








































































































































































































The results in Table: 5.19. show that there are no significant positive relationships between 

the dimensions of family functioning and the decision-making styles of adolescents. There 

were significant negative relationships to be found between Communication and Hyper 

vigilance (r = -.10*), Roles and Buck-passing (r = -.13*), General family functioning and 

Defensive avoidance (r = -.10*) and Buck-passing (r = -.11*).   

 

In Table: 5.20. the regression analyses suggest that family functioning has an effect on only 

Defensive avoidance. Specifically, Problem-solving (β = 2.27, p = .02) and Communication 

(β = 2.54, p = .01) were significantly positive predictors of a Defensive avoidance decision-

making style. The final model accounted for 4% of the variance of a Defensive avoidance 

decision-making style. 

Table: 5.20. Regression analyses predicting decision-making styles of adolescents 

Family Functioning b SE b β t p 

Vigilance 
Constant  .88     

Problem-Solving  -.01 .02 -.03 -.45 .65 

Communication -.02 .03 -.05 -.84 .40 

Roles -.03 .03 -.06 -1.04 .30 

Affective Responsiveness .03 .03 -.09 -1.49 .14 

Affective Involvement .03 .02 -.08 1.34 .18 

Behavioural Control -.03 .02 -.07 -1.14 .25 

General Family Functioning .03 .03 .07 .99 .32 

Hyper vigilance 
Constant  .45     

Problem-Solving  .03 .02 .08 1.18 .24 

Communication .03 .03 .06 .96 .34 

Roles -.02 .03 -.04 -.70 .49 

Affective Responsiveness .03 .03 .06 1.04 .30 

Affective Involvement -.00 .02 -.01 -.17 .86 

Behavioural Control -.05 .02 -.12 -1.89 .06 

General Family Functioning .02 .03 .04 .64 .53 
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Buck-passing 
Constant  .14     

Problem-Solving  .03 .03 .07 1.05 .29 

Communication .03 .03 .07 1.02 .31 

Roles .01 .04 .02 .31 .76 

Affective Responsiveness -.03 .03 -.05 -.85 .40 

Affective Involvement -.00 .03 -.01 -.13 .90 

Behavioural Control .05 .03 .12 1.92 .06 

General Family Functioning -.01 .04 -.01 -.18 .85 

Defensive Avoidance 
Constant  .33     

Problem-Solving  .05 .02 .15 2.27* .02 

Communication .07 .03 .16 2.54* .01 

Roles -.04 .03 -.07 -1.11 .27 

Affective Responsiveness .02 .03 .05 .86 .39 

Affective Involvement -.02 .03 -.04 -.70 .49 

Behavioural Control -.00 .03 -.01 -.09 .93 

General Family Functioning -.03 .03 -.06 -.84 .40 

Procrastination 
Constant  .43     

Problem-Solving  .01 .02 .02 .21 .83 

Communication -.03 .03 -.05 -.82 .41 

Roles .01 .04 .01 .20 .85 

Affective Responsiveness -.00 .03 -.00 -.04 .97 

Affective Involvement .00 .03 .00 .07 .94 

Behavioural Control .01 .03 .02 .27 .79 

General Family Functioning .02 .03 .05 .69 .49 

Rationalization 
Constant  .39     

Problem-Solving  .00 .02 .00 .03 .98 

Communication .04 .03 .09 1.37 .17 

Roles -.03 .03 -.06 -1.01 .31 

Affective Responsiveness .03 .03 .08 1.27 .20 

Affective Involvement .02 .02 .05 .87 .38 

Behavioural Control -.01 .02 -.04 -.57 .57 

General Family Functioning .03 .03 .06 .84 .40 

Note Vigilance: Δ R² = 0.01  

87 
 

 

 

 

 



Note Hyper vigilance: Δ R² = 0.01  

Note Buck passing: Δ R² = 0.01  

Note Defensive Avoidance: Δ R² = 0.04  

Note Procrastination: Δ R² = -0.02  

Note Rationalisation: Δ R² = 0.00  

 

5.8. Conclusion 

The results on the relationship that existed between variables forming part of this research 

indicate no positive relationship between the dimensions of family functioning and the 

decision-making styles of adolescents. There is however significant negative relationships 

found between Communication and Hyper vigilance decision making style. The Hyper 

vigilance style refers to the application of an optimistic views towards the various alternatives 

of a decision needed to be made, panic and stress sets in and an objectionable alternative is 

considered. Another significant negative relationship was found between Roles and Buck-

passing decision making style. The buck-passing decision-making style refers to the passing 

of a decision on to someone else. The following chapter includes the discussion, conclusion 

and recommendations based on the finding in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1. Introduction 

The aim of this study was to examine the association between the role of family functioning 

in the decision-making styles of adolescents in the Overberg Area. This chapter discusses the 

findings of this research project, in line with the conceptual framework underpinning the 

study. 

 

6.2. Family Functioning and adolescence 

The first objective of this study was to determine the most prevalent dimension of family 

functioning of adolescents. The results are only based on the adolescents’ perception of their 

families’ functioning. In addition, this study sought to determine how well families were 

functioning. The results of this study indicated that the families of participants might have 

had ineffective functioning in all the dimensions of the McMaster Model of Family 

Functioning (MMFF). The dimensions of this Family Assessment Device (FAD), which 

include problem-solving, communication, roles, affective responsiveness, affective 

involvement and behaviour control, are considered to have the most important impact on the 

family (Walsh, 2003). These dimensions are further elaborated upon as follows:  

(a) Problem-solving includes the family’s ability to resolve problems to a level that 

maintains effective family functioning (Aarons, McDonald, Connelly & Newton, 

2007). Effective families solve most problems rapidly, easily and without much 

thought, so that at times there could be some difficulty eliciting and detailing the 

89 
 

 

 

 

 



problem-solving steps they follow (Sheriif et al., 2010; Epstein et al., 1983; Walsh, 

2003). The stages in this process of problem-solving are as follows:  

(i) Identification of the problem;  

(ii) Communication of the problem to appropriate resources within or outside 

of the family;  

(iii) Development of alternative action plans;  

(iv) Decision regarding a suitable action;  

(v) Action;  

(vi) Monitoring that action which is taken; and  

(vii) Evaluation of the success of the action.  

(b) Communication is defined as the way in which the family exchanges information, 

and includes consideration for such variables as content, the potential for multiple 

messages, checking that the communication sent was appropriately conveyed and 

interpreted by the receiver.  

(c) Roles, also referred to as Role allocation or Family roles, are the repetitive patterns 

of behaviour that underpin the individuals’ fulfilment in family functioning. The 

more functions they adequately fulfil and clearly allocate house accountability 

mechanisms, the healthier the family.  

(d) Affective responsiveness is defined as the ability to respond to a range of stimuli 

with the appropriate quality and quantity of feelings. The more effective the 

families’ affective responsiveness, the wider the range and more appropriate their 

responses in terms of quantity and quality for a given situation.  

