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Abstract. Background. The transition from the stable, predictable world of the 1980s to today’s volatile,
uncertain, complex, and ambiguous (VUCA) environment, further characterised by brittleness, anxiety,
non-linearity, and incomprehensibility (BANI), has fundamentally challenged traditional rational
decision-making frameworks. Managers increasingly face cognitive overload, stress, and cultural
complexity, yet the competence of “decision-making under uncertainty” remains critically
under-theorised in its psychological and cultural dimensions. Managerial decisions that appear
“irrational” from an external, formal-logical perspective may possess deep emic rationality within specific
corporate cultures or psychological contexts. Conversely, decisions that seem rational in the short term
may prove strategically irrational over time. The intersection of clinical psychology and corporate
anthropology offers a promising framework for resolving this paradox, yet remains underexplored.
Objective. This conceptual review synthesises insights from clinical psychology and corporate
anthropology to (1) identify key mechanisms underlying “irrational” managerial decisions, (2) examine
the role of dark leadership traits (Dark Triad) in decision-making, and (3) develop practical
recommendations for enhancing decision quality in complex organisational contexts. Methods. We
conducted a conceptual-theoretical review integrating empirical findings from clinical psychology (Dark
Triad research, cognitive biases, stress effects) with anthropological frameworks (cultural rationality,
ritualisation, tribal dynamics). The analysis draws on 32 key studies spanning 1974—2025, including
meta-analyses, systematic reviews, and case studies. Results. Seven core mechanisms of decision-making
“irrationality” were identified: (1) groupthink and tribal cognition, (2) ritualisation as anxiety-reduction,
(3) protection of responsibility zones, (4) mythologisation of past experience, (5) rule-following as
cognitive heuristic, (6) empathy deficits in dark leadership, and (7) stress-induced cognitive impairment.
The analysis reveals that Dark Triad leaders (narcissistic, psychopathic, Machiavellian) may demonstrate
short-term decisional efficiency but systematically undermine long-term organisational adaptation
through destruction of psychological safety, suppression of authentic communication, and
encouragement of excessive risk-taking. Conclusion. Irrationality in management decisions should not
be treated as mere error but as a phenomenon with its own logic, either psychological (anxiety reduction,
personality pathology, adaptation to harsh environments) or cultural (order maintenance, status
preservation). Practical recommendations include a two-component approach: (1) clinical-psychological
interventions (candidate screening, ethics committees, meta-skill development) and (2) anthropological
interventions (cultural archaeology, safe dialogue spaces, collaborative meaning-making).
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1. Introduction

The contemporary organisational landscape
has undergone a profound transformation over
the past four decades. The relatively stable,
predictable, linear world of the 1980s,
characterised as the SPOD era (Stable,
Predictable, Ordinary, Definite), has given way
to increasingly complex and volatile
environments. The VUCA framework (Volatile,
Uncertain, Complex, Ambiguous), initially
developed by the U.S. Army War College,
captured the emerging challenges of the

post-Cold War era. More recently, the BANI
framework (Brittle, Anxious, Non-linear,
Incomprehensible) has been proposed to
describe the contemporary condition (see
discussion in Viale & Shye, 2025). These
conceptual shifts reflect a fundamental reality:
the growing complexity, uncertainty,
information overload, and velocity of change
have progressively diminished the capacity for
purely rational decision-making, both in
everyday life and in strategic business contexts.
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The consequences are evident in the marked
contraction of corporate planning horizons and
the increasing influence of previously marginal
factors on decision quality: cognitive biases,
stress and fatigue, unconscious assumptions,
corporate culture, and leaders’ emotional
regulation capacities. The cost of decisional error
escalates proportionally with hierarchical
position, making this problem particularly acute
for middle and senior managers who must
navigate both external challenges (geopolitical
and economic instability) and internal pressures
(value realignment, burnout, intergenerational
conflict).

