et al. 2013); (3) the lack of independence in

decision making processes (Pérez and Cumsille 2012); (4)

decisional complacency (Commendador 2011; Doğan and

Kazak 2010); (5) decisional panic and (6) cop-out (Doğan

and Kazak 2010); (7) indecision (Cheung et al. 2014;

Parishani and Nilforooshan 2014); and (8) unilateral in-

fluences in decision making (Yang et al. 2014).

Parenting Approaches

In the review, the complexity in parenting is displayed in

the number of parenting approaches examined in the var-

ious studies (Table 4). The parenting approaches were

grouped into being either positive or negative parenting

approaches based on the definition of the approaches used

in the studies examined (Table 6). Nineteen parenting ap-

proaches were identified in the 14 studies reviewed; the

negative parenting approach was the most prevalent par-

enting approach in the reviewed studies (Cheung et al.

2014; Parishani and Nilforooshan 2014; Yang et al. 2014;

Euser et al. 2013; Pérez and Cumsille 2012; Kou-

moundourou et al. 2011; Commendador 2011; Doğan and

Kazak 2010; Lease and Dahlbeck 2009), and positive

parenting the least prevalent (Parishani and Nilforooshan

2014; Yang et al. 2014; Michael et al. 2013; Wolff and

Crockett 2011; Doğan and Kazak 2010; Germeijs and

Verschueren 2009; Keller and Whiston 2008). The studies

by Parishani and Nilforooshan (2014), Yang et al. (2014),

Sovet and Metz (2014) and Doğan and Kazak (2010) in-

cluded both positive and negative parenting approaches.

Based on the parenting approaches presented in Table 4

and the definitions of the approaches (Table 6), nine par-

enting approaches were categorized as positive parenting

approaches, namely: (1) authoritative parenting (Parishani

and Nilforooshan 2014; Yang et al. 2014), (2) parental

involvement and (3) autonomy granting (Sovet and Metz

2014), (4) parental instrumental development and (5) par-

ental emotional support (Michael et al. 2013), (6) parental

support (Wolff and Crockett 2011; Keller and Whiston

2008), (7) democratic parenting (Doğan and Kazak 2010),

(8) attachment (Germeijs and Verschueren 2009) and (9)

parental action (Keller and Whiston 2008). Ten approaches

presented in the studies reviewed were categorized as being

negative parenting approaches, namely: (1) authoritarian

parenting (Cheung et al. 2014; Parishani and Nilforooshan

2014; Yang et al. 2014; Koumoundourou et al. 2011;

Doğan and Kazak 2010; Lease and Dahlbeck 2009), (2)

parental strictness (Sovet and Metz 2014), (3) permissive

parenting (Yang et al. 2014; Koumoundourou et al. 2011),

(4) neglectful parenting (Yang et al. 2014), (5) parental

rejection and (6) overprotection (Euser et al. 2013), (7)

psychological control and (8) behavior control (Pérez and

Cumsille 2012) which are forms of (9) parental control

were presented in the study by Commendador (2011), and

(10) protective-demanding parenting (Doğan and Kazak

2010).

Associations Between Decision Making Styles
and Parenting Approaches

The studies in this systematic review analyzed the rela-

tionships between decision making styles and the

approaches to parenting. When considering the asso-

ciations from the perspective of an adaptive and

maladaptive decision making style, six studies had a

positive association between the adaptive decision making

style and positive parenting approaches (Yang et al. 2014;

Michael et al. 2013; Wolff and Crockett 2011; Doğan and

Kazak 2010; Germeijs and Verschueren 2009; Keller and

Whiston 2008) (Tables 4, 5). Maladaptive decision making,

however, was positively associated with ten negative par-

enting approaches in seven studies (Cheung et al. 2014;

Yang et al. 2014; Euser et al. 2013; Pérez and Cumsille

2012; Commendador 2011; Koumoundourou et al. 2011;

Doğan and Kazak 2010) (Tables 4, 5). For Korean par-

ticipants, maladaptive decision making was positively

associated with positive parenting approaches, and
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Table 5 Associations between decision making styles and parenting approaches

Decision making process Decision making style Association with parenting approach