(e) Affective involvement is defined as the degree to which the family shows interest 

in, and values the activities and interests of, family members.  
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(f) Behaviour control refers to the pattern the family adopts for dealing with the 

behaviour of individuals within the family. These patterns of behaviour can be seen 

in three specific situations: (i) physically dangerous situations, (ii) situations 

involving the meeting and expressing of psychobiological needs and drives, and 

(iii) situations involving socializing behaviour both inside and outside the family.  

 

The responses of the FAD are coded 1-4 for each subscale, summed up for positively worded 

items and divided by the total number of items in that scale – the negative worded items are 

reversed. Individual scale scores range from 1.0 for best functioning and 4.0 for the worse 

functioning (Miller, Ryan, Keitner, Bishop, & Epstein, 2000). The cut off score indicated in 

Table: 6.1. for Affective Responsiveness is 2.20, Affective Involvement is 2.10 and Roles is 

2.30. For each of the six scales (dimensions of family functioning), Table: 6.1. presents the 

cut-off value of the McMaster Family Functioning Assessment Device and one added 

General Family Functioning scale. 

Table: 6.1. McMaster Model of Family Functioning & General Functioning Assessment  

Scale McMaster cut-off values Mean for this study 
Problem Solving 2.2 2.27 

Communication 2.2 2.37 

Roles 2.3 2.43 

Affective Involvement 2.1 2.47 

Affective Responsiveness 2.2 2.45 

Behaviour Control 1.9 2.35 

General Functioning 2.0 2.27 

 

The results of this study indicated that the highest scores, and possibly the most challenging 

dimensions in the family functioning of participants, were Affective Involvement, Affective 

Responsiveness and Roles. Affective Involvement refers to how often and to what level 
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family members show an interest and invest themselves in each other (Aarons et al., 2007), 

through particular activities of individuals (Ryan et al., 2005). The focus of this dimension 

rests on the degree to which, and the manner in which, the members show interest. This can 

range from a total lack, to an extreme amount, of involvement. There are several styles of 

Affective Involvement, of which Empathic Involvement (members demonstrate a true 

affective concern for the interests of others in the family, even though those concerns may be 

peripheral to their own interests) is the most healthy form of functioning: without it, the 

family becomes less effective in their functioning (Ryan et al., 2005). Roche, Ensminger & 

Cherlin, (2007) conducted a study to determine the variations of parenting and adolescent 

outcomes of families living in low income urban areas. The results indicated that higher 

levels of parental involvement were associated with lower levels of psychological problems, 

and ineffective involvement contributed to adolescents’ problem behaviour and lack of 

school performance. In a systematic review to examine the link between anti-social behaviour 

of adolescents and parental practice, Human-Hendricks & Roman (2014) found that 

consistent parental involvement, attachment, role allocation and affection contribute to a 

reduced negative behaviour.  

 

Affective Responsiveness is also defined as the families’ ability to respond to a full range of 

experiences, in an appropriate quantity and quality of feeling (Aarons et al., 2007). According 

to Ryan et al. (2005), this level of Affective Responsiveness is determined by observing the 

experience of affective responses to effective stimuli: whether or not family members are 

able to respond with a full spectrum of feelings experienced or the emotion experienced is 

consistent or appropriate with the stimulus or situational context. 
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Roles refer to the repetitive patterns of behaviour through which family functions are fulfilled 

by family members (Aarons et al., 2007). Ryan et al. (2005) identify five necessary 

functioning in this dimension: 

(1) provision of resources (i.e. food, clothing and shelter);  

(2) nurturing and support (i.e. comfort and warmth);  

(3) adult sexual gratification;  

(4) personal development (i.e. assisting with school work, finding a career and 

guidance);  

(5) maintenance and management (i.e. decision making functions, boundary and 

membership functions, behaviour control functions, household finance functions 

and health related functions).  

In addition, two further integral issues of role functioning include:  

(1) role allocation referring to the family’s pattern in assigning roles; and  

(2) role accountability which refers to the way in which the family ensures that these 

functions are done. 

 

In another study that assessed the family functioning of Caucasian and Hispanic American 

youth, Aarons et al. (2007) found that Hispanic families scored significantly higher on the 

Roles and Affective Responsiveness domains. The responses in the areas of inter and intra-

personal strength, school functioning and affective strength for Hispanic youth was 

significantly higher as well. A study by McCreary & Dancy (2004) on the dimensions of 

family functioning concluded that family interactions that consists of Affective Involvement, 

Affective Responsiveness, Roles and Communication, demonstrate effective family 

functioning. Whereas ineffective functioning consists of families that demonstrate uncaring, 
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hostility and violence, lack of communication, lack of affective involvement and affective 

responsiveness, as well as a lack of roles. 

 

In contrast, the lowest scores, still above the cut-off value, however, were for Problem-

solving and General Family Functioning. Problem-solving is referred to as a family’s 

sufficient ability to resolve problems to a level that maintain effective family functioning 

(Aarons et al., 2007; Ryan et al., 2005). Ryan et al. (2005) further elaborate that family 

problems are issues that threaten the family’s functional capacity and which the family may 

have difficulty in solving. Family problems can be divided into instrumental problems that 

refer to everyday life problems (managing finances, obtaining food, etc.) and affective 

problems, which refer to issues of emotions (feelings) such as anger, depression, etc.  

 

General family functioning refers to the overall level of family health/pathology and 

functionality (Petrocelli, Calhoun & Glaser, 2003). This dimension was a product of the 

Family Assessment Device (FAD) (Ryan et al., 2005), a subscale separate from the other six 

subscales (Petrocelli et al., 2003) most effectively used as a research tool (Ryan et al., 2005). 

According to Petrocelli et al. (2003), a family that displays high levels of general family 

functioning is known to be healthy, lack psychosocial problems, develop cohesion, can adapt 

well to challenges and sets clear roles and boundaries. The study of Petrocelli et al. (2003) 

aimed to determine the role of general family functioning in the quality of family 

relationships. The results of their study indicated that the Affective Involvement subscale was 

not significantly correlated to the quality of family relationships. The results further 

suggested that families may be able to problem solve, set clear behavioural roles, respond 

with appropriate affection, and maintain desired standards. If they cannot maintain these, 

however, they may then perceive their overall relationship as problematic. 
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According to Miller et al. (2000), these dimensions of family functioning were formulated to 

create an understanding of the structure, organization and transactional patterns associated 

with family difficulties. Not one of these dimensions, however, are considered as the 

foundation for conceptualizing family behaviour: they merely contribute to create an overall 

understanding of the family in which some areas of functioning may overlap or interact with 

one another (Ryan et al., 2005). 

 

Unhealthy family functioning is based on the Mean and Standard Deviation being greater 

than or equal to the cut off-scores in that dimension, and less than the cut-off score indicates 

healthy family functioning (Ryan et al., 2005). The scoring in this study is above the cut-off 

value, which implies possible ineffective functioning of the family in these dimensions. It 

could, therefore, be concluded that the overall family functioning of the participants was 

ineffective in one or more of these dimensions. 