Traditional decision-making instruments,
such as SWOT analysis, decomposition
techniques, and risk assessment matrices,
proved effective in the linear, predictable
environments for which they were designed.
However, their utility in contemporary contexts
has diminished substantially. Managers
increasingly experience decisional failure,
leading to organisational losses, heightened
personal stress, and erosion of confidence in
established frameworks and internal resources
(experience, knowledge). This situation has
generated renewed interest in managerial
intuition and recognition that rigidly rational
approaches may actually undermine effective
decision-making under conditions of deep

uncertainty. The competence of
“decision-making under wuncertainty” has
consistently ranked among the most
sought-after leadership competencies over

recent decades, with growing emphasis on
“decision-making under pressure.” Yet despite
this recognition, the development of such
competence remains undertheorised and poorly
operationalised. There is an urgent need to
clarify how stress, emotion, empathy, cognitive
biases, and organisational culture both impede
and, paradoxically, may enhance decision
quality in non-obvious ways.

The integration of two disciplinary
perspectives, clinical psychology and corporate
anthropology, offers a promising pathway for

illuminating the domain of managerial
irrationality.  Each  discipline  addresses
complementary aspects of the decisional

phenomenon that remain invisible to purely

economic or rational-choice frameworks.
Clinical psychology brings attention to
individual-level =~ mechanisms:  personality

pathology (particularly the Dark Triad of
narcissism, psychopathy, and
Machiavellianism), cognitive heuristics and
biases (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), stress
responses, emotional regulation, and the role of
unconscious processes in decision-making. The
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clinical lens reveals how individual psychological
characteristics, particularly in leadership
positions, systematically shape decisional
outcomes. Corporate anthropology, by contrast,
shifts focus to the cultural and institutional
context in which decisions are embedded. As
Douglas (1986) argued, rationality is never
context-free: people make decisions within
institutional frameworks (rules, hierarchies,
classifications) that themselves define what
counts as rational or irrational. Hasbrouck
(2024) introduced the concept of “ethnographic
thinking” as a mode of observation and analysis
that seeks to understand the hidden meanings,
norms, and cultural logic behind organisational
decisions. This approach turns the corporate
gaze inward, showing how internal orthodoxies
and status hierarchies constrain growth and
innovation. The central thesis of corporate
anthropology is that what appears irrational to
an external observer may be entirely rational to
a cultural insider. Before labelling behaviour as
rational or irrational, one must ask: “In which
system of rules does this behaviour become
sensible?” Apparent irrationality often reflects
deep mechanisms for maintaining stability,
status, and security (Douglas, 1986).
Contemporary  researchers of  cognitive
decision-making have similarly noted that the
dichotomy between rational and non-rational
behaviour is theoretically unstable; behaviour
deemed irrational from expected-utility theory
may actually be an adaptive heuristic optimal for
a specific ecological environment (Viale & Shye,
2025).

Beyond traditions and corporate culture, the
phenomenon of “dark leadership” contributes
significantly to understanding rationality and
irrationality in managerial decisions. A dark
leader is understood as a manager with
psychopathic traits, often a high-functioning
individual with strong self-organisation and
intelligence, whose characteristics fit the Dark
Triad: narcissistic =~ component (inflated
self-esteem, grandiosity, need for admiration),
psychopathic component (impulsivity,
aggressiveness, lack of empathy, inability for
long-term planning, risk-taking, antisocial
actions), and Machiavellian component
(cynicism, self-focus, deceit, manipulation,
exploitation). Boddy (2017) examined
psychopathic leadership through a case study of
a corporate psychopath CEO, coining the term
“CEO with a high corporate psychopathy score.”
He noted that corporate psychopaths share the
same core traits as incarcerated psychopaths but
are socially successful, career-oriented, and
ruthless. While the general population
prevalence of psychopathy is about 1%, among
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top managers this figure may reach 3.5% (Boddy,
2017). Goldsmith (in public lectures) similarly
observed that the higher the leader in the
hierarchy, the greater the probability of being a
white, male, older psychopath. A comprehensive
meta-analysis by Bueno-de la Fuente et al.
(2025) confirmed that narcissism, psychopathy,
and Machiavellianism operate in concert with
Big Five personality dimensions, forming stable
patterns of managerial behaviour that directly
affect employee well-being and performance.