Adaptive decision making

Adaptive decision making often involve

processes which bring about the best possible

courses of action in the life domain in which the

decision needs to be taken (Avsec 2012). When

considering adaptive decision making some of

the common synonyms that accompany this style

of decision making are “methodical, systematic,

[and] independent” (Phillips 1997)

Wolff and Crockett (2011) and Doğan and Kazak

(2010): the process of decision making involved

thinking through all the possible alternatives

before a behavioral outcome was selected. This

process/style of decision making included: (1)

considering possible alternatives as well as

consequences, (2) appraising the “desirability” of

the possible consequences as well as (3)

considering the impact of each possible course of

action and (4) collating all the steps taken and re-

evaluating the options that would yield the most

desirable outcome for the decision maker

Positively associated

Parental support (Wolff and

Crockett 2011) (+PA)

Democratic parenting (Doğan and

Kazak 2010) (+PA)

Negatively associated

Authoritarian parenting (Doğan and

Kazak 2010) (−PA)

Yang et al. (2014): the process of decision making

considered the individual as being someone who

can successfully make decisions that have

positive outcomes. The bilateral influence

strategies employed in the decision making

process involved reasoning and bargaining as

part of the process of selecting an alternative

with the most desirable outcome

Positively associated

Authoritative (+PA) and permissive

(−PA) parenting for both Chinese

and Canadian participants

Michael et al. (2013), Germeijs and Verschueren

(2009), Lease and Dahlbeck (2009) and Keller

and Whiston (2008): the decision making process

was defined in light of the use of self-efficacy

which considered the levels of confidence,

gathering and appraising of information,

planning as well as considering alternatives as

part of the problem-solving process in decision

making

Positively associated

Parental instrumental development

and emotional support (Michael

et al. 2013) (+PA)

High perceived maternal and

paternal security of attachment

(Germeijs and Verschueren 2009)

(+PA)

Predicted authoritarian parenting for

females only (Lease and Dahlbeck

2009) (−PA)

Parental support and action (Keller

and Whiston 2008) (+PA)

Maladaptive decision making

In maladaptive decision making stress is

common. The presence of stress leads to

diminished attempts to consider alternatives

when faced with a situation in which a decision

needs to be taken (Okwumabua et al. 2003).

Maladaptive decision making furthermore brings

about indecisiveness and a lack of interest and

concern about the best course of action that needs

to be taken in the decision making process

(Friedman and Mann 1993; Okwumabua et al.

2003)

Sovet and Metz (2014) and Koumoundourou et al.

(2011): in these studies, the difficulties in the

decision making process considered the

following as being present (1) lack of motivation,

(2) general indecisiveness about the course of

action to take, (3) dysfunctional beliefs about the

satisfaction of the decisional process at hand, (4)

lack of sufficient information about the course of

action to be taken

Sovet and Metz (2014)

Negatively associated

Parental strictness (Korean

adolescents) (−PA)

Parental involvement (French

adolescents) (+PA)

Autonomy-granting (French

adolescents) (+PA)

Positively associated

Parental involvement (Korean

adolescents) (+PA)

Autonomy-granting (Korean

adolescents) (+PA)

Koumoundourou et al. (2011)

Positively associated

Authoritarian parenting (both

genders) (−PA)

Permissive parenting (Males only)

(−PA)
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negatively associated with negative parenting approaches.

Positive parenting approaches were also negatively asso-

ciated with maladaptive decision making for French

participants in one of the intercontinental studies (Sovet

and Metz 2014). The findings for the Korean and French

studies suggest that society, whether from a western or

non-western society, could play a role in the association

between parenting approaches and decision making styles.

The role of society may also be contradictory, because the

intercontinental study by Yang et al. (2014) found no dif-

ferences between the western and non-western societal

groups. The results indicate that the positive association

between maladaptive decision making and negative par-

enting approaches was the most common association

established in the review (Table 5).

Discussion

Often, situations arise in which a decision needs to be

made. The process of arriving at an alternative that would

be considered the best course of action for the decision

making situation is defined as the decision making style

(Scott and Bruce 1995; Leykin and DeRubeis 2010).