The FAD was designed as a screening instrument to identify problem areas in the simplest 

way. According to Epstein, Baldwin & Bishop (1983), these dimensions of family 

functioning are not dependent on one another. Challenges experienced in one dimension of 

family functioning, may not have an impact on another, i.e. some families may have 

challenges with behaviour control, another with communication, and some may even have 

challenges with both these dimensions. The implications of the results of this research 

suggests that ineffective family functioning in any of these dimensions, according to Ryan et 

al. (2005), can become a contributing factor to the emotional and physical problems of family 

members. Effective functioning in all of these dimensions on the other hand supports the 

optimal physical and emotional well-being of family members.  
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According to Ryan et al. (2005), family functioning is dynamic and generally refers to the 

quality of family life concerned with the wellness, competence, strengths and weaknesses of 

family members (Shek, 2002). Most importantly, family functioning is also considered to 

have an impact on the developing adolescent (Koen, Van Eden & Venter, 2011). Family 

factors such as divorce, single parent families, family disintegration, lack of involvement, 

poor communication can influence adolescent’s attitudes and behaviour (Louw, Van Ede & 

Louw, 1998). Also considering that the family is seen as a working unit that is greater than 

the sum of its parts, each individual affects the family as a whole, while the family members 

also affect each individual. Good family relationships are important protective factors: 

adequate emotional sharing; high flexibility in rules; good levels of satisfaction of all family 

members; all contribute to adolescent’s well-being (Tafa & Baiocco, 2009).  

 

The study of Shek (2002) on the association between family functioning and adolescent 

adjustment revealed that family functioning was significantly related to adolescents’ 

psychological well-being, which included existential well-being, life satisfaction, self-esteem, 

and a sense of mastery. The results further indicated that adolescents, who perceived the 

family as dysfunctional, displayed more problem behaviour in both poor and non-poor 

groups. Henderson, Dakof, Schwartz & Liddle (2006) investigated direct and indirect effects 

of family functioning on the severity of adolescent externalizing problems. Their findings 

indicated that family functioning exerted direct and shared effects on externalizing problems.  

 

Similarly, Parra, Oliva & Reina (2013) conducted a longitudinal study with a group of 

adolescents. In this study the relationship between adolescents and their parents were 

analysed over a period of 10 years. The results indicated that the levels of communication and 

affection diminished, however, their perceived adaptability remained and cohesion increased 
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as the frequency of conflict increased. Continuous and unresolved conflict may result in 

serious self-esteem, autonomy and self-control deficiencies in adolescence (Koen, van Eden, 

& Venter, 2011). 

 

Based on a South African study by Holborn & Eddy (2011), many South African children are 

growing up in dysfunctional families because of the unique conditions that affected the social 

structure: social stressors and historical factors; the social, political and economic conditions 

of colonialism; and the urbanisation of South African families. These conditions have led to 

changes in the structure, responsibilities and roles of the families (Makiwane et al., 2012). 

They have also created conditions of weakened family ties, diminished obligations towards 

one another, as well as a lack of safety and security which further exacerbates the family 

dysfunctionality. According to Amoateng et al. (2004), a gap is formed between idealization 

of the family and reality, as often children’s living conditions affect their impressions of what 

families are and should be. Holborn & Eddy (2011) further asserts that dysfunctional families 

could damage the adolescent’s desire to prosper.  

 

Fostering adolescents’ self-endorsed functioning through empathy, giving choices wherever 

possible, and encouraging them to act upon their personal values and interests, seems to be 

crucial in dealing successfully with the challenges of raising adolescents (Van Pentegem et 

al., 2012). Families need to allow adolescents to make choices and not dominate decision-

making (Carpenter & Mulligan, 2009). It may foster adolescents’ individualisation from their 

parents, to try more things on their own and develop competence and efficacy (Eccless & 

Gootman, 2002). 
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6.3. Decision-making styles of adolescence 

The second objective for this study was to determine the most prevalent decision-making 

style of adolescents. According to Janis & Mann (1977, in Mann et al., 1977), decision-

making styles, also referred to as coping patterns, are strategies that individuals use to deal 

with threats and stress, or, coping behaviour when challenged with decisions that have to be 

made. The various decision-making styles are: Vigilance, Hyper vigilance, Defective 

avoidant, Buck-passing and Procrastination. Decision-making styles are also defined as, a 

situation encountered, which includes the approach, reaction and action of an individual who 

is about to make a decision (Phillips, Pazienza & Ferrin, 1984, as cited in Deniz, 2011). Janis 

& Mann (1977, in Mann et al., 1977) defines these styles as follows:  

(i) The Vigilance decision-making style is applied when an individual is optimistic 

about finding an alternative solution or answer to a conflicting decision that needs 

to be made and believes that there is time to follow the steps in making a good 

choice.  

(ii) The Hyper vigilance style is applied when the individual is optimistic about the 

various alternatives to the decision that needs to be made, but believes there is 

insufficient time to search for a possible alternative or solution, so panic and stress 

sets in and an objectionable alternative is considered.  

(iii) The Defensive avoidance style is applied when an individual is pessimistic about 

the alternative or solution and adopts either (a) The procrastination decision-

making style, delaying or postponing the decision-making, or (b) The buck-passing 

decision-making style, passing the decision-making responsibility on to someone 

else (Burnett, 1991). 
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The results of the current study indicated that the Vigilance decision-making style was the 

most prevalent among adolescents, while the Buck-passing decision-making style was the 

least prevalent. The Vigilance decision-making style, is identified as one that encompasses 

high cognitive activity and is also regarded as a problem-solving strategy (Mann et al., 1997). 

Buck-passing is one of the Defensive avoidance decision-making styles (Mann et al., 1997) 

and refers to someone who avoids the responsibility of making a decision by passing it on to 

someone else (Brown, Abdallah & Ng, 2011).    

 

According to the Janis & Mann (1977, in Mann et al., 1977) model of decision-making styles, 

effective decision makers use a vigilant pre-decisional strategy, while maladaptive strategies 

are characterised by procrastination and avoidance. Berzonsky & Ferrari (1996) investigated 

the relationship between identity orientation and decisional strategies of adolescents. They 

define identity orientation as the manner in which individuals approach (information 

orientated) or avoid (avoidant orientation) a task associated with developing their self-

identity. The results indicated that those who reportedly take on an informational orientated 

approached to self-construction and identity issues used a more cognitive, vigilant decisional 

strategy, whereas an avoidant orientation approach resorts to maladaptive decision-making 

strategies, such as avoidance. The vigilant decision-making style approach indicates that 

information orientated individuals rely on a more deliberate, committed approach, by actively 

seeking out, evaluating, and utilizing relevant information to deal with decisional conflicts. A 

study by Luyckx, Soenens, Berzonsky, Smits, Goossens & Vansteenkiste (2007) examined 

the moderating role of autonomy, self-reflection and self-remuneration. Their aim was to do 

this in comparison with identity orientated identity processing, identity consolidation and 

individual well-being. Their findings revealed that individuals, who were more autonomous 
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in their actions, increased their consolidated identity as a result of an automatic increase in 

their exploratory actions and improved sense of self-worth. 