Leaders with Dark Triad traits can inflict
harm through irrational decisions. Wilson and
Peterson (2023) identified such harmful
behaviours as: destroying teams; rejecting
coaching, feedback, or development
opportunities; hoarding resources; assigning
impossible tasks with minimal support;
excluding team members from meetings; and
hiding necessary information. Yet such leaders
often reach high positions because businesses
select and value them for the short-term value
they bring. However, meta-analytic evidence
(O’Boyle et al., 2012) indicates that Dark Triad
traits are associated with poor task performance,
job dissatisfaction, toxic leadership, and
numerous negative work outcomes. Dark leaders
also induce cognitive biases in others.
Kahneman (2011) described a situation where a
patient flatters a physician, claiming other
doctors have failed and that the current one will
surely help; the physician involuntarily feels
sympathy and overconfidence, which Kahneman
termed “the psychopath’s charm,” a cognitive
trap. The rational decision would be to decline
working with such a patient. Dark leaders can
similarly motivate high-risk projects through
their charm, leading to losses or even corporate
collapse. Mathieu et al. (2014) found that
psychopathic traits are a key factor in destructive
interpersonal behaviour among dysfunctional
leaders and cause significant psychological
distress in employees, undermining conditions
for rational decision-making.

The role of empathy in leadership deserves
special attention. For along time, it was assumed
that leaders should not be empathetic, as
“humanity” interferes with rationality, while
data-driven thinking allows faster and clearer
action. Dark leaders, unburdened by excessive
empathy, seemed to fit these expectations.
However, over the last decade, thinkers such as
Goldsmith have argued that during severe crises
(e.g., the COVID-19 pandemic), empathy
becomes essential for leaders to guide their
“tribe” by understanding people’s fears and
becoming an archetypal paternal figure. Caring
for the team may appear non-rational in the
short term, but it fosters engagement, loyalty,
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and willingness to exceed expectations, which is
crucial in the competition for talent and
customers. At the same time, research on
employees’ psychological capital (Elbers et al.,
2023) shows that developing subordinates’
resourcefulness (confidence, optimism,
resilience) can mitigate the destructive impact of
dark leadership. Organisations that intentionally
invest in psychological capital create a buffer
against toxic management. Nevertheless, not all
organisations perceive an empathetic leader as
strong; many still prefer a tough, unemotional
manager. This creates a central paradox:
psychopathic leaders without empathy might, in
theory, make more rational decisions than
empathetic, pro-social leaders, but does this
rationality lead to good outcomes? Haar and de
Jong (2023) found that in highly competitive
industries, Dark Triad traits may produce
short-term financial gains (e.g., revenue
increases), but internal indicators -
socio-psychological climate, staff retention,
innovativeness — consistently deteriorate. Thus,
the “rationality” of a dark leader is contextually
limited and short-lived. On the other hand, dark
leaders tend toward unjustified risk, even
endangering others’ well-being. Their influence
on others’ decisions, including investors, is
mediated by psychopathic charm, creating
cognitive traps. Are dark leaders’ decisions
rational in the short term (e.g., downsizing in a
crisis) or irrational in the long term (e.g.,

undermining human capital needed for
breakthrough)?  This question remains
unresolved.

Given the above, the present conceptual
review aims to systematically identify and
describe the key psychological and cultural
mechanisms  that  produce  “irrational”
managerial decisions, to examine the role of
Dark Triad traits in shaping both individual and
collective decisional processes, to propose an
integrative =~ framework  that  combines
clinical-psychological and anthropological
interventions to enhance decision quality, and to
illustrate the framework with a case example and
derive practical implications for organisations.
The contribution of this work lies in bridging two
rarely integrated disciplines to offer a more
nuanced understanding of rationality in
organisational contexts and to provide
actionable recommendations that address both
individual pathology and cultural dynamics.

2. Methods

This study is a conceptual-theoretical review,
synthesising existing empirical and theoretical
literature from clinical psychology and corporate
anthropology. Given the interdisciplinary nature
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of the research question, we adopted an
integrative review approach that allows for the
combination of diverse methodologies and
perspectives (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). The
review is not a systematic meta-analysis but
rather a critical synthesis aimed at identifying
patterns, mechanisms, and practical
implications.

