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Abstract. The article develops the concept of value-oriented cognitive readiness
as an integral socio-psychological factor of managerial decision-making under insti-
tutional uncertainty. Using an integrative theoretical review and conceptual synthesis
of classical and recent research on managerial decision-making, cognitive flexibility,
affect-cognition interaction, responsible and ethical leadership, psychological safety,
and uncertainty communication, the study distinguishes institutional uncertainty from
ordinary informational uncertainty and specifies the structure of the proposed construct.
The theoretical analysis identifies six interdependent components of value-oriented
cognitive readiness: cognitive, reflective, emotional-regulatory, motivational, ethical-value,
and communicative. It further specifies seven socio-psychological mechanisms through
which this readiness may support decision quality, legitimacy, and sustainability: reflec-
tive control, value consistency, social perspective-taking, responsibility internalization,
communicative trust, professional identity, and regulation of cognitive bias. These
elements are integrated into a four-stage model comprising diagnostic orientation,
value-based evaluation, responsible choice, and socio-psychological implementation
with recursive feedback. Unlike approaches that examine cognitive bias, leadership
ethics, or organizational climate in isolation, the proposed framework explains how
cognitive, value-based, emotional, reflective, and communicative resources are coor-
dinated within the decision-maker’s internal preparedness. The article is theoretical
rather than empirical; its results are conceptual propositions that require subsequent
operationalization and empirical verification. Practical recommendations are proposed
for developing decision-making competence among mid-level and senior managers in
educational, administrative, and other institutional settings.
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Value-oriented cognitive readiness as a socio-psychological factor of managerial
decision-making under institutional uncertainty

Introduction

In contemporary organizations, managerial effectiveness is increasingly determined not only by a leader’s
ability to select one alternative among several possible options, but also by the capacity to act responsibly in sit-
uations where information is incomplete, time is limited, institutional expectations are contradictory, and social
consequences are difficult to predict. In such conditions, a decision is not merely an administrative act; it becomes
a socio-psychological event that influences interpersonal trust, professional motivation, organizational climate, and
the moral stability of the team. Classical and modern theories of management emphasize that decision-making is
a central function of leadership because it links the analysis of a problematic situation with the practical transfor-
mation of organizational reality (Barnard, 1938; Mintzberg, 1973; Simon, 1997).

The transformation of public administration, higher education, and other social institutions has intensified
the demand for managers who can combine strategic thinking with social responsibility. Institutional reforms, dig-
italization, growing accountability, and changes in professional expectations require leaders to interpret complex
information and to coordinate the interests of different participants in the organizational process. Under these
circumstances, managerial decision-making cannot be understood as a purely technical procedure. It includes
perception of the problem, interpretation of institutional signals, anticipation of possible outcomes, comparison
of alternatives, regulation of emotional tension, and acceptance of responsibility for implementation (Kahneman,
2011; March & Simon, 1993). Recent research additionally demonstrates that managerial judgment is shaped by the
interaction of cognition and affect, by leaders’ capacity to adapt their information search, and by the way uncertainty
is communicated to others (Cristofaro et al., 2022; Kiss et al.,, 2020; Lghre & Teigen, 2024).

The relevance of the present study is associated with the need to conceptualize decision-making through
the category of value-oriented cognitive readiness. Previous studies have analyzed organizational structure, com-
munication channels, leadership style, personal qualities, emotional stability, cognitive flexibility, ethical and re-
sponsible leadership, and socio-psychological determinants of managerial decisions (Bedi et al., 2016; de Klerk &
Jooste, 2023; Laureiro-Martinez & Brusoni, 2018; Makhmudov, 2006; Nazarov, 2019, 2020a, 2020b; Voegtlin et al.,
2020). However, these lines of research are commonly developed in parallel: cognitive studies explain adaptation and
bias, leadership studies clarify ethical and responsibility-related orientations, while relational research emphasizes
psychological safety and trust. Less attention is given to the integrative internal readiness through which a manager
simultaneously interprets uncertainty, evaluates alternatives against institutional values, regulates affective pres-
sure, accepts responsibility, and communicates a choice to stakeholders. The same organizational conditions may
therefore produce different managerial outcomes because leaders differ in the degree to which these resources are
integrated in actual decision situations.

The main purpose of the article is to substantiate value-oriented cognitive readiness as a socio-psychological
factor that increases the quality of managerial decision-making under institutional uncertainty. The research tasks
are as follows: to clarify the meaning of institutional uncertainty in managerial activity; to define the structure of
value-oriented cognitive readiness; to analyze the socio-psychological mechanisms connecting internal readiness
with decision quality; and to formulate practical recommendations for leadership development programs in insti-
tutional settings.

The novelty of the article lies in shifting the analytical focus from the external stages of decision-making
to the internal psychological preparedness of the decision-maker. This approach does not deny the importance
of formal rules, organizational regulations, or rational analysis. Rather, it shows that formal procedures become
effective only when they are supported by the leader’s capacity for reflective control, value-based evaluation, and
socially responsible communication.

In order to avoid reducing managerial choice to a purely procedural category, the article interprets readiness
as a dynamic psychological system. This system includes the ability to preserve analytical clarity in the absence of
complete information, to correlate alternatives with institutional goals, and to transform personal responsibility
into a constructive form of leadership behavior. Such an interpretation also makes it possible to distinguish between
formal decision-making and mature managerial choice. Formal decision-making may be externally correct, but mature
managerial choice requires a conscious relation to consequences, people, and values (Barnard, 1938; Simon, 1997).
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Research gap and analytical questions

The literature reveals a first gap at the intersection of managerial cognition and leadership psychology. Re-
search on bounded rationality, cognitive bias, and cognitive flexibility explains why decision-makers may simplify
information or adapt their search strategies (Jordao et al., 2020; Kiss et al., 2020; Laureiro-Martinez & Brusoni,
2018), whereas research on ethical and responsible leadership explains how values, responsibility, and stakehold-
er orientation shape leadership conduct (Bedi et al., 2016; de Klerk & Jooste, 2023; Voegtlin et al., 2020). These
traditions provide important but partly separated explanations. What remains insufficiently conceptualized is the
internal psychological configuration that connects cognitive adaptation with value-based evaluation and responsible
social implementation within one decision process.