 

It is important to bear in mind that there is not much literature available on South African 

adolescents’ decision-making styles. Previous studies on decision-making mainly focus on 

career decision-making (Martinez, 2007), consumerism (Kamaruddin & Mokhlis, 2003), 

academic related decisions (Miller & Byrnes, 2001), and other life satisfaction related 

decisions (Cenkseven-Önder, 2012). These studies focused on the process that adolescents 

follow to make decisions and also how, having good or bad decision-making abilities, 

impacted on them. To motivate the importance of acquiring a process of making effective 

decisions, literature obtained emphasizes the development of decision-making skills as being 

the ultimate goal during adolescence (Miller & Byrnes, 2001; Eccles & Gootman, 2002). 

According to Deniz (2011), it is important that adolescents acquire the skills to make 

confident decisions, as they are in the developmental phase where critical decision-making on 

the most important key life transitions occur. Full transition through this stage results in the 

ability to: draw conclusions from available information and predict possible outcomes; reason 

theoretically; and understand more abstract concepts, such as love and values (Fantasia, 

2008) and help guide the exposure of adolescents to experience either treacherous places or 

exciting adventures (Siegel & Hartzel, 2014). 

 

Deniz (2006) aimed to determine the relationship between decision-making styles and life 

satisfaction. The findings indicated that there was no significant correlation between life 

satisfaction, decisions, self-esteem and the avoidance decision-making styles. There was a 

positive relationship found between problem-focused coping and the vigilance decision-

making style, and a negative relationship between problem-focused and buck-passing. 
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According to Dewberry, Juanchich & Narendran (2013), decision-making competence in 

everyday life is associated with decision-making styles. Their study aimed to examine 

decision-making competence in everyday life. The results indicated that cognitive styles do 

not seem to offer an increase in the validity, while personality does offer an increase in the 

validity, of decision-making styles for predicting decision-making competencies. These 

decisions include choices on education; occupation; health; starting a family; and 

participating in society (Makiwane & Kwizera, 2008). These decisions have a long-term 

impact on many of life’s contexts for adolescence (Seiffge-Krenke, 2002), and how these 

decisions are made, holds definite implications across all facets of our lives (Brown, 

Abdallah & Ng, 2011). Therefore having the ability to make wise, intellectual and mature 

decisions is considered fundamental to living a prosperous and accomplished life (Armesh, 

2013).  

 

Decision-making capacities of adolescents are limited, according to Kambam & Thompson 

(2009), and have been common knowledge for centuries. Typical adolescents have 

deficiencies in their decision-making capabilities, as a result of a deficiency in their cognitive 

and psychosocial characteristics, related to their level of development. Adolescents are 

particularly susceptible to the potentially deleterious effects of emotions on decision-making, 

as they often make decisions under the influence of emotions and social aspects (Lizarraga, 

Baquendano, Oliver, & Closas 2009). Decision-making in adolescence may, however, be 

influenced by other variables as well (Kambam & Thompson, 2009). According to Lizarraga 

et al. (2009), these variables can be characterized by at least three sources: those associated 

with the decision; those associated with the decision maker; and those associated with the 

environments in which the decision occurs. Brown, Abdallah & Ng (2011) identify these 

variables as the family, friends, and social institutions. The family, according to Zuberi 
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(2013), however, provide a more immediate and essential context of development for the 

adolescent. Thus, it can be concluded that the effectiveness and management of decision-

making capabilities may have been taught at home (Roman & Davids, 2013). 

 

6.4. Relating family functioning to decision-making styles during adolescence 

The third and final objective in this study was to examine the role of family functioning on 

decision-making styles of adolescents. According to the Department of Social Development 

(2013), the theoretical underpinnings that draw the connection between family functioning 

and decision-making, are derived mainly from the general family literature, such as The 

White Paper on Families. While the family is considered central to the socialization of 

children (Department of Social Development, 2013), not much is known about the role of 

family functioning in the decision-making styles of adolescents.  

 

The results of this study suggest that family functioning only has an effect on the Defensive 

Avoidance decision-making style. The Defensive Avoidance style is considered when an 

individual is pessimistic about the alternative or solution to a decision and adopts the: (a) 

Procrastination decision-making style, where the individual delays or postpone making the 

decision; or the (b) Buck-passing decision-making style, where the responsibility is passed on 

to someone else (Burnett, 1991).The problem-solving dimension (defined as the ability to 

resolve problems at a level that maintains effective family functioning) and communication 

(the manner in which information is exchanged within and between the family members) 

(Walsh, 2003), were on the other hand significant positive predictors of the defensive 

avoidance decision-making style. In relation to the McMaster Model of Family Functioning, 

4% of the variance of a Defensive Avoidance decision-making style was accounted for. 

Cenkseven-Önder (2012) examined the influence of decision-making styles on adolescents 

102 
 

 

 

 

 



and life satisfaction. His findings suggest that the Vigilance and Complacency decision-

making styles were positively related to family satisfaction. 

 

The results of this current study show that there are no significant positive relationships 

between the dimensions of family functioning and decision-making styles of adolescents. 

There are significant negative relationships found between Communication and Hyper 

vigilance; Roles and Buck-passing; General family functioning and Defensive Avoidance 

(buck-passing). The regression analyses suggest that family functioning only has an effect on 

Defensive Avoidance. Specifically, problem-solving and communication were significantly 

positive predictors of a Defensive Avoidance decision-making style. This may imply that 

family functioning may not have an impact on the decision-making style of the adolescent, 

but rather on the process in making affective decisions. 

 

According to Berzonsky & Ferrari (1996), the Defensive Avoidance style was significant to 

those who experienced pre-decisional panic, low cognitive competence, procrastination and 

maladaptive decisional strategies. In essence, it further implies that growing up in a troubled 

family environment, depriving adolescents of good role models (parents), or disturbing the 

learning patterns (lack of care), are family circumstances that contribute to the development 

of poor decision-making competence. According to Isen (2001), positive affect enhances 

decision-making, leading to the development of more flexible, innovative, creative and 

efficient cognitive processing ability, as long as the task at hand is meaningful or important to 

the decision maker.  

 

According to literature, the family faces a variety of transitions that demand adaptive efforts 

by its members, of which adolescence will be the most important transition (Parra, Oliva, & 
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Reina, 2013). Based on the physical, cognitive and emotional changes that adolescents 

experience, they can, and do, open the family to a whole new array of values (Cox & Paley, 

1997). Characterised by a process of co-evolution, parents and adolescents should engage in 

these developmental challenges together (Tafa & Baiocco, 2009). It can be challenging for 

the adolescent, as well as the family members who render the support (Siegel & Hartzel, 

2014). The role of the family therefore seems crucial in the development of adolescents 

(Koen, Van Eden & Venter, 2011). 

 

Parker & Fischhoff (2005) conducted a study that examined to what extent individuals 

showed consistent performance differences across typical behavioural decision-making tasks, 

and how those correlated with real world-decision-making. Their findings indicated that 

higher decision-making competence scores were associated with a positive intact family 

environment, more constructive cognitive styles and less maladaptive risk behaviour. 