Table 5 continued

Decision making process Decision making style Association with parenting approach

Cheung et al. (2014) and Parishani and

Nilforooshan (2014): in these studies, the

challenges of indecision in the decision making

process were considered as having an impact on

the decisional outcomes taken by the individual

Positively associated

Effect on authoritarian parenting

(Cheung et al. 2014) (−PA)

Negatively associated

Authoritative parenting (Parishani

and Nilforooshan 2014) (+PA)

Yang et al. (2014): the process of decision making

involved unilateral influence strategies that

included the use of emotion and persuasion on

the part of the decision maker

Positively associated

Neglectful parenting (−PA)

Euser et al. (2013): the decision making process

was considered as one in which the decision

maker engaged in risks in the process of making

a decision

Positively associated

Parental rejection (−PA)

Overprotection (−PA)

Pérez and Cumsille (2012): the decision making

process examined was similar to the buck-

passing decision making style, since it

considered both the independence in the decision

making process as well as the possible

involvement of others (specifically, parents)

Positively associated

Parental control (behavior and

psychological control) (−PA)

Commendador (2011): this study used one of the

previous decision making styles as proposed by

Janis and Mann, in which the process of making

a decision was taken in the absence of sufficient

knowledge and information about the possible

courses of action and where the predetermined

outcome was not certain

Positively associated

Parental control (−PA)

Doğan and Kazak (2010): the decision making

process had maladaptive forms of decisional

coping strategies. The decision making process

was synonymous with (1) dismissing information

regarding risks and alternatives(complacency),

(2) panic arises as a result of having to make a

decision (decisional panic), and (3) either delay

in making a decision or passing the responsibility

onto another individual (cop-out)

Positively associated

Authoritarian parenting (with

complacency and cop-out) (−PA)

Protective-demanding parenting

(with complacency) (−PA)

Negatively associated with

Authoritarian and protective-

demanding parenting (with

decisional panic) (−PA)

Democratic parenting (with

decisional panic) (+PA)

+PA positive parenting approach, −PA negative parenting approach
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Table 6 Positive and negative parenting approaches

Parenting approach Author(s) Parenting approach definition

Positive parenting approaches

Parenting approaches that are often related to

pro-social or socially acceptable outcomes

for children (Davids and Roman 2014), and

involves nurturing, assistance, and

monitoring in the parent–child relationship

(Lee et al. 2006)

Parishani and Nilforooshan (2014) and Yang

et al. (2014)

Authoritative parenting: Parenting that is

characterized by the display of warmth and

support, while maintaining firm control

(Yang et al. 2014)

Sovet and Metz (2014) Parental involvement: An approach to

parenting where there is a display of warmth

and acceptance (Vignoli et al. 2005; Sovet

and Metz 2014)

Autonomy granting: Parenting approaches that

allow for independence and self-exploration

of alternatives

Michael et al. (2013) Parental instrumental development: Parenting

that is characterized by providing and

assisting children with information that

would benefit them (Michael et al. 2013)

Parental emotional support: The display of

support, emotionally by parents, with regard

to concerns the child may have (Michael

et al. 2013)

Wolff and Crockett (2011) Parental support: Parenting that is

characterized by “involvement, closeness,

warmth, communication, and nurturance”

(Holmbeck et al. 1995; Wolff and Crockett

2011)

Doğan and Kazak (2010) Democratic parenting: Parenting that allows

children and adolescents to display

autonomy in child rearing (Doğan and

Kazak 2010)

Germeijs and Verschueren (2009) Security of attachment: The quality of

attachment displayed within the parent–child

relationship (Germeijs and Verschueren

2009)

Keller and Whiston (2008) Parental support: The display of psychosocial

support by parents (Keller and Whiston

2008)

Parental action: Parenting behaviors related to

events in the lives of children and

adolescents (Keller and Whiston 2008)

Negative parenting approaches

Parental behaviors and approaches that

hinder positive psychosocial development in

children and adolescents (Betts et al. 2013),

and child rearing that often takes place in the

presence of poor monitoring and

supervision, inconsistent or harsh forms of

discipline (Barry et al. 2008)

Cheung et al. (2014), Parishani and

Nilforooshan (2014), Yang et al. (2014),

Koumoundourou et al. (2011), Doğan and

Kazak (2010) and Lease and Dahlbeck

(2009)

Authoritarian parenting: A parenting style in

which there is an expectation of obedience

from children and adolescents, where the

aim is to achieve control by use of

punishment (Baumrind 1971;

Koumoundourou et al. 2011)

Sovet and Metz (2014) Parental strictness: Parenting that is

synonymous with demanding parents, the

use of punitive disciplining styles and that is

restrictive (Chua 2011; Sovet and Metz

2014)

Yang et al. (2014) and Koumoundourou et al.