We conducted a targeted literature search in
the following databases: PsycINFO, Scopus, Web
of Science, and Google Scholar, covering the
period from 1974 (the landmark publication of
Tversky & Kahneman on heuristics and biases)
to 2025. Search terms included combinations of:
“irrationality,” “rationality,” “decision-making,”
“clinical psychology,” “corporate anthropology,”
“Dark Triad,” “psychopathy,” “leadership,”
“corporate culture,” “cognitive biases,” “stress,”
“emotional intelligence,” and “organisational
culture.” We also manually searched reference
lists of key articles and included seminal
theoretical works (e.g., Douglas, 1986;
Kahneman, 2011) and recent systematic reviews
(e.g., Bueno-de la Fuente et al, 2025;
Coronado-Maldonado &  Benitez-Marquez,
2023). Inclusion criteria were: (1) peer-reviewed
empirical or theoretical articles, (2) relevance to
managerial decision-making, leadership, or
organisational behaviour, (3) focus on
psychological or cultural factors, (4) English or
Russian language. We excluded purely technical
or mathematical decision models without
psychological or cultural content.

We employed thematic analysis to identify
recurring mechanisms and themes. Initially, we
extracted all factors mentioned as contributing
to “irrational” decisions. Through an iterative
coding process, we grouped these factors into
seven thematic categories (presented in the
Results). For each theme, we synthesised
findings from both clinical and anthropological
literatures, noting convergences and
divergences. The case of Miranda Priestly
(from The Devil Wears Prada) was used as an
illustrative example to apply the integrative
framework, as it represents a well-documented
cultural archetype of dark leadership that has
been extensively discussed in both academic and
popular media. As a conceptual review, this
study does not provide new empirical data. The
conclusions are limited by the quality and scope
of the included studies and the potential for
publication bias. However, the synthesis offers a
novel theoretical integration that can guide
future empirical research.

3. Results

We identified seven core mechanisms that
contribute to what is perceived as “irrational”
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managerial decision-making, drawing from both
clinical psychology and corporate anthropology.

The first mechanism is groupthink and
tribal cognition. The desire for consensus to
preserve group unity can suppress criticism and
alternative proposals, especially in hierarchical
and clan cultures. Groups influence the
acceptance or rejection of information by
establishing trust levels and imposing sanctions
on dissenters. Andreeva (2000) drew parallels
with “groupthink,” where decision-making is
affected by group cohesion. However,
groupthink may operate implicitly: individuals
already know group norms and potential
sanctions and construct their information
processing accordingly. Kramer (2020) argued
that irrationality in organisations is often tied to
deep, unconscious needs rather than lack of
logicc When human impulses, group
interactions, and leadership are involved, the
limbic system — the “tribal brain” — is activated,
and tribal needs override rational cortical
thinking. As Kramer (2020, p. 26) notes, “When
it comes to human impulses and needs, our
tribal brain activates before the rational.” Tribal
needs include ego gratification, recognition, and
desire for inequality. Thus, groups can influence
leader behaviour in ways that appear irrational
to outsiders. We suggest that narcissistic traits in
dark leaders may intensify the “tribal chief”
performance, enhancing group cohesion and
bias effects. Ethical factors also contribute to
group-level irrationality. Unethical,
manipulative behaviour from other employees,
including intentional use of cognitive biases, can
distort  the  conditions for  rational
decision-making, depriving leaders of free,
informed choice (Adedeji, 2025). Dark leaders
themselves are key instigators of irrational
decisions in others. Diller and Jonas (2020)
describe this mechanism as a combination of
initial attractiveness and persuasiveness (they
are charismatic, confident, infect others with
their ideas) and negative long-term
consequences, such as high-risk decisions,
self-serving  choices, and  “atmosphere
contagion,” as others imitate dark leader
behaviour.

The second mechanism is ritualisation.
Ritualised actions may have lost connection with
their original purpose but are reproduced to
maintain stability and signal loyalty. Employees
sustain rituals because they reduce anxiety and
create an illusion of predictability in unstable
environments. Fromm (2022) described the
human tendency to replace spontaneity and
responsibility with rigid rituals, reducing anxiety
at the cost of genuine engagement. Kramer
(2020, p. 25) observed: “We want to know what
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to do... to continue what already exists. To have
clear agreements, constant roles, directives, job
descriptions, and rituals.” The opposite of
ritualisation is openness to new experience.
Peterson et al. (2012) studied servant leaders,
who score low on the Dark Triad, and found that
openness to experience fosters innovation and
acceptance of employee ideas. We hypothesise
that this reduces ritualisation, making decisions
more rational and effective.