 

Amesh (2013) states that the family environment and the relationships that individuals have 

with family members influence decision-making. Families that emphasise personal decision-

making, inspire educational, occupational, recreational, marital and family choices (Zarret & 

Eccles, 2006). Decisions about aspects of youth and family life are considered important 

indicators of the family process and contribute to later development. Families need to allow 

more decision-making and not dominate decision-making (Carpenter & Mulligan, 2009). 

 

6.5. The implications of these results for the adolescents 

As mentioned in chapter 2, adolescence is seen as the longest developmental stage, beginning 

with puberty and extending into the early 20’s (Fantasia, 2008); and is largely characterised 

as beginning and ending the teenage stage (Department of Social Development, 2013). 
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Adolescence is a confusing period of development (Siegel & Hartzel, 2014) that encompasses 

a host of new challenges (Bandura, 2005). This phase is most commonly known as a period 

of storm, stress and experimentation for adolescents (Roman & Frantz, 2013), who have to 

manage major biological, educational and social roles simultaneously (Bandura, 2005). They 

have to learn how to deal with puberty, physical changes, emotional invested relationships, 

the emergence of sexuality, educational transitions, etc. As they mature they are obliged to 

assume more responsibility and decision-making. The outcome of these changes and the 

management of these challenges depend on how adolescents develop and exercise their 

personal power of producing an effect (Bandura, 2005). 

 

According to Siegel & Hartzel (2014), adolescents’ experiences are primarily dependant on 

cognitive changes in their development. These cognitive changes influence their minds and 

relationships in the way they remember, think, reason, focus attention, make decisions and 

relate to others (Siegel & Hartzel, 2014). They need to commit themselves to goals that give 

them a sense of purpose and meaning in life (Roman & Davids, 2013). Goal setting is widely 

viewed as an important component of the decision-making process (Golatti, Giner, 

AltenBaumes, Geertz, Ropp & Woulfe, 2006). It also helps them to organise their lives, 

provide a sense of meaning, not only in their lives, but also in their activities, creating a sense 

of tolerance in achievement (Bandura, 2005). Eccles & Gootman (2002) add that the most 

important cognitive changes during this period relates to their ability to think theoretically: 

consider the hypothetical, as well as the real; process information in a complex and more 

detailed manner; consider the multiple dimensions of a problem; and have the ability to 

reflect on the self and on complicated situations.  
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such as stress-coping patterns; cognitive styles, which include systematic versus non-

systematic, or open versus close mindedness, and personality dimensions such as 

dependence, optimism/pessimism and efficacy (Mann et al., 1997). These cognitive, social 

and emotional developments require them to: make their own choices, develop their own 

opinions, foster some form of independence and responsibility, and also, demand less care 

and attention from the family (Human-Hendrick & Roman, 2014).  Furthermore, children 

need a supportive family environment, throughout their development, that enables them to 

acquire the problem-solving skills and competence for a well-adjusted life (Roman, 2014). 

 

6.6. Theoretical implications 

Family Systems Theory implies that family functioning is related to the accomplishment of 

essential functions and tasks. These functions and tasks are referred to as the dimensions of 

family functioning (Walsh, 2003). It further reflects the quality and satisfaction with 

relations, rather than problem-solving. This approach acts as a screening device for families 

who may not recognize risks at an early stage (Akister & Stevenson-Hinde, 1991). The 

Family Assessment Device was formulated to assess family functioning based on all the 

dimensions of the MMFF and includes a General Functioning Scale that measures the overall 

level of family functioning. This assessment is based on the individual members’ perception 

of their families functioning. These items are purposely scrambled and match only one 

dimension which may identify healthy or unhealthy functioning (Ryan et al., 2005). It further 

aims to reflect the difficulties that a family may be experiencing in the family system. These 

difficulties can be determined in the dimensions of family functioning. 

 

107 
 

��

��

��

��



The family system is a well-established model, commonly used to assess the family systems 

framework (Buswell et al., 2012). It is commonly examined through the family systems 

theoretical perspective which includes:  

(1) Family relationships, according to the systems framework, function independently 

(Morgaine, 2001) and are governed by boundaries or explicit rules for accessing 

resources and support within the family (Sturge-Apple et al., 2010). There are 

predictable patterns of interaction within the family system that assist in 

maintaining the family’s equilibrium (Morgaine, 2001). Amoateng et al. (2004), 

state that the quality and level of family relationships have a direct effect on the 

behaviour, social competence and goal directedness of individuals. According to 

Bandura (2005), a family’s functioning consists of interlocking relationships, rather 

than just the mere collection of members. 

(2) Power, according to the family system refers to the messages and rules that shape 

members. They induce guilt, control or limit behaviour; they preserve themselves 

from extinction, being repetitive and abundant. They are considered to be the 

relationship agreements that prescribe and limit family members’ behaviour over 

time (Morgaine, 2001). In a well-functioning family, a clear hierarchical power 

exists, in which individuals share power in decision-making, and the younger 

generation has what is referred to as “equal overt power” (Walsh, 2003). This 

implies that individual choice is given, working towards a goal of family members 

speaking up and being respected as significant individuals who can make valuable 

contributions in decision-making (Walsh, 2003).  

(3) Structures in a family can be created by modifications that can occur through 

learning, events, change or through positive feedback loops (Oetter & 

StevensDomiquez, 1998). The authors also differentiate between first order and 
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second order changes. First order changes are described as minor structural changes 

that create vulnerability within the system, while the system stays the same. Second 

order changes are high level changes that could cause a change within the systems 

structure. Feedback loops (Oetter & StevensDomiquez, 1998) are viewed as 

pathways for information sharing, starting from one point of the system, through 

other parts and back to the point of origin. There are 2 forms of feedback loops: 

positive feedback, which play a vital role in creating and maintaining the stability 

of a system and negative loops that function to restore and maintain the equilibrium 

of the system. 

(4) Boundaries are the emotional barriers that protect and further improve the morals 

and values of the system (Oetter & StevensDominquez, 1998). According to 

Morgaine (2001), boundaries can be viewed in a series of similarities, from open to 

closed system, to establish a clear line between those inside and those outside of the 

system. Open boundaries allow elements outside of the family to have an influence. 

Closed boundaries involve isolation of members from the environment, being self-

contained. No family, however, as Morgaine (2001) informs, is considered to be 

entirely open or closed systems. According to Walsh (2003), well-functioning 

families possess enough strength and integrity to allow active involvement within 

its borders and through this interaction, bring varied interests and excitement back 

into the family.  

(5) Family Roles, defined by Miller, Ryan, Keitner, Bishop & Epstein (2000) & Walsh 

(2003) as the recurrent patterns of behaviour by which family functions are to be 

fulfilled. They further divide family roles into two areas: instrumental and affective, 

and further subdivide these into two more spheres: necessary family functions 

(functions with which the family must be concerned) and other family functions 
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(functions that are not necessary for effective functioning, yet arise in the life of 

every family). Walsh, (2003) describes two additional and important aspects of role 

functioning: role allocation (referring to the families patterns of assigning roles to 

members) and role accountability (referring to the procedures within the family to 

ensure that these assigned roles are fulfilled by its members. 