(2011)

Permissive parenting: One of Baumrind’s

(1971) parenting styles where there is a

display of little to no control over children

and adolescent’s behavior in the presence of

warmth displayed to children

(Koumoundourou et al. 2011)
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Individuals differ in their decision making styles (Riaz

et al. 2012; Williams and Esmail 2014). The decision

making style often is thought of as how individuals make

sense of the information that is available for the alterna-

tives as part of the decision making process (Albert and

Steinberg 2011). The decision making style that individuals

engage in before selecting an alternative operate on a

continuum from adaptive to maladaptive decision making

styles, when considering the plethora of decision making

styles proposed by theorists and researchers (Galotti et al.

2006). When considering decision making styles of chil-

dren and adolescents, parents are considered to play an

important role (Udell et al. 2008). The approaches to par-

enting used by parents—positive or negative in nature—are

associated with a number of developmental outcomes

(Betts et al. 2013). The review, therefore, aimed to examine

and describe previous studies that considered the asso-

ciations between decision making styles and parenting

approaches as decision making is often thought to take

place in a social context, which usually is the parental

home of the children and adolescents (Wolff and Crockett

2011).

Overview of Studies

The aim of this review was to examine the relationship be-

tween decision making styles and parenting approaches.

There were some interesting points when one considers the

demographic details of the participants in the studies in the

review. The age of participants in the various studies in the

review ranged from 7 to 26 years of age, with studies on

emerging adolescence and adolescence beingmost prevalent.

This developmental age group is commonly associated with

risk-taking and maladaptive approaches to decision making

(Reyna and Farley 2006). The participants from the studies in

the reviewwere largely representative of the United States of

America, Europe, Asia, and South America. Some continents

have very little research available on the associations exam-

ined, as can be seen from the lack of studies in the systematic

review that were from Africa and Australia.

Table 6 continued

Parenting approach Author(s) Parenting approach definition

Yang et al. (2014) Neglectful parenting: Parents who display this

type of parenting often offer no form of

structure or monitoring for children and

adolescents, which comes across as being

neither demanding nor responsive (Yang

et al. 2014)

Euser et al. (2013) Parental rejection: When parents display

hostility and punishment, and were blaming

the child by the parent is common (Euser

et al. 2013)

Overprotection: Parenting where there is a

display of excessive parental control (Euser

et al. 2013)

Pérez and Cumsille (2012) Psychological control: A form of parental

control in which manipulation is common

and it interferes in the emotional and

psychological development of the child or

adolescent (Barber 1996; Pérez and

Cumsille 2012)

Behavior control: Parental control where

attempts are made to control the child and

adolescent behavior (Barber 1996; Pérez and

Cumsille 2012)

Commendador (2011) Parental control: Parenting where there are

attempts made to monitor children by setting

strict rules (Roche et al. 2005;

Commendador 2011)

Doğan and Kazak (2010) Protective-demanding parenting: Parenting

which is synonymous with high levels of

control with the aim of children and

adolescents conforming to the views of

parents (Doğan and Kazak 2010)

82 Adolescent Res Rev (2016) 1:69–90

123



How do Children and Adolescents make Decisions?

A number of theorists, over the years, have proposed an

array of decision making styles (Gati et al. 2010). These

decision making styles include Janis and Mann’s (1977)

conflictual model of decision making. The model proposes

decision making styles that operate from vigilant to de-

fensive avoidant decision making. Vigilant decision

making is where a systematic process is followed in order

to arrive at a decision which would yield the best possible

outcome for the individual. Defensive avoidant forms of

decision making are characterized by the possibility of

delaying making a decision, shifting responsibility for

making a decision or having insufficient time to make a

decision.