A second gap concerns the meaning of uncertainty itself. Managerial research frequently treats uncertainty
primarily as incomplete information or unpredictability. In institutional leadership, however, uncertainty may simul-
taneously involve ambiguous norms, competing stakeholder expectations, time pressure, public accountability, and
the psychological consequences of implementation. Contextual leadership research shows that leadership processes
are shaped by multiple situational layers (Oc, 2018), while experimental work on uncertainty communication in-
dicates that different forms of disclosed uncertainty can alter how a leader and a decision are perceived (Lghre &
Teigen, 2024). A socio-psychological model therefore requires a broader account of institutional uncertainty than
information deficit alone.

A third gap concerns the relationship between internal readiness and collective implementation. Studies of
psychological safety emphasize the importance of relational climates in which speaking up, feedback, and interper-
sonal risk-taking are possible (Newman et al.,, 2017). Yet such climate-level constructs do not by themselves explain
how a manager translates personal reflection, values, emotional regulation, and responsibility into a concrete choice
and then into a communicatively legitimate implementation process. The present article addresses this problem by
treating value-oriented cognitive readiness as an integrative construct located at the interface between individual
self-regulation and institutional interaction.

Accordingly, the theoretical analysis is guided by four analytical questions: (RQ1) How should institutional
uncertainty be distinguished from ordinary informational uncertainty in managerial activity? (RQ2) What psy-
chological components constitute value-oriented cognitive readiness? (RQ3) Through which socio-psychological
mechanisms can this readiness support the quality, legitimacy, and sustainability of managerial decisions? (RQ4)
How can these components and mechanisms be organized into a process model applicable to institutional leader-
ship? These questions make the intended contribution more explicit: the article does not propose another isolated
leadership trait, but an integrative explanatory framework connecting cognitive, reflective, emotional, motivational,
ethical-value, and communicative regulation in decision-making under institutional uncertainty.

Methodological basis

The article employs an integrative theoretical review and conceptual synthesis. Its purpose is not to esti-
mate an empirical effect size or to report primary statistical data, but to integrate established and recent psycho-
logical explanations that are directly relevant to managerial choice under institutional uncertainty. The systemic
approach serves as the general methodological framework because a managerial decision is treated as the result of
interaction among the leader, the group, the institution, and the wider social environment. From this perspective,
decision-making cannot be isolated from organizational culture, communication norms, value expectations, and
institutional mission (Schein, 2017).

The analytical corpus was organized around five conceptually relevant domains: (a) classical theories of
managerial decision-making and bounded rationality; (b) cognitive flexibility, information search, cognitive bias,
and affect-cognition interaction in judgment; (c) ethical, responsible, transformational, and contextual leadership;
(d) psychological safety, trust, and uncertainty communication; and (e) socio-psychological determinants of mana-
gerial decision-making developed in the author’s previous work. Priority was given to peer-reviewed studies from
2016-2024 when recent evidence was available, while foundational works were retained where they define concepts
that remain central to the argument. Sources were included when they provided a directly transferable concept,
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mechanism, or empirical pattern relevant to the psychological regulation, social legitimacy, or implementation of
managerial decisions.

The analysis proceeded in four stages. First, definitions and explanatory mechanisms concerning uncertainty,
managerial cognition, affective regulation, leadership responsibility, and relational conditions were extracted and
compared. Second, conceptually overlapping elements were grouped according to the level at which they operate:
intrapersonal regulation, value-motivational orientation, interpersonal interaction, or institutional context. Third,
these elements were synthesized into six components of value-oriented cognitive readiness and seven mechanisms
linking readiness to decision quality. Fourth, the resulting structure was organized into a four-stage process model
and checked for conceptual consistency against the four analytical questions formulated in the Introduction. This
procedure provides a transparent chain from the reviewed theoretical positions to the proposed framework, while
preserving the exploratory and conceptual character of the article.

The activity-based and socio-psychological approaches complement this procedure. Decision-making is
treated as purposeful activity that includes preparation, interpretation, evaluation, implementation, and feedback
rather than only the instant of choice (Barnard, 1938; Mintzberg, 1973). At the same time, the socio-psychological
perspective makes it possible to examine group expectations, professional identity, social responsibility, interper-
sonal trust, and organizational emotional climate. A managerial decision is therefore analyzed both as a cognitive
product and as a social act that changes relationships, redistributes responsibility, affects motivation, and influences
institutional development.

The author’s previous studies are used as a domain-specific basis for interpreting leadership qualities,
emotional stability, locus of control, communication competence, and evaluation of social consequences in man-
agerial decision-making (Nazarov, 2019, 2020a, 2020b, 2026; Nazarov & Nuradinov, 2025). In the present article
these elements are not presented as newly measured empirical variables; rather, they are theoretically reorganized
through the concept of value-oriented cognitive readiness and compared with recent international research on
cognition, responsible leadership, and relational conditions of decision-making.

Because this is an integrative conceptual analysis rather than an exhaustive systematic review with a pre-
registered search protocol, the selected literature should not be interpreted as a complete census of all publications
on managerial decision-making. The analytical outcome is a set of theoretically grounded propositions, not evidence
of statistical association or causality. The construct and its proposed mechanisms therefore require subsequent
operationalization, psychometric examination, and empirical testing in different institutional samples.