(6) Communication patterns. Family communication is defined as the act of making 

information, ideas, thoughts and feelings known, referring to the verbal (i.e. spoken 

words) and non-verbal (i.e. facial expression, eye contact, movement, etc.) 

behaviour of family members. It assists a family to alter their cohesion and 

flexibility (adaptability by Buswell et al., 2012) to meet their developmental and 

situational demands (Smith et al., 2009). Family communication is a facilitating 

dimension for cohesion and adaptability. Cohesion, according to Buswell et al. 

(2012), is defined as a feeling of emotional closeness with another person. This is 

ultimately referred to as ‘a sense of belonging’. According to Olsen (2000), 

emotional bonding, boundaries, coalitions, time, space, friends, decision-making, 

interest and recreation are those variables that can be used to diagnose family 

cohesion. Olsen (2000) and Sturge-Apple et al. (2010) further identify four levels 

of cohesion: disengaged (very low); separated (low to moderate); connected 

(moderate to high); and enmeshed (very high) levels of emotional closeness. 

Separated and connected levels of cohesion imply that the individuals experience a 

balance and are able to be both independent from, and connected to, the family. 

Enmeshed systems imply much consensus and less independence. Disengaged 

systems refer to limited attachment or commitment to family. Adaptability refers to 

the ability of the family to change power structures, roles and rules within the 

relationship. This framework implies that family cohesion and family adaptability 
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are characteristics or components of healthy family functioning (Buswell et al., 

2012). 

Family system theory focuses on family dynamics, such as; relationships; power; structures; 

boundaries; family roles; and communication patterns; therefore, family behaviour can be 

understood by viewing the family as a unit, rather than just its individual facets (Buswell et 

al., 2012).  

 

6.7. Limitations of the study 

No research is without its limitations. For this study the limitations were as follows: 

• The study was conducted using self-reported questionnaires that might have indicated a 

measure of truth but not the actual truth, as adolescent participants were required to only 

indicate their own perceptions of their family functioning, decision-making abilities and 

decision-making styles, as they understood it. Other role players were not involved to 

compare these findings in a holistic manner. 

• The study sample used, did allow generalization of these findings across all racial groups 

and research population, since random sampling was followed which represents the racial 

distribution within schools. 

 

6.8. Recommendations 

• There is a need for workshops and training on the process of decision-making and 

decision-making styles for adolescents, as well as, general advice and information about 

the adolescence phase that every individual experiences. Fostering adolescents’ self-

endorsed functioning through empathy, giving choice wherever possible, and 
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encouraging them to act upon their personal values and interests, seems crucial in order 

to successfully deal with the challenges of adolescence (Van Pentegem et al., 2012). 

• The concept of weakened families created by the democratic and other related conditions 

in this country has caused disparity between idealization and the reality of the family, as 

often, living conditions disadvantage beliefs and perceptions regarding what families are 

and what they should be. This identifies a need for family preservation services in the 

form of training for parents, as well as, family communication skills training. 

• These findings may be needed by Departments such as Social Development and other 

family and child care organizations for working with families with adolescents in South 

Africa. With the greatest aim of working in a preventative manner/ early intervention. 

Social workers and other child care practitioners may benefit in this that they may have 

some guidelines onto service delivery in this field. 

• The results of this study may be used in the child and adolescent field of studies still to be 

done and various other welfare and health professionals in dealing with adolescents and 

their decision making abilities within a family context. 

 

6.9. Conclusion 

The main results on the relationship between variables of this research study indicate no 

positive relationship between the dimensions of family functioning and the decision-making 

styles of adolescents. There is however significant negative relationships found between 

Communication and Hyper vigilance decision making style. The Hyper vigilance style refers 

to the application of an optimistic views towards the various alternatives of a decision needed 

to be made, panic and stress sets in and an objectionable alternative is considered. Another 

significant negative relationship was found between Roles and Buck-passing decision making 
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style. The buck-passing decision-making style refers to the passing of a decision on to 

someone else  

 

With adolescence considered to be a crucial and very unique developmental period and a 

fundamental phase of growing up. They desire independence and independent decision-

making which, however, requires on-going learning and instruction. Family is considered to 

be crucial to all its members and, based on the challenges that adolescents have to face; the 

recommendation is that adolescence be viewed as ultimately important to the family as well. 

Adolescence can invite change by influence. Certain South African children may be given an 

opportunity to prosper, if they were to be given the chance to experience stability within their 

families and/or communities. Further development in decision-making abilities would 

enhance their problem-solving abilities and self-esteem. With the relevant skills training on 

the several dimensions of families and family functioning, adolescents become more familiar 

with the importance of effective decision-making and how it affects their lives and the 

environment. Adolescents also become more aware of how their decisions (good or bad) 

impact on the other family members, in whichever roles they occupy within the family 

system. Parents may become aware of the importance of adolescents’ independent decision-

making as well, and endeavor to guide them to make good choices in life. The writer trusts 

that the results of this study would act as a guide and framework for effective programmes 

that could be implemented for adolescents. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix I: Questionnaire 

Questionnaire 
 
Please complete the following by circling          the correct response.       
 
Section A 
Gender Male Female 
Age  
Grade  
Race Coloured Black / African White Indian / Asian 
Home language Afrikaans English isiXhosa Other 
Who do you live with Both 

Parents 
Mother 

Only 
Father Only Caregiver / 

Guardian 
Alone 

Are your parents Married Living 
together 
but not 
married 

Single, do 
not live 

together 
and are not 

married 

Single 
because he / 

she is 
widowed 

Single 
because he 

/ she is 
divorced 

 
Section B: Decision Making Styles 
The next section consists of two parts, Part I and II,  that looks at the decisions you make. 
 
Part I:  
Instructions  
People differ in how comfortable they feel about making decisions.  Please indicate how you 
feel about making decisions by ticking the response which is most applicable to you. 
 
  True for 

me 
Sometimes 

true  
Not true 
for me 

 
(1) 

 
I feel confident about my ability to make 
decisions 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
 

(2) I feel inferior to most people in making 
decisions 

[     ] [     ] [     ] 
 

(3) I think that I am a good decision maker [     ] [     ] [     ] 
 

(4) I feel so discouraged that I give up trying to 
make decisions 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
(5) The decisions I make turn out well [     ] [     ] [     ] 
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(6) It is easy for other people to convince me that 
their decision rather than mine is the correct 
one 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
 

     
PART II 
 
Instructions: 
People differ in the way they go about making decisions.  Please indicate how you make 
decisions by ticking for each question the response which best fits your usual style. 
 
When making decisions -  True for 

me 
Sometime

s true 
Not true 
for me 

 
1. 