In contrast, the styles proposed by Harren (1979), which

were later extended by Scott and Bruce (1995), indicated

that the different approaches that individuals use when

making a decision could range from a rational and thor-

ough investigation of possible alternatives to forms of

decision making based on emotion, the assistance of others,

avoidance of taking action and spontaneous decision

making. Johnson (1978) proposed decision making styles

that focus specifically on the manner individuals gather

information, and how they understand it. More recent

studies examining decision making styles have also been

proposed by Leykin and DeRubeis (2010). That identifies

nine decision making styles that range from a methodical

and systematic approach, to examining alternatives to those

which are dependent, spontaneous, avoidant and anxious

forms of decision making.

The examination of some of the decision making styles

that exist, moreover, provides an understanding of the

plethora of decision making styles that exist in literature.

However, one of the common trends in the various forms of

decision making styles does exist. It is to establish whether

the processes that the decision maker uses are those that

could yield the best course of action (adaptive decision

making) or whether they would hinder or interrupt attempt

to achieve the best course of action (maladaptive decision

making). In this review, the decision making styles were

categorized into either adaptive or maladaptive decision

making styles (Cenkseven-Önder 2012; Janis and Mann

1977; Parker et al. 2007), because a number of overlapping

styles have been found (Leykin and DeRubeis 2010).

The literature presents a number of decision making

styles that can be categorized into either adaptive or mal-

adaptive decision making styles. Adaptive decision making

is often thought of as being those decision making pro-

cesses that assist and contribute to successful outcomes in a

number of the decision maker’s life domains (Avsec 2012).

Furthermore, it is seen as a systematic and rigorous se-

lecting of alternatives aimed at achieving the best outcome.

On the other hand, maladaptive decision making styles are

those often with diminished attempts to consider alterna-

tives when faced with a situation, or with attempts that do

not always have the best course of action in mind (Ok-

wumabua et al. 2003). When considering the decision

making styles presented in this review, the most prevalent

decision making style was the maladaptive form of deci-

sion making.

Maladaptive decision making styles have important

implications for child and adolescent development. These

implications can be detrimental to development. Research

suggests that some of the implications of maladaptive de-

cision making on children and adolescents are the

development of low self-esteem (Leykin and DeRubeis

2010; Avsec 2012), depressive symptomology (Di Fabio

2006; Avsec 2012), and negative life events as a result of

poor decision making approaches (Parker et al. 2007;

Avsec 2012). These also include engaging in risky be-

havior and risk-taking (Reyna and Farley 2006; Williams

and Esmail 2014), diminished health promoting behavior

(Commendador 2007), low life satisfaction (Cenkseven-

Önder 2012), and increased perceived stress (Thunholm

2004). In addition to these implication, some researchers

have found links to diminished physical and psychological

well-being (Reyna and Farley 2006) and other researchers

have found greater dependence on others (Parker et al.

2007), increased experience of regret (Parker et al. 2007),

less decisional competence (Commendador 2011) and di-

minished health behavior (Steinberg 2004; Wolff and

Crockett 2011). There is no doubt that maladaptive deci-

sion making styles have a number of implications for the

developing child and adolescent.

Understanding Parenting Approaches
and the Relationship with Child and Adolescent
Outcomes

From a developmental perspective, parenting plays an

important role in the development of children and adoles-

cents (Aunola and Nurmi 2005; Lansford et al. 2005;

Roopnarine et al. 2006). Parenting has a number of inter-

acting factors (such as personal stresses or societal

demands) that could play a role in their approaches to

parenting (Belsky 1984; Thomson et al. 2014). Of interest

have been the effects of parenting on the development of

parent–child relationships (Aunola and Nurmi 2005; Chan

and Koo 2011; Betts et al. 2013; Arnett 2014).

The parenting approaches that parents often use could be

seen as either promoting pro-social behavior and devel-

opment (positive parenting approaches) (Kaiser et al. 2011;

Davids and Roman 2014) or as hindering the development

of pro-social development and favor diminished adaptive

development in children and adolescents (negative

Adolescent Res Rev (2016) 1:69–90 83

123



parenting approaches) (Betts et al. 2013; Dallaire et al.