Results of theoretical analysis

The integrative analysis produced four interrelated theoretical results corresponding to the four analytical
questions. The following sections present these results in sequence: a multidimensional definition of institutional
uncertainty, a six-component structure of value-oriented cognitive readiness, a set of socio-psychological mechanisms
connecting readiness with decision quality, and a four-stage process model of managerial choice and implementation.
These are conceptual findings derived from comparative synthesis of the literature rather than empirical estimates.

Institutional uncertainty as a condition of managerial choice

Institutional uncertainty may be defined as a condition in which a manager must make a decision despite
incomplete information, changing external requirements, contradictory expectations, and the absence of a fully
predictable outcome. Such uncertainty is characteristic of educational, administrative, military-administrative, re-
ligious-educational, and social institutions, where decisions are connected not only with resources and procedures
but also with people, values, discipline, development, and responsibility.

Institutional uncertainty differs from ordinary informational uncertainty. Informational uncertainty refers
primarily to the lack of sufficient or reliable data. Institutional uncertainty includes this aspect but also involves
value conflicts, ambiguous norms, competing interests, legal restrictions, psychological pressure, and the expecta-
tions of different groups. Contextual leadership research similarly shows that leadership processes are embedded in
multiple situational layers rather than determined by leader characteristics alone (Oc, 2018). In such situations, the
leader must answer not only what is objectively correct, but also what is institutionally justified, socially acceptable,
psychologically appropriate, and strategically useful.
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This type of uncertainty reveals the limits of purely formal decision-making. A decision may formally
correspond to an instruction and still fail in practice if it is not accepted by the team, contradicts the moral expec-
tations of employees, weakens trust, or is communicated in an authoritarian manner. Conversely, a decision that is
developed with attention to values, communication, and psychological consequences may create higher readiness
for implementation, even when it requires effort and discipline from participants.

The problem becomes especially important in higher education institutions. Academic managers work
simultaneously with professors, students, administrative staff, external partners, and state requirements. Their
decisions influence educational quality, scientific productivity, psychological climate, student motivation, and the
public image of the institution. Therefore, institutional uncertainty in higher education demands not only admin-
istrative competence but also a high level of socio-psychological maturity.

Digital transformation adds another layer to this uncertainty. Recent work on personalized and optimized
educational system models and on Al/ML-supported gamification demonstrates the expanding role of technolo-
gy-mediated approaches in education (Askarova et al., 2024; Nazarov et al., 2026). For institutional leaders, the
significance of these developments lies not in the technology itself but in the managerial need to evaluate innovation
in relation to pedagogical goals, stakeholder expectations, organizational accountability, and longer-term institu-
tional consequences. This expands the decision space and strengthens the relevance of value-oriented cognitive
readiness when technological opportunities evolve faster than established routines or shared organizational norms.

In this context, uncertainty should not be understood only as a negative factor. It may also become a devel-
opmental condition. When a leader uses uncertainty as an opportunity for reflection, dialogue, and innovation, it
stimulates organizational learning. However, if uncertainty is experienced as a threat and is not regulated by values
and reflection, it may lead to impulsive decisions, avoidance of responsibility, excessive dependence on external
pressure, or formalism.

For this reason, institutional uncertainty should be considered a normal feature of contemporary manage-
ment rather than an exceptional situation. Educational and administrative organizations increasingly function in
a space where legal requirements, social expectations, digital communication, public evaluation, and professional
standards intersect. Moreover, how leaders communicate internal or external uncertainty can influence social
judgments about both the leader and the decision, which makes uncertainty a relational as well as an informational
phenomenon (Lghre & Teigen, 2024). A leader who is unable to integrate these different signals may either post-
pone a necessary decision or choose an administratively simple but psychologically ineffective solution. A leader
with developed value-oriented cognitive readiness, by contrast, uses uncertainty as a field for responsible analysis
and coordinated action.

Value-oriented cognitive readiness: essence and structure

Value-oriented cognitive readiness is an integrated psychological preparedness of a manager to perceive,
analyze, evaluate, and implement decisions in accordance with institutional values, professional responsibility, and
the human factor. This readiness is not automatically produced by an official position or administrative authority.
It is formed through professional experience, education, self-reflection, ethical internalization, and participation
in organizational culture.

The cognitive component of readiness reflects the leader’s ability to analyze information, distinguish es-
sential and secondary factors, compare alternatives, identify risks, anticipate consequences, and avoid stereotyped
thinking. Under uncertainty, cognitive flexibility becomes particularly important because decision-makers must
revise assumptions, shift information-search strategies, and adapt to changing task demands. Empirical work with
expert decision-makers and senior executives supports the relevance of cognitive flexibility for adaptive choice and
information search (Kiss et al.,, 2020; Laureiro-Martinez & Brusoni, 2018). At the same time, awareness of cognitive
limitations and biases remains necessary for responsible choice (Jordao et al., 2020; Kahneman, 2011).

The reflective component is expressed in the leader’s ability to analyze not only the external problem but
also personal attitudes, emotional reactions, possible biases, and hidden motives. Reflection protects the manager
from automatic reactions and allows the decision-making process to become more conscious. A reflective leader
is less dependent on stereotypes and more capable of balancing institutional demands with the needs of people.

The emotional-regulatory component includes tolerance to stress, resistance to impulsive reactions, ability
to control anxiety, and capacity to remain psychologically stable during conflict or pressure. Emotional instability
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may lead to defensive, hasty, or avoidant decisions, whereas emotional balance helps preserve clarity of thinking and
constructive communication. Contemporary review evidence indicates that managerial decision-making is shaped
by ongoing interaction between affective and cognitive processes rather than by cognition alone (Cristofaro et al.,
2022). In conflict situations, this component is especially important because the leader’s emotional reactions can
either reduce or intensify collective tension.