 
I feel as if  I’m under tremendous time 
pressure when making decisions 

 
 

[     ] 
 

 
 

[     ] 
 

 
 

[     ] 
 

2. I like to consider all of the alternatives [     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

3. I prefer to leave decisions to others [     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

4. I try to find out the disadvantages of all 
alternatives 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
5. I waste a lot of time on trivial matters before 

getting to the final decision 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
6. I consider how best to carry out the decision [     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
7. Even after I have made a decision I delay 

acting upon it 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
8. When making decisions I like to collect lots of 

information 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
9. I avoid making decisions [     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
10. When I have to make a decision I wait a long 

time before starting to think about it 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
11. I do not like to take responsibility for making 

decisions 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
12. I try to be clear about my objectives before 

choosing 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 
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13. The possibility that small things might go 
wrong causes me to swing abruptly in my 
preferences 

 
 

[     ] 
 

 
 

[     ] 
 

 
 

[     ] 
 

14. If a decision can be made by me or another 
person I let the other person make it 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
     
When making decisions -  True for 

me 
Sometime

s true 
Not true 
for me 

 
 
15. 

 
Whenever I face a difficult decision I feel 
pessimistic about finding a good solution 

 
 

[     ] 
 

 
 

[     ] 
 

 
 

[     ] 
 

16. I take a lot of care before choosing [     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

17. I do not make decisions unless I really have to [     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

18. I delay making decisions until it is too late [     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

[     ] 
 

19. I prefer that people who are better informed 
decide for me 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
20. After a decision is made I spend a lot of time 

convincing myself it was correct 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
21. I put off making decisions [     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
[     ] 

 
22. I cannot think straight if I have to make  

decisions in a hurry 
 

[     ] 
 

 
[     ] 

 

 
[     ] 

 
 
Section C: Parenting Styles 
 
The following questions are about the attitudes and behaviours of your parents or 
guardians. If you stay with someone other than your mother, who is a female still complete 
the mother / female parenting form, if you stay with someone other than your father, who 
is male still complete the father / male form. If you do not stay with both your parents / 
guardians complete only the relevant form and leave the other section blank. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

130 
 

 

 

 

 



MOTHER / FEMALE PARENTING FIGURE FORM  

This questionnaire lists various attitudes and behaviours of parents. As you remember 
your MOTHER would you place a tick in the most appropriate box next to each question. 

Was responsive to my feelings or 
needs 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Used physical punishment as a way of 
disciplining me. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Took my desires into account before 
asking me to do something. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

When I asked why I had to conform, 
[she stated]:  because I said so, or I 
am your parent and I want you to. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Explained to me how she felt about 
my good and bad behaviour. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Spanked me when I was disobedient. Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Encouraged me to talk about my 
troubles. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Found it difficult to discipline me. Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Encouraged me to freely express 
myself even when I disagreed with 
them. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Punished me by taking privileges 
away from me with little if any 
explanations. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Emphasized the reasons for rules. Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Gave comfort and understanding 
when I was upset. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Yelled or shouted when I 
misbehaved. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Gave praise when I was good. Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 
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Gave into me when I caused a 
commotion about something. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Exploded in anger towards me. Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Threatened me with punishment 
more often than actually giving it. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Took into account my preferences in 
making plans for the family. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Grabbed me when I was being 
disobedient. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Stated punishments to me and did 
not actually do them. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Showed respect for my opinions by 
encouraging me to express them. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Allowed me to give input into family 
rules. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Scolded and criticized me to make me 
improve. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Spoiled me. Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Gave me reasons why rules should be 
obeyed. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Uses threats as punishment with little 
or no justification. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Had warm and intimate times 
together with me. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Punished me by putting me off 
somewhere alone with little if any 
explanations. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Helped me to understand the impact 
of my behaviour by encouraging me 
to talk about the consequences of my 
own actions.  

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Scolded and criticized me when my 
behaviour didn’t meet their 
expectations. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 
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Explained the consequences of my 
behaviour. 

Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

Slapped me when I misbehaved.  Not at all 
like her 

Not like 
her 

Somewhat 
like her A lot like her 

FATHER / MALE PARENTING FIGURE FORM  

This questionnaire lists various attitudes and behaviours of parents. As you remember 
your FATHER would you place a tick in the most appropriate box next to each question 

Was responsive to my feelings or 
needs 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Used physical punishment as a way of 
disciplining me. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Took my desires into account before 
asking me to do something. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

When I asked why I had to conform, 
[he stated]:  because I said so, or I am 
your parent and I want you to. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Explained to me how he felt about 
my good and bad behaviour. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Spanked me when I was disobedient. Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Encouraged me to talk about my 
troubles. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Found it difficult to discipline me. Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Encouraged me to freely express 
myself even when I disagreed with 
them. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Punished me by taking privileges 
away from me with little if any 
explanations. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Emphasized the reasons for rules Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Gave comfort and understanding 
when I was upset. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 
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Yelled or shouted when I 
misbehaved. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Gave praise when I was good. Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Gave into me when I caused a 
commotion about something. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Exploded in anger towards me. Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Threatened me with punishment 
more often than actually giving it. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Took into account my preferences in 
making plans for the family. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Grabbed me when I was being 
disobedient. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Stated punishments to me and did 
not actually do them. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Showed respect for my opinions by 
encouraging me to express them. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Allowed me to give input into family 
rules. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Scolded and criticized me to make me 
improve 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Spoiled me. Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Gave me reasons why rules should be 
obeyed. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Uses threats as punishment with little 
or no justification. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Had warm and intimate times 
together with me. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Punished me by putting me off 
somewhere alone with little if any 
explanations. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 
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Helped me to understand the impact 
of my behaviour by encouraging me 
to talk about the consequences of my 
own actions. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Scolded and criticized me when my 
behaviour didn’t meet their 
expectations. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Explained the consequences of my 
behaviour. 

Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Slapped me when I misbehaved.  Not at all 
like him 

Not like 
him 

Somewhat 
like him 

A lot like 
him 

Section D: Family Functioning 
 
Here are a number of statements about families. Read each statement carefully, and 
decide how well it describes your own family. There are no right or wrong answers. Try 
not to spend too much time thinking about each statement, but respond as quickly and as 
honestly as you can. If you have difficulty, answer with your first reaction. 
 
Use the following scale to respond: 
1 (Strongly agree): if you feel the statement describes your family very accurately 
2 (Agree): if you feel the statement describes your family for the most part 
3 (Disagree): if you feel the statement does not describe your family for the most part 
4 (Strongly disagree): if you feel the statement does not describe your family at all 
 

1 (Strongly Agree) 2 (Agree) 3 (Disagree) 4 (Strongly disagree) 

 

Planning family activities is difficult because we misunderstand each other.  

We resolve most everyday problems around the house.  

When someone is upset the others know why.  

When you ask someone to do something, you have to check that they did it.  

If someone is in trouble, the others become too involved.  

In times of crisis we can turn to each other for support.  

We don't know what to do when an emergency comes up.  

We sometimes run out of things that we need.  

We are reluctant to show our affection for each other.  

We make sure members meet their family responsibilities.  

We cannot talk to each other about the sadness we feel.  

We usually act on our decisions regarding problems.  
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You only get the interest of others when something is important to them.  

You can't tell how a person is feeling from what they are saying.  

Family tasks don't get spread around enough.  

Individuals are accepted for what they are.  

You can easily get away with breaking the rules.  

People come right out and say things instead of hinting at them.  

Some of us just don't respond emotionally.  

We know what to do in an emergency.  

We avoid discussing our fears and concerns.  