2006; Whittaker and Cornthwaite 2000). The effects of

these approaches of parenting are important because they

have implications on development throughout the lifespan

(Thomson et al. 2014). A number of parenting approaches

exist in the literature (Wood et al. 2003; Aunola and Nurmi

2005) that were categorized into positive and negative

parenting approaches for the purposes of this review.

The most prevalent parenting approach presented in this

review was negative parenting. Negative parenting ap-

proaches have a number of adverse implications on child

and adolescent development that include conduct disorder,

behavioral problems, diminished autonomy, delinquency,

onset of risky sexual behavior, indecisive decision making,

diminished self-esteem, and lower levels of well-being and

scholastic achievement (Baumrind 1989; Ferrari and

Olivette 1993; Leung et al. 1998; Petersen et al. 1999;

Jewell and Stark 2003; Aunola and Nurmi 2005; Roche

et al. 2005; Supple and Small 2006). In contrast, positive

parenting approaches have been associated with the most

desirable and socially accepted outcomes for child and

adolescent development (Baumrind 1991; Aunola and

Nurmi 2005; Rinaldi and Howe 2012; Davids and Roman

2014).

Decision Making Styles as an Outcome of Parenting
Approaches

Parenting approaches, over the centuries, have been asso-

ciated with a number of developmental outcomes on

children and adolescents (Davids and Roman 2014; Aunola

and Nurmi 2005; Lansford et al. 2005). According to

Western research, the approaches to parenting that are

often associated with positive developmental outcomes are

those that promote parental warmth and autonomy (Betts

et al. 2013; Aunola and Nurmi 2005; Supple and Small

2006). Approaches to parenting that lack displays of

warmth, and which hinder autonomous development and

freedom, were associated with detrimental developmental

outcomes for children and adolescents (Jewell and Stark

2003; Aunola and Nurmi 2005; Roche et al. 2005; Supple

and Small 2006). The results presented in this review

support this commonly-held notion in Western research, as

a positive association was found between maladaptive de-

cision making and negative parenting. The results indicate

that, when parents display or engage in approaches to

parenting that are deemed negative, this has detrimental

outcomes for child and adolescent decision making, as the

child or adolescent would be prone to engage in mal-

adaptive decision making.

Engaging in maladaptive decision making has a number

of negative implications for the developing child. These

implications include diminished behavior that affects

health and well-being, depressive symptomology, negative

life events as a result of poor decision making, and en-

gaging in risky behavior and risk-taking (Di Fabio 2006;

Jewell and Stark 2003; Roche et al. 2005). These asso-

ciations, however, are not deemed universal and applicable

across different societal groups (Supple and Small 2006;

Maiter and George 2003).

Western societies that promote parental warmth and

autonomy have been most prevalent in the studies re-

viewed. One intercontinental study, between French and

Asian participants, found negative parenting approaches

associated with maladaptive decision making, whereas

positive parenting was positively associated with mal-

adaptive decision making for Asian participants. This

contradictory association suggests that society (whether

western or non-western) may play an important role in the

association between parenting approaches and decision

making styles. However, it also leaves room to question

whether these findings are always true from a cross-soci-

etal, cross-continental perspective, since Yang et al. (2014)

found no significant differences between adolescents from

the United States and Asia.

Western societies promote parenting that display

warmth and promote autonomy, while parenting in Asian

(non-Western or ethnic minority groups) societies pro-

motes more restrictive and authoritarian parenting (Supple

and Small 2006; Maiter and George 2003; Parke 2000).

The ideal on which Western society is based is that of

personal development and independence, while non-Wes-

tern societies are based on the development of the group

and interdependence (Supple and Small 2006; Aunola and

Nurmi 2005; Bush et al. 2002). From a societal perspective,

this could partially explain the contradictory associations

of both negative and positive parenting with maladaptive

decision making. Society, western or non-western in na-

ture, plays an important role in the behavioral and social

development of individuals (Ferguson et al. 2013; Roets

et al. 2012; Ferguson 2000).