The motivational component is expressed in orientation toward institutional development rather than
personal comfort, avoidance of responsibility, or short-term image protection. A manager with developed readiness
does not seek only the safest or easiest solution. Such a leader aims to choose an alternative that corresponds to
the mission of the organization, the needs of people, and long-term strategic goals.

The ethical-value component is the central element of the proposed model. It reflects the ability of the
leader to evaluate decisions through the categories of justice, responsibility, trust, dignity, professional duty, and
social usefulness. Values in this context are not abstract declarations; they function as internal criteria that guide
the selection of alternatives and determine the legitimacy of managerial action in the eyes of the team. Meta-ana-
lytic and conceptual research on ethical and responsible leadership similarly links value-based leader conduct with
consequential employee and organizational outcomes, while emphasizing accountability to stakeholders (Bedi et
al,, 2016; de Klerk & Jooste, 2023; Voegtlin et al., 2020).

The communicative component includes the ability to explain the decision, involve relevant participants,
listen to different opinions, prevent destructive resistance, and ensure feedback during implementation. Even a
well-founded decision may lose effectiveness if it is communicated unclearly or in a psychologically insensitive way.
Communication transforms a decision from an individual act of the leader into a shared organizational process.

These components are analytically separated, yet in real managerial practice they operate as a unified
structure. Cognitive flexibility without ethical responsibility may lead to manipulative pragmatism; emotional sta-
bility without reflection may turn into rigidity; communication skills without value consistency may produce only
external agreement. Therefore, the central thesis of the article is that the effectiveness of decision-making depends
not on one isolated quality of the manager but on the integration of cognitive, emotional, motivational, ethical, and
communicative resources. This integrative nature distinguishes value-oriented readiness from ordinary professional
competence.

Socio-psychological mechanisms of decision quality

The quality of managerial decision-making depends on several socio-psychological mechanisms through
which value-oriented cognitive readiness is realized in practice. The first mechanism is reflective control. Reflection
allows the manager to identify the real motives of action, analyze emotional states, and detect cognitive distortions.
It supports the transition from reactive behavior to conscious choice.

The second mechanism is value consistency. Decisions become more sustainable when they correspond to
the declared mission of the institution and to the moral expectations of the team. If a manager’s decision contra-
dicts institutional values, even technically effective measures may produce distrust. Value consistency strengthens
legitimacy and facilitates implementation because employees perceive the decision as meaningful and fair.

The third mechanism is social perspective-taking. Organizational decisions affect different groups: subor-
dinates, colleagues, students, service recipients, partners, and society. The ability to see the situation from several
social positions helps the leader prevent narrow administrative thinking. It also reduces the risk of conflicts caused
by ignoring the psychological needs and expectations of participants.

The fourth mechanism is responsibility internalization. A decision becomes genuinely managerial only
when the leader accepts responsibility not merely for issuing an order but also for its consequences. Responsibility
internalization means that the manager does not transfer all difficulties to subordinates, external circumstances,
or formal regulations. Instead, the leader recognizes personal participation in the outcome and remains involved
during implementation.

The fifth mechanism is communicative trust. Trust reduces uncertainty and increases the readiness of
employees to accept decisions, even when such decisions are difficult. It is formed through consistency, openness,
respect, and fairness. Research on psychological safety demonstrates the importance of interpersonal conditions
that make voice, feedback, and constructive risk-taking possible within organizations (Newman et al,, 2017). In
the absence of trust, any decision may be interpreted as pressure or manipulation; in a trust-based climate, even
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unpopular decisions are more likely to be understood as necessary and justified. The manner in which uncertainty
is communicated may further shape these judgments (Lghre & Teigen, 2024).

The sixth mechanism is professional identity. A manager who identifies with the mission of the institution
and understands the social meaning of leadership is more likely to make decisions that serve long-term develop-
ment. Professional identity protects the leader from purely situational behavior and strengthens commitment to
institutional goals. This is especially important in educational and public organizations, where leadership decisions
have moral and developmental consequences.

Another mechanism is the regulation of cognitive bias. Under pressure, managers may overestimate fa-
miliar information, rely on previous successful patterns, or interpret dissent as resistance rather than as a source
of diagnostic feedback. Research on judgment and managerial decision-making documents systematic biases and
shows that affective and cognitive processes jointly influence evaluation (Cristofaro et al., 2022; Jordao et al., 2020;
Kahneman, 2011). In managerial practice, these distortions become especially risky because they influence not only
the individual decision-maker but also the entire group. Reflective control and feedback mechanisms reduce this
risk by requiring the leader to test assumptions before transforming them into organizational action.

Theoretical model of decision-making under institutional uncertainty

Based on the analysis above, the proposed model includes four interrelated stages: diagnostic orientation,
value-based evaluation, responsible choice, and socio-psychological implementation. Each stage contains both
cognitive and social components, and each depends on the leader’s level of value-oriented cognitive readiness.

At the stage of diagnostic orientation, the leader identifies the real problem, separates facts from assump-
tions, determines the interests of participants, and clarifies the degree of uncertainty. This stage requires analytical
thinking and openness to feedback. A weak diagnostic stage may lead to solving the wrong problem or choosing
measures that address symptoms rather than causes.

At the stage of value-based evaluation, the manager compares possible alternatives not only according to
efficiency but also according to justice, institutional mission, long-term consequences, and psychological acceptability.
This stage prevents purely formal or utilitarian decisions that ignore human dignity and organizational culture. It
also allows the leader to understand which alternative is more consistent with the values declared by the institution.