The third mechanism is protection of
responsibility zones and avoidance of
vulnerability. Managers may reject effective
proposals from subordinates or other
departments because acceptance would threaten
status or create the illusion of upward
management. In  corporate  hierarchies,
information openness clashes with what social
psychology calls  “hierarchical defence”:
information coming from below or through
informal channels receives reduced credibility
(Tett, 2015). Thus, an operationally rational
action is rejected to preserve the status quo of
hierarchy. Corporate psychopaths, conversely,
tend toward high risk and often have
well-developed “decision-making under
pressure” skills, making them potentially
effective crisis managers in the short term.
However, their disregard for corporate social
responsibility and ethics poses long-term risks.
Myung and Choi (2017) found that the
psychopathic trait in the Dark Triad has a
negative association with perception of
corporate social ethics as a priority. Boddy
(2023) theoretically examined the idea that a
psychopathic leader displays rationality in the
economic sense (homo economicus), but this
ethically empty calculativeness constitutes a
global threat to business ethics and long-term
economic prospects.

The fourth mechanism is mythologisation of
past experience. Adherence to corporate
traditional methods and strategies is reinforced
by internal narratives of “great achievements.”
Cameron and Quinn (2001) showed that in
“Clan” and “Hierarchy” cultures, reliance on
traditions and myths is particularly strong, often
enshrined in legends of a “glorious past.” In
organisations that long enjoyed a “monopoly of
success,” a “paranoia of success” may form,
where any innovation is perceived as a threat to
efficiency and identity. Memories of past
experience serve a ritual function, creating an
illusion of safety and reducing anxiety about
uncertainty. The classic example is Kodak, which
ignored digital photography because executives
were sceptical of an engineer’s prototype — why
promote technology that would disrupt their
established environment? This irrational
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decision later undermined the company’s
market leadership.

The fifth mechanism is rule-following as a
cognitive heuristicc embodied in formal
regulations and traditions (“we always did it
this way,” “everyone does it”). Alowais and
Suliman (2025) conducted an interesting study
among migrant entrepreneurs in the shadow
economy, suggesting that Dark Triad traits are
not innate but a response to harsh economic
conditions. High competition with poor legal
regulation drives survival strategies through
narcissistic behaviour (superiority, callousness)
and Machiavellian behaviour (manipulation,
deception). Entrepreneurs justify exploitation
with phrases like “everyone does it.” This
cognitive-distortion-like mindset leads to
irrational decisions yet ensures survival.

The sixth mechanism concerns empathy and
pro-sociality in the context of dark leadership.
Furtner et al. (2017) argue that most leadership
research idealises leadership, emphasising
pro-social qualities, while evidence shows dark
leaders can be as effective as ethical leaders,
despite selfishness, impulsivity, and toxicity.
Their drive for power, uncompromisingness,
and social dominance orientation push them to
compete for high positions. Thus, their decisions
may appear irrational in one frame but rational
within their own coordinate system, as they
achieve their goals. The ability to read others’
emotions without emotional involvement,
combined with reduced anxiety characteristic of
high-functioning psychopaths, enhances their
rationality by freeing cognitive capacity.
However, this apparent rationality is
context-limited. Haar and de Jong (2023)
showed that while Dark Triad traits may boost
short-term financial metrics, they degrade
internal social climate, retention, and
innovation. Thus, the “rationality” is short-term
and context-dependent.

The seventh and final mechanism is stress.
The impact of stress on decision-making is well
documented: during chronic and acute stress,
people tend to make non-rational, impulsive
decisions. Mishra and Jena (2025) proposed a
two-path model of toxic leaders’ influence on
stress: direct path (toxic leadership generates
stress through humiliation, injustice, fear) and
indirect path (toxic leadership stimulates
overwork, leading to stress, burnout, and health
deterioration). An additional mechanism is
suppression of employee authenticity: when
leaders display psychopathic traits, subordinates
hide their true selves at work, leading to
deteriorating psychological well-being and
impaired decision-making (Sutton & Stapleton,
2023).