Society influences the understanding that individuals

have, of numerous experiences in societal contexts. This

can be seen in the results presented in the review (Hofstede

2007). The differences in how individuals engage in social

experiences, as a result of society, can impact parenting,

and the approaches that parents use in the parent–child

relationship (Ferguson et al. 2013; Bornstein and Cote

2006; Parmar et al. 2004). The contradictory findings in the

two intercontinental studies that examined the associations

between decision making styles and parenting approaches

can be explained by western and non-western societal

differences. The contradictory findings can be the result of

either enculturation or acculturation. Enculturation is the

socialization process where the family or parental home

environment clings to the societal norms and values in
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which the parents were raised (Choi et al. 2013). This was

at work in the review by Pérez and Cumsille (2012), in

which parents from the non-western society clung to the

societal norms and values with regards to parenting.

Holding those values and norms explained the association

of positive parenting approaches with maladaptive decision

making, which were different for the participants from the

western society in the study. On the other hand, accul-

turation relates to adapting to mainstream societal values

and practices, which are common due to the influence of

globalization (Choi et al. 2013). Yang et al.’s (2014) can be

explained by acculturation. With increasing globalization,

non-western societies tend to adapt to mainstream western

norms and values with regards to parenting that explains

the similarity found in the associations between parenting

approaches and decision making styles for both the western

and non-western societies examined in the study.

The study by Commendador (2011) examined the as-

sociations between parenting approaches and decision

making styles of females only. Commendador (2011)

found a positive association between maladaptive decision

making and negative parenting approaches in a female only

study, which is similar to findings in this review, except

that this review included studies with both males and fe-

males (Euser et al. 2013; Pérez and Cumsille 2012;

Koumoundourou et al. 2011). In the review, no gender

differences were found in the associations between par-

enting approaches and decision making styles, while other

studies have found significant differences between decision

making styles and gender (Roman and Davids 2013; Sari

2008). The similarities between male and female asso-

ciations between decision making styles and parenting

approaches in the review can be due to males and females’

being equally capable of considering alternatives and

making sense of the decisional alternatives available to

them (Brown et al. 2011). The review considered only the

decision making processes or styles, and not the behavioral

outcomes that are often associated with gender roles

ascribed by society (Brown et al. 2011). This could be a

reason why gender did not play a significant role in the

association between parenting approaches and decision

making styles in the review.

Reviewing the association between decision making

styles and parenting is important, particularly as indi-

viduals are confronted with the task of making decisions

daily. The current systematic review contributes to the

existing body of knowledge by providing a summary of

study designs, geographical locations and participant de-

mographical details of studies examining the association

between decision making styles and parenting approaches.

The review also highlights some of the gaps and limitations

in literature that can inform future research to advance

adolescent development research.

Studies considering decision making often are con-

cerned with the behavioral outcome of children and

adolescent decision making. The current review presents

the prevalent decision making styles in child and adoles-

cent research studies, which would assist in policy and

program development in best-practice guidelines for ad-

vancing adaptive decision making for children and

adolescents. Additionally, the review provides an inclusive

understanding of the processes that adolescents engage in

as part of decision making styles. Decision making styles

are important, particularly as adolescence is synonymous

with behavioral decisions that are often thought to be

detrimental to pro-social development (Monahan et al.

2013). In providing an understanding of the processes that

adolescents engage in as part of decision making styles, the

review addresses some of the concerns highlighted by

Galotti et al. (2006) who have questioned the role that

decision making styles play in the information-gathering

process, which is examined in this review. The review

provides a glimpse of the plethora of decision making

styles that exist in the literature that often overlap one

another; however, for the first time, the current review

provides clear categories of different decision making

styles. These categories are on a continuum of adaptive

(such as deliberative and vigilant decision making styles)

to maladaptive decision making styles (such as difficulties

in decision making process, decisional panic and

indecision).