At the stage of responsible choice, the leader selects the most appropriate alternative and assumes responsi-
bility for it. The decision must be clear, realistic, timely, and within the leader’s competence. However, responsibility
also means readiness to explain the choice, correct implementation errors, and monitor consequences. This stage
connects cognitive analysis with moral commitment.

At the stage of socio-psychological implementation, the manager organizes communication, distributes
tasks, supports participants, prevents resistance, and evaluates feedback. Implementation is not a mechanical con-
tinuation of the decision. It is a separate psychological process in which motivation, trust, discipline, and collective
understanding are formed. Many decisions fail not because the choice itself is incorrect, but because implementation
is not supported by communication, participation, and feedback.

The model demonstrates that the quality of decision-making is not located only at the moment of selecting
an alternative. It is distributed across the entire cycle from understanding the problem to evaluating consequenc-
es. Therefore, managerial competence should be developed not as a narrow technical skill but as an integrated
socio-psychological capacity.

The proposed model also emphasizes the recursive character of managerial decision-making. Feedback
from implementation may reveal new risks, hidden conflicts, or additional resources. Therefore, the responsible
leader does not perceive a decision as finished immediately after it is announced. The decision continues to exist as
a process that must be monitored, explained, corrected, and evaluated. This is particularly relevant in institutions
where decisions affect educational trajectories, professional motivation, discipline, and the moral atmosphere of
the collective.

Synthesis of theoretical findings

Finding 1 (RQ1). Institutional uncertainty is broader than a deficit of information. The theoretical synthesis
identifies at least four intertwined dimensions: informational incompleteness, normative-value ambiguity, relational /
stakeholder plurality, and implementation uncertainty across time. This formulation explains why a formally cor-
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rect decision can remain psychologically or institutionally ineffective when the leader fails to interpret competing
expectations and social consequences.

Finding 2 (RQ2). Value-oriented cognitive readiness has a six-component structure comprising cognitive,
reflective, emotional-regulatory, motivational, ethical-value, and communicative components. These components
are analytically distinguishable but functionally interdependent. The construct therefore differs from a single trait
such as cognitive flexibility or emotional stability: it describes the coordinated psychological preparedness required
to move from problem interpretation to socially responsible implementation.

Finding 3 (RQ3). Seven mechanisms connect this readiness with the anticipated quality, legitimacy, and
sustainability of decisions: reflective control, value consistency, social perspective-taking, responsibility internali-
zation, communicative trust, professional identity, and regulation of cognitive bias. The model does not treat these
links as statistically proven causal effects. Rather, they are theoretically specified pathways that explain how internal
regulation may be translated into managerial behavior and that can be tested in subsequent empirical research.

Finding 4 (RQ4). Managerial decision-making under institutional uncertainty is organized as a recursive
four-stage process: diagnostic orientation, value-based evaluation, responsible choice, and socio-psychological
implementation. Feedback from implementation returns to diagnosis and may require revision of assumptions,
alternatives, or communication. Decision quality is therefore distributed across the whole cycle rather than con-
centrated only at the instant of selecting an alternative.

Taken together, these findings answer the analytical questions and define the principal theoretical contribution
of the article: value-oriented cognitive readiness operates as a bridging construct between individual psychological
regulation and institutional legitimacy. It integrates insights that are often studied separately—cognitive adaptation,
affective regulation, ethical responsibility, stakeholder orientation, and relational trust—within one process model
of managerial decision-making.

Discussion

The proposed concept expands traditional interpretations of managerial decision-making by shifting attention
from isolated decision variables to their coordinated psychological organization. Research on cognitive flexibility
explains adaptive shifts in attention and information search (Kiss et al.,, 2020; Laureiro-Martinez & Brusoni, 2018),
while studies of managerial bias and affect-cognition interaction clarify why judgment may deviate from purely
rational models (Cristofaro et al., 2022; Jordao et al., 2020). The present framework incorporates these insights
but argues that cognitive adaptation alone is insufficient where decisions must also be institutionally legitimate,
socially acceptable, and responsibly implemented.

The analysis also shows that institutional uncertainty creates a specific test of leadership maturity. In stable
and routine situations, formal rules can guide action effectively; in uncertain situations, the leader must combine
contextual interpretation with internalized values, reflective thinking, and socio-psychological sensitivity. This
position is consistent with contextual leadership research emphasizing that leadership processes change across
situational conditions (Oc, 2018), but it adds a more specific psychological question: what internal readiness allows
a leader to integrate contextual signals rather than merely react to them? The proposed construct addresses this
question at the level of the decision process.

Value-oriented cognitive readiness is also related to, but not identical with, transformational, ethical, and
responsible leadership. Transformational leadership highlights values and motivational influence (Bass & Riggio,
2006), while ethical leadership research focuses on morally appropriate conduct and its consequences, whereas
responsible leadership places stronger emphasis on stakeholder relations and accountability (Bedi et al., 2016; de
Klerk & Jooste, 2023; Voegtlin et al., 2020). The construct proposed here concerns the decision-maker’s internal
preparedness before and during choice: the capacity to coordinate analysis, reflection, emotional regulation, value
criteria, responsibility, and communication. In this sense, it offers a process-level bridge between normative lead-
ership orientations and the psychological mechanics of a concrete managerial decision.

A further distinction concerns relational climate. Psychological safety is a group-level condition that facili-
tates voice, feedback, and interpersonal risk-taking (Newman et al., 2017). Value-oriented cognitive readiness is an
individual-level integrative readiness, yet it is expected to operate more effectively when the relational environment
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permits feedback and disagreement. Thus, communicative trust is not treated as a substitute for psychological
safety, but as a mechanism through which the manager’s readiness interacts with the social environment during
diagnosis and implementation.