 
 

1 (Strongly Agree) 2 (Agree) 3 (Disagree) 4 (Strongly 
disagree) 

It is difficult to talk to each other about tender feelings. 

 

We have trouble meeting our financial obligations.  

After our family tries to solve a problem, we usually discuss whether it worked or 
not. 

 

We are too self-centred.  

We can express feelings to each other.  

We have no clear expectations about toilet habits.  

We do not show our love for each other.  

We talk to people directly rather than through go-betweens.  

Each of us has particular duties and responsibilities.  

There are lots of bad feelings in the family.  

We have rules about hitting people.  

We get involved with each other only when something interests us.  

There is little time to explore personal interests.  

We often don't say what we mean.  

We feel accepted for what we are.  

We show interest in each other when we can get something out of it personally.  

We resolve most emotional upsets that come up.  

Tenderness takes second place to other things in our family.  

We discuss who are responsible for household jobs.  

Making decisions is a problem for our family.  
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Our family shows interest in each other only when they can get something out of 
it. 

 

We are frank (direct, straightforward) with each other.  

We don't hold to any rules or standards.  

If people are asked to do something, they need reminding.  

We are able to make decisions about how to solve problems.  

If the rules are broken, we don't know what to expect.  

Anything goes in our family.  

We express tenderness.  

We confront problems involving feelings.  

1 (Strongly Agree) 2 (Agree) 3 (Disagree) 4 (Strongly 
disagree 

 

We don't get along well together. 

 

We don't talk to each other when we are angry.  

We are generally dissatisfied with the family duties assigned to us.  

Even though we mean well, we intrude too much into each other's lives.  

There are rules in our family about dangerous situations.  

We confide in each other.  

We cry openly.  

We don't have reasonable transport.  

When we don't like what someone has done, we tell them.  

We try to think of different ways to solve problems.  
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Appendix II: Parent’s Consent Form 

UNIVERSITY OF THE WESTERN CAPE 

 
   Private Bag X 17, Bellville 7535, South Africa 

Tel: 084 827 26 23 
                                     E-mail: suzy.lenders.sl@gmail.com 
 

CONSENT FORM FOR PARENTS 

 

Title of Research Project: The role of family functioning in the decision making styles of 

adolescents within the Overberg Community 

 

The study has been described to me in a language that I understand and I freely and 

voluntarily agree to allow my child to participate in the study. My questions about the study 

have been answered. I understand that my child’s identity will not be disclosed and that my 

child may withdraw from the study without giving a reason at any time and this will not 

negatively affect my child in any way.   

Parent’s name  

Parent’s signature  

Witness  

Date  

 
Should you have any questions regarding this study or wish to report any problems you have 

experienced related to the study, please contact the study coordinator: 

Study Coordinator’s Name:  Prof. N Roman 

University of the Western Cape 

Private Bag X17, Belville 7535 

Telephone: 021 959 2277/2970 

Email: nroman@uwc.ac.za 
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Appendix III: Assent Form for Participant 

UNIVERSITY OF THE WESTERN CAPE 

 
   Private Bag X 17, Bellville 7535, South Africa 

Tel: 084 827 26 23 
                                      E-mail: suzy.lenders.sl@gmail.com 
 

 

ASSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS 

 

Title of Research Project: The role of family functioning in the decision making styles of 

adolescents within the Overberg Community 

 

The study has been described to me in a language that I understand and I freely and 

voluntarily agree to participate. My questions about the study have been answered. I 

understand that my identity will not be disclosed and that I may withdraw from the study 

without giving a reason at any time and this will not negatively affect me in any way.   

 

Participant’s name  

Participant’s signature  

Witness  

Date  

 

Should you have any questions regarding this study or wish to report any problems you have 

experienced related to the study, please contact the study coordinator: 

Study Coordinator’s Name:  Prof. N Roman 

University of the Western Cape 

Private Bag X17, Belville 7535 

Telephone: 021 959 2277/2970 

Email: nroman@uwc.ac.za 
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Appendix IV: Information Sheet / Letter 

UNIVERSITY OF THE WESTERN CAPE 

 
   Private Bag X 17, Bellville 7535, South Africa 

Tel: 084 827 26 23 
                                      E-mail: suzy.lenders.sl@gmail.com 
 

 

INFORMATION SHEET  

Project Title:  The role of family functioning in the decision making styles of adolescents 

within the Overberg Community 

What is this study about?  

This is a research project being conducted by Suzette Rene Lenders of the University of the 

Western Cape. We are inviting you to participate in this research project because you are a 

Grade 9 learner at a secondary school in the rural Western Cape. Your participation is 

voluntary. The purpose of this research project is to examine the role of family functioning in 

the decision making styles of adolescents, to assist in developing a decision making 

programme enabling youth to make more effective decisions.  

What will I be asked to do if I agree to participate? 

You will be asked to complete a questionnaire. This questionnaire will ask you questions 

about: 

• Yourself,  

• How you make decisions and determine your preferred decision making style. 

• Your family and the overall functioning of your family. 

This questionnaire will be completed at school, with permission of your parents, principal 

and teachers at a time which is not disruptive to your learning. Completion of the 

questionnaire will be less than 35 minutes. 
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Would my participation in this study be kept confidential? 

Your personal information will be kept confidential as will be totally private. Your name will 

not be reflected on the questionnaire so you cannot be identified as a participant in this study. 

The information will be treated with anonymity and confidentiality at all times. The 

information obtained from the survey will be collated with the information from other 

completed surveys. Therefore there will be no way to connect you to the survey 

questionnaire.  

What are the risks of this research? 

There are no known risks in participating in the study.  

What are the benefits of this research?  

Information about this topic is limited. This research is not designed to help you personally, 

but the results may help the investigator learn more about the perceived decision making 

styles and family functioning of adolescence. Based on this information’s limitation in South 

Africa this study will increase the knowledge for (1) parents, (2) teachers/school, (3) 

practitioners and (4) the broader society. 

Do I have to be in this research and may I stop participating at any time?   

Your participation in this research is voluntary as it requires you to choose to take part or not 

to take part in the study.  Should you decide to participate in this research study, you may 

stop participating at any time and will not be penalised or harmed in any way.  

Is any assistance available if I am negatively affected by participating in this study? 

Every effort has been taken to protect you from any harm in this study. If however, you may 

feel affected you can be referred to your nearest community resource for assistance upon 

request. 

What if I have questions? 

This research is being conducted by Suzette Rene Lenders registered student of the Social 

Work Department at the University of the Western Cape. If you have any questions about the 

research study itself, please contact the study co-ordinator: Prof. N. Roman at: 

0219592277/2970 or email: nroman@uwc.ac.za.  
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Should you have any questions regarding this study and your rights as a research participant 

or if you wish to report any problems you have experienced related to the study, please 

contact:  

Professor Jose Frantz – Dean of the Faculty of Community and Health Sciences 

Tel No: 021 959 2631/2746 

Email address: jfrantz@uwc.ac.za  

This research has been approved by the University of the Western Cape’s Senate Research 

Committee and Ethics Committee. 
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