M. V. Bogdanova & O. S. Khaidarova

4. Discussion

Our findings underscore a central paradox:
behaviour that appears irrational from an
external (etic) perspective may be deeply
rational from an internal (emic) -cultural
perspective. The engineering company case
described in the introduction illustrates this: the
production manager’s resistance to the project
manager’s innovations was locally rational
(preserving established routines, protecting
status) but strategically irrational (resisting
necessary adaptation). This aligns with
Douglas’s (1986) argument that rationality is
culturally embedded. However, when local
rationality contradicts organisational goals, it
becomes dysfunctional. Instrumental rationality
(systemic, bureaucratic) can lead to the
“irrationality of the rational world,” where
formal goals undermine communicative reason
and social integration (Habermas, 1992).
Corporate culture can amplify psychological
biases to a systemic level, making them locally
rational but strategically harmful. Thus, a key
practical implication is that managers must ask
themselves: “How will my decision be perceived
by different employee groups? What meaning
will they assign to it?” Especially in a volatile
VUCA world, when the corporate “totem”
(collective identity) is fractured, culturally
rational decisions from a market perspective
may be perceived by the team as destructive. In
such cases, traditional methods of resistance
(orders, KPI manipulation, pressure) are not
only useless but dangerous.

Brown and Kramer (2015) propose an
alternative: before applying hard levers, engage
in “cultural archaeology”: (1) find the “totem in
the attic” — diagnose and recall what once united
people; (2) acknowledge the value of the old
totem, even if broken, by legitimising its
contribution; (3) create “common campfires” for
honest dialogue, safe spaces for employees to
voice pain and questions; (4) collectively rebuild
the totem around a new shared goal, preserving
core values. When a new goal aligns with old
values, it will be perceived as “one’s own,” hence
maximally rational in employees’ eyes.

The cinematic character Miranda Priestly
(based on Anna Wintour) exemplifies dark
leadership and cultural rationality. She displays
management through fear, setting impossible
goals, devaluation of employees, toxic
communication, and Machiavellian
manipulation. Yet her strengths include expert
power (strategic vision, industry authority),
reputation management, operational excellence,
and high standards. Would using empathy and
emotional intelligence make her decisions more
rational or less? We argue that empathy would
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enhance long-term adaptability, but might
appear less rational within her current cultural
norms. At the “tribe” level, empathy improves
coordination, signal exchange, and survival.
However, within “Podium’s” specific culture,
rationality was defined by internal values of
status, aesthetics, and control. External softness
might weaken her position, undermine status
signals, and thus be deemed irrational. This
illustrates that cultural context determines
whether a decision is seen as rational. In the film,
Andrea initially perceives Miranda’s actions as
meaningless due to her own cultural optics
(serious journalism, social justice). Only when
Nigel translates the emic logic does Andrea
recognise that Miranda’s decisions are rational
within the world of high fashion, where
anticipating a sweater’s shade matters more than
momentary “humanity.” Andrea eventually
understands the totem of “Podium”: perfection,
impeccability, power as reality-shaping.
Miranda’s harshness becomes a ritual of
initiation. In the end, Andrea leaves not because
Miranda is irrational, but because she does not
share the totem’s values. This illustrates that
cultural rationality is not universal; leaders must
navigate multiple cultural frameworks.

Our analysis leads to a two-component
practical framework. The first component
consists of clinical-psychological interventions:
rigorous selection processes to minimise hiring
of leaders with Dark Triad traits, using validated
personality assessments and  structured
interviews; establishment of ethics committees
and whistleblower mechanisms to detect toxic
behaviours early; and regular psychological
training on meta-skills, including
decision-making, communication, emotional
intelligence, and stress management. This builds
psychological capital (Elbers et al., 2023),
buffering against destructive leadership. The
second component consists of anthropological
interventions: cultural archaeology (diagnosing
existing cultural values, myths, and rituals;
identifying the “totem” that once united the
organisation); legitimisation (acknowledging the
value of past contributions, avoiding devaluation
of established practices); safe dialogue spaces
(creating forums for honest communication,
face-to-face  meetings, digital platforms,
anonymous channels where employees can
express concerns without fear); and
collaborative meaning-making (co-creating new
shared goals that preserve core values, ensuring
that changes are perceived as “ours” and thus
rational). This dual approach addresses both
individual psychological pathology and systemic
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cultural dynamics, offering a holistic pathway to
improving decision quality.

This review contributes to theory by bridging
clinical and anthropological perspectives,
offering a typology of irrationality mechanisms,
clarifying the paradoxical role of dark leadership
in decision-making, and providing a practical
integrative  framework. Future empirical
research should test the effectiveness of the
proposed interventions in real organisational
settings. Longitudinal studies could examine
how cultural archaeology and safe dialogue
spaces actually shift perceptions of rationality
and improve decision outcomes. Additionally,
more research is needed on the interaction
between Dark Triad leaders and specific cultural
contexts to understand when their traits become
beneficial versus destructive.