For educational, public, military-administrative, and religious-educational institutions, this distinction is
important because decisions often combine administrative constraints with developmental, moral, and relational
consequences. The cost of a poor decision may therefore be high not only administratively but also socially and psy-
chologically. The model suggests that effective decision-making requires the leader to maintain emotional stability,
evaluate alternatives ethically, preserve openness to feedback, and communicate unavoidable uncertainty without
undermining trust. Recent experimental evidence that uncertainty disclosure affects evaluations of leaders and
their decisions reinforces the communicative dimension of this argument (Lghre & Teigen, 2024).

At the same time, value-oriented cognitive readiness cannot be formed through theoretical instruction
alone. It requires practice with ambiguous cases, role-based decision tasks, supervision, feedback, and psychological
diagnostics. Leadership development programs should reproduce realistic combinations of incomplete information,
conflicting interests, emotional pressure, ethical dilemmas, and implementation resistance. The six-component
structure proposed in this article provides a basis for designing such training in a differentiated way rather than
treating decision-making competence as a single undivided skill.

An additional implication concerns the prevention of avoidant and hypervigilant decision-making styles.
Avoidance appears when the leader distances himself from responsibility or transfers the burden of choice to ex-
ternal circumstances. Hypervigilance appears when emotional tension narrows perception and forces the leader
to make hasty decisions without sufficient analysis. Both tendencies reduce the social quality of management.
Value-oriented cognitive readiness may function as a psychological buffer by strengthening reflection, value-based
prioritization, tolerance of ambiguity, and deliberate testing of assumptions (Janis & Mann, 1977; Jordao et al., 2020;
Nazarov, 2019). This proposition, however, requires direct empirical examination rather than being assumed from
conceptual correspondence alone.

Limitations and directions for empirical verification

The principal limitation of the present article follows from its theoretical-analytical design. The proposed
construct, its six components, seven mechanisms, and four-stage process model are conceptually derived and have
not been tested here with primary data. Accordingly, the framework should not be interpreted as demonstrating
causal relationships, predictive coefficients, or established psychometric properties. Its value at this stage lies in
specifying an empirically testable architecture and clarifying the relationships that require verification.

Future research should operationalize value-oriented cognitive readiness and examine its convergent and
discriminant validity in relation to adjacent constructs such as cognitive flexibility, tolerance of uncertainty, locus
of control, emotional regulation, responsible or ethical leadership, and psychological safety. Multi-source designs
combining manager self-reports with subordinate or peer evaluations could reduce common-method bias, while
longitudinal and scenario-based studies could clarify how readiness functions before, during, and after difficult de-
cisions. Cross-institutional comparisons would be especially useful for determining which components are general
and which are sensitive to educational, administrative, military-administrative, or religious-educational contexts.

Empirical verification should also preserve the multilevel logic of the model. Individual readiness can be
assessed at the manager level, whereas trust, psychological safety, organizational culture, and implementation
outcomes may require group- or institutional-level indicators. Such a design would make it possible to test whether
value-oriented cognitive readiness contributes explanatory value beyond established constructs and whether the
proposed mechanisms operate differently under varying degrees and forms of institutional uncertainty.

Practical recommendations

First, leadership training programs should include special modules on decision-making under institutional
uncertainty. Such modules should focus on value analysis, responsibility, socio-psychological consequences, and the
prevention of cognitive distortions.
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Second, psychological diagnostics of managers should assess not only leadership style but also cognitive
flexibility, emotional tolerance, locus of control, readiness for responsibility, reflective capacity, and communication
openness. This will make it possible to identify strengths and risk zones in managerial behavior.

Third, case-study methods should be used to develop the ability to analyze ambiguous situations. Cases
should require comparison of alternatives from administrative, ethical, psychological, and institutional perspectives.
This method helps leaders learn to see decision-making as a multidimensional process.

Fourth, organizations should strengthen feedback culture. High-quality decisions require information from
different levels of the institution and cannot rely only on vertical administrative channels. Feedback helps the leader
correct assumptions and increase the legitimacy of decisions.

Fifth, managers should be trained in reflective practices, including self-analysis after difficult decisions,
identification of personal biases, and evaluation of implementation results. Reflection transforms experience into
professional development.

Sixth, institutional values should be clearly formulated and integrated into decision-making procedures.
Values should function not as formal slogans but as practical criteria for evaluating managerial alternatives.

Seventh, special attention should be paid to the development of communicative trust. The effectiveness of
a decision depends not only on its content but also on how it is perceived, explained, accepted, and implemented
by participants.

Eighth, institutions should introduce post-decision review procedures. Such procedures should not be
limited to administrative reporting. They should include analysis of whether the decision corresponded to institu-
tional values, whether communication was sufficient, how the decision influenced the team’s motivation, and what
socio-psychological risks appeared during implementation. This type of review transforms managerial experience
into organizational learning and prevents the repetition of ineffective patterns.

Conclusion

Managerial decision-making under institutional uncertainty is a complex socio-psychological process that
requires more than formal authority or administrative experience. The theoretical analysis supports the concep-
tualization of value-oriented cognitive readiness as an integrative form of psychological preparedness combining
cognitive, reflective, emotional-regulatory, motivational, ethical-value, and communicative resources.

The synthesis yielded four interrelated theoretical results: a multidimensional definition of institutional
uncertainty, a six-component structure of readiness, seven socio-psychological mechanisms, and a recursive four-
stage process comprising diagnostic orientation, value-based evaluation, responsible choice, and socio-psychological
implementation. These results directly correspond to the analytical questions formulated in the article and clarify how
internal readiness can be linked conceptually to the quality, legitimacy, and sustainability of managerial decisions.