The review also presents the global trends of the de-

velopmental association between decision making styles

and parenting approaches of children and adolescents. This

is important. In reviewing adolescent decision making,

Albert and Steinberg (2011) have suggested that future

research should consider the role of environmental factors

such as peers and parents in light of decision making. The

current review provides a comprehensive understanding of

the association of decision making styles and parenting (in

the parental home environment). It addresses the gaps in

understanding adolescent decision making as alluded to by

Albert and Steinberg (2011). The current review, more-

over, adds to the understanding about the role that the

social environment plays in decision making (Gardner and

Steinberg 2005), more specifically decision making styles

—by examining the associations from both a global and

cross-societal perspective. This contribution is important

when considering current debates around child and ado-

lescent development in light of complex changes in the

environment that either promote or hinder pro-social de-

velopment for children, adolescents and youth (Coll 2015).

When considering the role of the parental environment

and the role it plays, it is known that negative parenting

approaches are associated with developmental outcomes

that can be detrimental for children and adolescents.
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However, limited studies have presented the association of

negative approaches to parenting with regard to decision

making. The review confirms that negative parenting ap-

proaches are associated with maladaptive decision making

styles. These findings warrant future research considering:

(a) instrument development with scales for adaptive and

maladaptive decision making styles, and (b) the associated

parenting approaches either to confirm or refute the find-

ings presented in the research.

One of the key findings of the review suggests that

maladaptive decision making styles are associated with

negative parenting. Even though it might be considered as

not presenting new findings, most studies have focused on

the behavioral outcomes (such as delinquent or risk be-

havior) of negative parenting. However, the review

presents the relationship of negative parenting and the

process of making a decision. The findings presented in the

review are important for parenting interventions, as they

provide motivation for the development of parenting in-

terventions that focus on the interaction of parents with

their children and adolescents in terms of decision making.

Contemporary studies suggest that parents are largely fo-

cused on the behavioral outcomes of decision making,

where the current review presents the importance of the

decision making process.

The important role of parenting is discussed in the

context of decision making, and the approaches that are

associated with decision making styles throughout child

and adolescent development. The review also provides

practitioners, academics and policy makers with insight

into the processes of decision making and the role that

parents play, which contributes to programme and inter-

vention development, as well as research and policies that

would aid in the promotion of adaptive decision making

styles of children and adolescents.

Limitations and Recommendations

Parenting is only one of many social contexts in which

decision making styles can be examined. Therefore, lim-

iting the associations of decision making styles to parenting

only can be considered a limitation, since there are a

number of contextual factors to consider in decision mak-

ing. This could be considered as recommendations for

future research. Another limitation is that the review was

not able to examine the relationships that sons and

daughters have with their maternal and paternal parenting

figures. Future research could also attempt to examine the

associations between decision making styles and (1) per-

sonality, (2) genetics, (3) other familial and social

environments (other than the parental home environment),

(4) socio-economic status, as well as (5) individualistic

versus collectivistic societies. As more reviews become

available examining child and adolescent decision making,

it will assist in better understanding the relationships that

exists between adaptive and maladaptive decision making.

Conclusion

Parenting approaches play an important role in the social

development of children and adolescents. In particular, the

various approaches to parenting have been associated with

a number of psychosocial as well as behavioral outcomes.

This review examined the associations between decision

making styles and parenting approaches. The results indi-

cate that there are distinct associations between decision

making and parenting. Both adaptive and maladaptive de-

cision making have been associated with parenting

approaches, while maladaptive decision making styles

were the most prevalent. The review suggests that mal-

adaptive decision making was associated with negative

parenting approaches. Often maladaptive decision making

has been associated with detrimental developmental out-

comes for both children and adolescents.

The current review provides a comprehensive under-

standing of the associations between decision making styles

and parenting approaches—from a global perspective—

where western and non-western societies were found to play

an important role in the associations. Gender and age had no

significant role in the associations presented. The review

provides an understanding of the associations between de-

cision making styles and parenting approaches, as well as

bridging the gaps in literature and proposing recommenda-

tions for future research. Additionally, the review provides

clear categories for delineating decision making styles into

either adaptive or maladaptive decision making. The find-

ings presented confirm that negative parenting is associated

withmaladaptive decisionmaking, but the review reveals the

need for future research with regards to the development of

instruments and interventions for both research and practice.

Moreover, the review adds to current debates and knowledge

on children and adolescent’s decision making processes. It

confirms the important role that parents play in the devel-

opment of styles of decision making.
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