5. Conclusion

This integrative review demonstrates that
the apparent irrationality of managerial
decisions is not simply error but a phenomenon
with its own logic, either psychological (anxiety
reduction, personality adaptation, stress
response) or cultural (order maintenance, status
preservation, tradition protection). The
integration of clinical psychology and corporate
anthropology provides a richer understanding
than either discipline alone. We identified seven

key mechanisms producing “irrational”
decisions: groupthink, ritualisation, protection
of responsibility, mythologisation,

rule-following, empathy deficits, and stress. The
analysis reveals that leaders with Dark Triad
traits may achieve short-term decisional
efficiency but systematically undermine
long-term organisational adaptation through
destruction of psychological safety and
suppression of authentic communication.
Empathy, contrary to traditional assumptions,
emerges as evolutionarily rational, enhancing
group coordination and survival, especially in
crises. Practical recommendations centre on a
two-component approach:
clinical-psychological interventions (screening,
monitoring, development) and anthropological
interventions  (cultural archaeology, safe
dialogue, collaborative meaning-making). Only
by addressing both individual pathology and
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Peszrome. AxmyaavHocmos. [lepexon oT cTabWIBHOTO, IIpE/icCKadyeMoro Mupa 1980-X TOAOB K
copemenHoi cpefe VUCA (M3MeHUHBOM, HEOIPEIeJIEHHON, CA0KHON, HEOQHO3HAUHOM), a 3aTeM K
mupy BANI (xpynmkomy, TpeBOKHOMY, HEJIMHEHHOMY, HENOCTIKHUMOMY) (GYH/IaMEHTAJIBHO MOCTaBII
1I07] COMHEHHE TPAIUITUOHHBIE PAIMOHAJIbHBIE MOJEJIN TIPUHATHS pelleHuil. MeHeKepbl BCE Yallle
CTAJIKMBAIOTCSI C KOTHUTUBHOHW IIePErpy3KOH, CTpPeccoM U KYyJbTYPHOH CJIOXKHOCTBIO, OFHAKO
KOMIIETEHIIUsI «IIPUHATHE PEINIeHUH B VCIOBUAX HEOINPENEIEHHOCTU» OCTAETCA KPUTHUECKH
HEI00CMBICJIEHHOHN B CBOUX IICUXOJIOTHYECKUX U KYJIbTYPHBIX U3MEPEHUAX. YTIPABIEHUECKUE PEIIEHUA,
KOTOpBIE BBITJISAAT «UPPAMOHAIIBHBIMU» C BHEIIHEN, (POPMaTBHO-JIOTUYECKONU ITO3UITUH, MOTYT
00J1a71aTh TJIyOOKOH SMHYECKOH PaIlOHAJIBHOCTHIO B PaMKaX KOHKPETHOH KOPIIOPATUBHOU KYyJIBTYPhI
WIN TICUXOJIOTUYECKOTO KOHTeKcTa. VI HaobOpOT, pelleHus, KaKylluecs palioOHAJbHBIMU B
KPaTKOCPOYHOM IIEPCIIEKTHBE, MOTYT OKa3aThCs CTPATETUYECKU WPPAIMOHAJIBHBIMU C TEeUeHUEM
BpeMeHu. llepeceyeHne KJIWMHUUYECKOW IICHUXOJIOTUH W KOPIOPATUBHON aHTPOIOJIOTUM IMIPeAjaraeT