Thus, the development of value-oriented cognitive readiness may become an important direction in the
psychological preparation of managers. The framework contributes to responsible leadership by bringing together
cognitive adaptation, reflection, affective regulation, institutional values, responsibility, and communication within
a single decision process. At the same time, the proposed relationships remain theoretical propositions until they
are operationalized and empirically tested in different institutional contexts.

From the practical point of view, the proposed approach may be used as a conceptual basis for professional
development courses, psychological assessment of managerial personnel, mentoring programs for mid-level leaders,
and institutional training aimed at strengthening responsible decision-making. From the theoretical point of view,
it creates a structured agenda for examining the relationships among value orientation, cognitive flexibility, locus of
control, emotional tolerance, reflective control, communicative trust, and decision effectiveness. Consequently, the
article expands the socio-psychological understanding of managerial choice by demonstrating that information and
authority must be considered together with the internal readiness of the leader to act responsibly under uncertainty.
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A.C. Hazapos
636ekcmaH xanblKapalk ucaiammay akademuscsl, Tawkenm, O36ekcmaH

KyHJbLIBIKKA 6aFJap/iaHFaH KOTHUTUBTIK JalbIHABIK HHCTUTYLLUOHAJIABIK,
6esrici3fik xxaFaaiibIHa 6acKapyWbLUIbIK, IelIiM KaGobl1AayAbIH,
9JIEYMETTIiK-IICUX0JIOTHSIBIK, paKTOpBI peTiHge

AHjaTna. Makanajja KyH/IbUIbIKKA 6aFapiaHfaH KOTHUTUBTIK JallbIH/ABIK HHCTUTYLUOHANbIK Oerici3fiik
YKaFAalbIHAa 6aCKapyIIbLIBIK HIelliM KaObLIJayAblH KelleH/ i 9/1eyMeTTiK-IICUX0JIOTUAJIBIK, GaKTOPhI peTiHze
Herizgeneni. Knaccukaniblk koHe Kasipri 3epTTeyJiep/i MHTErpaTUBTI TEOPUSJBIK, ILIOJY )KoHe KOHLIeNTYalAbIK,
CUHTe3 HeTi3iH/e HHCTUTYIMOHAJIABbIK Gesrici3fiik KapanalbIiM aKNapaTThIK Ge/rici3ZlikTeH aXKblpaThlJblII,
YCBIHBLIFAaH KOHCTPYKTiHIH KypbLJIbIMbI HAKTbIIaHa/bl. Te0pHUsIBIK TaNay KYH/bIBIKKA 6af/iapaaHfaH KOTHUTHBTIK
Al bIHABIKTBIH 63apa 6ai/JIaHbICThI aJ1Thl KOMIIOHEHTIH alKbIHZA/bl: KOTHUTHUBTIK, pedJIEKCUBTIK, SMOIUSIBIK-
peTTeylli, MOTUBALUAJIBIK, STUKaJIbIK-KYHbLIBIKTBIK »K9HE KOMMYHUKATUBTIK. COHbIMEH KaTap LIeLliMHIH
canachblH, JIETUTUM/IJITIH )KoHe TYPAaKTbIIbIFbIH KAMTaMachl3 €Tyl bIKTUMaJI KeTi 9J1eyMeTTiK-IICUXO0JIOTUAJBIK
MeXaHM3M KyHeseH/i: pedJieKCUBTIK 6aKpLIay, KYHABUIBIKTBIK YHIECIMAIIK, 9/1eyMeTTiK epCcrneKTUBaHbI
ecKepy, ’KayankepurijiikTi ”HTepUopU3alusiay, KOMMyYHUKATUBTIK CEHIM, K9CiOU COMKECTIK )XoHe KOTHUTUBTIK
KaTeJsiepZi peTtey. bys asieMeHTTep AUAarHOCTHUKAJIBIK 6aFapJ/ay, KYH/ABLIBIKTBIK 6aFasiay, }kayanThl TaHAAY KoHE
Kepi 6aliJIaHbBICHI 6ap dJIeyMETTIK-IICUXOJIOTHUSJIBIK iCKe acblpy/laH TYPaThIH TOPT Ke3eH i MoAesbre 6ipikTipingi.
YCBIHBLIFaH TACLJ1 KOTHUTUBTIK 6eliM/iesy, 3TUKAJBIK XKayanKeplIiliK )koHe YHUbIM/IbIK 63apa apeKeTTecyai
6ipTyTac memiM Kabeliaay yaepicinge 6aisaHbIcThIpabl. MakKaia 3SMIIMPHKAIBIK €MEC, TEOPUSJIBIK, CUIIATTa;
aJIBIHFaH HATHXKeJlep OJlaH 9pi onepalUsAIaHbIpy MeH 3MIIMPUKAJIBbIK TeKCepyAi KKeT eTeTiH KOHLeNTyaI bIK
TYKbIPbIMZAP 60J1bIN TabbliaZbl. OpTa XKoHe KOFaphl OYbIH GaclIbLIAPbIHBIH HIENIiM KabbL1/jay Ky3bIpeTTilirin
JlaMbITyFa apHaJIFaH MIPaKTHUKaJbIK YCbIHBIMAAD Gepisrex.

TyiiiH ce3aep: 6acKapyIIbUIbIK IelliM KaOblIAay; KOTHUTUBTIK AalbIHABIK; HHCTUTYLMOHAN/IBIK OeTici3fiK;
KYH/BUIBIKTBIK 6arap; pedieKCUBTiK 6aKbLIay; YUBIM/AbIK Ma/IEHUET; XKayanKepUIisIiK.

A.C. Hazapos
MexcdyHapooHas akademus ucaamosedeHus Y3bekucmaua, Tawkenm, Y36ekucmau

IleHHOCTHO-OPMEeHTMPOBAaHHAsA KOTHUTHBHAA F'OTOBHOCTD KaK COIMA/IbHO-IICUX0JI0THYeCKUI
daxTop npuHATHA yIpaBleHYECKUX pellleHUil B yC/I0BUAX
WHCTUTYLMOHA/IbHOM Heonpe e/IeHHOCTH

AHHOTanus. B cTaTbe 060CHOBBIBAETCA KOHLENILIUSA [eHHOCTHO-OPUEHTHPOBAaHHON KOTHUTUBHOMN
FOTOBHOCTH KaK MHTETPAJIbHOI0 COL[Ma/IbHO-TICHX0JIOTHYECKOT0 GpaKTOpa NPUHATHS YIIPABIEHIECKUX PELIEHUH
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B YCJIOBUSIX MHCTUTYLIMOHAJLHOUW Heollpe/ie/IeHHOCTH. Ha 0CHOBEe MHTErpaTUBHOTO TEOPETUUECKOT0 0630pa U
KOHLIENTYaJIbHOT'0 CUHTE3a KJIAaCCUYeCKUX ¥ COBPEMEHHBIX HCC/IeJOBAaHUH YIIPaBJIeHYECKOTO pellleHHs], KOTHUTUBHOH
rUOKOCTH, B3aUMO/[elcTBUS apPpeKTa U KOTHUIUH, OTBETCTBEHHOT'O ¥ 3TUYECKOT0 JINAEPCTBA, ICUX0JI0THYeCKON
6e30MacHOCTY U KOMMYHUKAIUKM HEOTIPE/IeJIEHHOCTH UHCTUTYIIMOHAIbHAs HEOTPe1eJIEeHHOCTb Pa3rpaHUYMBaETCAa
€ 06BIYHOH MHOOPMALLMOHHOW HEONPeeJIeHHOCThIO U YTOYHSETCS CTPYKTypa NpejlaraeMoro KOHCTPYKTa.
TeopeTuyeckuii aHaIU3 T03BOJIVII BbIZIE/IUTD LIECTb B3AUMOCBsSI3aHHbBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB [[eHHOCTHO-OPUEHTHPOBAHHOH
KOTHUTUBHOU rOTOBHOCTH: KOTHUTUBHbIH, pedJIeKCUBHbIH, 3MOIIUOHAJbHO-PETy/ISITUBHbIN, MOTUBAIMOHHBIH,
3TUKO-I|€HHOCTHBIH ¥ KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIX. CHCTEMATU3UPOBAHbI CEMb COI[HAIbHO-TICUXO0JIO0TUYECKUX MEXaHU3MOB,
MOCPEe/JICTBOM KOTOPBIX TaKasi FOTOBHOCTb MOXKET MO//IEPXKUBATh KAY€CTBO, IETHTUMHOCTDb U YCTOUYUBOCTD PelIeHHS:
pedJIeKCUBHbBIM KOHTPOJIb, AOCTHXKEHHE [IeHHOCTHOM COTJIAaCOBAHHOCTH, YYET COLMAbHOU MEePCNEeKTUBbI, UHTEPH-
OpHY3anus OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, BBICTPAMBaHME KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOTO J0BepHsl, aKTyaIu3alusA npodpecCHOHaTbHON
WJIEHTUYHOCTH U PETYJIALMs KOTHUTUBHBIX UCKXKeHU . [laHHbIEe 3/IEMEHThI MHTETPUPOBAHBI B YETHIPEXITANTHYIO
MO/I€JIb, BKJIIOYAIOIIYI0 IMaTHOCTHUYECKYI0 OPUEHTAIMI0, [IEHHOCTHYI0 OlleHKY, OTBETCTBEHHbIN BbIGOP U COL[UAILHO-
MCUXOJIOTHYECKYIO PeaIM3aLHI0 C PEKYPCUBHOU 06paTHOM CBA3bI0. B 0T/IMYKeE OT M0X0/10B, pacCMaTPHUBAKIUX
KOTHHUTHBHbIE UCKAXKEHUSI, ITUKY JIUJIePCTBA WU OPraHU3alMOHHBIN KJIMMaT U30JIMPOBAHHO, MIpeAJiaraeMast
MO/IeJIb 06'bSICHSIET UX COTPSI?KEHUE BO BHYTPEHHEN FOTOBHOCTH JIMIA, TPUHUMAaIOIIero peuieHue. CTaTbs UMEET
TEOpeTUYECKUH, a He IMITMPUYECKUN XapaKTep; ee pe3yJ/IbTaThl IPECTABJISAIOT CO601 KOHIENTYalbHble T0JIOXKEHN,
TpeOyIolIye Moc/ieAyIollel onepanyoHaJIn3auy U SMIMPUIECKON npoBepku. CHOpMyIMpOBaHbI MPAaKTUYECKHE
pPEKOMEH/JAIMH [0 Pa3BUTHIO KOMIIETEHTHOCTHU NIPUHSITUS PEllleHUH y PyKOBOAUTEJIEH Cpe/THEr0 U BhICIIETro 3BEHA.

KioueBble c/10Ba: NIpUHSATHE yIIPaBJeHYECKUX pellleHUH; KOTHUTUBHAsI TOTOBHOCTb; MHCTUTYI[MOHA/Ib-
Hasl HEONIPe/IeJIEHHOCTb; [leHHOCTHAsI OpUeHTaInus; pedeKCUBHBIN KOHTPOJIb; OpraHru3alMoOHHast KyJIbTYpa;
OTBETCTBEHHOCTb.
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