MHOTOO0EIIAIOIIYIO PAaMKY JIJIsl pa3pellieHus 3TOro [apajioKkca, OTHAKO OCTAETCS MaJIOU3YIeHHbIM. [[enb.
JIaHHBIA KOHIENTYyaJIbHBIA 0030p CUHTE3UDYeT HAEU KJIMHUYECKOU IICUXOJIOTHU M KOPIOPaTUBHOM
AQHTPOIIOJIOTHHU TSI (1) BBIABJIEHUSA KJIIOUEBBIX MEXaHU3MOB, JIEXKAIUX B OCHOBE «HUPPAITAOHATBHBIX»
yIIpaBJIeHUYECKUX PENIeHNH, (2) U3ydeHus poJiu 4epT TEMHOTO yinzieperBa (TéMHas Tpuazia) B MPUHATHI
pemieH u (3) pa3pabOTKHM NMPaKTUUECKUX PEKOMEHJAIIUM 1O ITOBBINIEHUI0 KauyecTBa PEIIeHUH B
CJIOKHBIX OPTaHU3AIMOHHBIX KOHTEKCTaX. Memoowt. [IpoBe/ieH KOHIENTYaIbHO-TEOPETHUECKUH 0030D,
WHTETPUPYIOIINH SMIIMPUYECKUE JIAHHbIE KIIMHUYECKOU IICUX0JIOTHH (uccyieoBanus TEMHON TpUaIbI,
KOTHUTHBHbIE WCKaKEHWS, BJIMSHUE CTpecca) C AaHTPOIOJIOTHUYECKUMH paMKaMH (KyJbTypHas
paIoOHaILHOCTh, PUTyaIU3alvs, IUJIEMEHHas JWHAMUKA). AHa/IN3 ONMUpAETCAd Ha 32 KJIIOUEBBIX
HCCIIEIOBAHUS 3a MEPUOM 1974—2025 TOJIOB, BKJIIOUAs MeTa-aHAJU3bl, CUCTEMAaTUUYEeCKUE 0030phI U
Keric-crayiu. Pe3yavmamol. BeIsABIEHO ceMb OCHOBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB «HPPAI[MOHAIIBHOCTH» TPUHITHUS
pelieHui: (1) TPYIIIOBOE MBIIJIEHWE W IJIEMEHHAs KOTHUIWA, (2) pUTyalIn3alus KaK CHIDKEHHE
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TpeBorH, (3) 3amyUTa 30H OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, (4) MUQOJIOTHU3aNKsA MPOILIOTO OMbITa, (5) CIe0BaHUe
mpaBWwiaM KaK KOTHUTHBHAasI 3BPHUCTHKA, (6) medHIUT SMIATHM IIPH TEMHOM JUAEPCTBE, (7)
CTpeCC-UHAYIINPOBAHHOE KOTHUTUBHOE HapyIlleHHe. AHAIN3 IT0Ka3aJl, YTO JIUAEPHI ¢ yepraMu TEMHOMN
Tpuazbl (HapIMCCUYECKUE, IICUXOMaTUYeCKHue, MaKHUaBEJINCTHYECKHE) MOTYT JE€MOHCTPHPOBATH
KPaTKOCPOUYHYIO 3G (EKTUBHOCTh PENIEHWH, HO CHUCTEMAaTHYECKH IIOAPBIBAIOT JOJITOCPOYHYIO
aJlalTallii0 OpTaHU3aIllMM dYepe3 paspylleHde IICUXOJIOTHYECKOW 0e30IIacHOCTH, IIoJiaBJIeHHe
ayTeHTUYHON KOMMYHUKAITUH U IIOOIIPEHNEe YPE3MEPHOTro prcka. 3akaroueHue. IppalinoHaJIbHOCTD B
yIIpPaBJIEHUECKUX PENIeHUsAX He JIOJKHA PacCMaTPUBAThCsA KaK IpocTasl OIMIMOKA, a Kak (eHOMeH co
cBOel COOCTBEHHOH JIOTUKOH, JIMOO IICHXOJIOTHYECKOH (CHHIKEHHE TPEBOTH, JUYHOCTHAS I1aTOJIOTHSI,
ajlanTanysa K JKECTKOHU cpefie), JIMOO KyJIbTypHOU (IIOAJiep:KaHue IOpSJIKa, COXpaHEHHE CTaTyca).
[IpakTuyeckue peKOMEeHJalli i BKJIIOYAIOT JBYXKOMIIOHEHTHBIN MOJIX0/: (1) KIIMHHUKO-TICUX0JIOTHYECKHE
WHTEPBEHIMH (CKPUHMHI KaHAWUZATOB, KOMHTETHI II0 9THKE, Pa3BUTHE MeTa-HaBBIKOB) H (2)
AHTPOIIOJIOTHYECKHEe MHTEPBEHITNH (KyJIbTYpHAs apXeoJIorsi, Oe30I1acHble IPOCTPAHCTBA JIJIA JUAJIOTa,
COBMECTHOE CO3/IaHIE CMBICJIOB).
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