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This article investigates the interplay between job task complexity and decision-making styles – specifically rational and intuitive – 
within professional settings. Drawing on contemporary cognitive frameworks, particularly dual-process theories, the authors analyze 
how varying levels of task complexity influence individuals' cognitive strategies, whether through deliberate analytical reasoning or 
rapid intuitive judgments. The findings indicate that increased task complexity heightens the likelihood of employing both decision-
making styles concurrently, as employees are often required to operate under conditions of uncertainty, time constraints, and information 
overload.

The study highlights how intuition functions in complex environments. Experienced professionals are more inclined to rely on intuitive 
decisions grounded in pattern recognition and accumulated expertise. In contrast, less experienced individuals, while also leaning 
toward intuitive approaches, exhibit greater flexibility in toggling between intuitive and rational modes of thinking. The article pays 
close attention to the impact of key contextual factors such as time pressure, emotional state, environmental ambiguity, task complexity, 
and individual cognitive preferences.

A comprehensive overview of psychometric instruments is provided, including REI, GDMS, CoSI, PMPI, PID, TIntS, and the newly 
proposed Rational and Intuitive Decision-Making Styles (RIDMS) model. The RIDMS framework distinguishes three types of rational 
and nine types of intuitive cognitive styles, offering a more nuanced understanding of how decision-making unfolds in real-world, high-
stakes contexts.

Ultimately, the authors argue that effective decision-making in today’s dynamic and complex work environments does not lie 
in choosing between rationality and intuition, but in developing the capacity to integrate both. This adaptive ability is essential for 
professional effectiveness, particularly amid rapid change, rising competency demands, and compressed decision timelines. The study 
offers valuable insights for human resource management, job design, leadership development, and the creation of training programs 
aimed at enhancing decision-making competencies.
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Introduction. In today’s rapidly evolving organiza-
tional landscape, employees are increasingly required to 
make complex decisions under conditions of uncertainty 
and time pressure. The nature of modern work, shaped by 
technological advancement, globalization, and dynamic 
market demands, has led to heightened levels of job com-
plexity across industries and roles. Job complexity refers to 
the degree to which a job requires a variety of tasks, mental 
processing, problem-solving, and adaptability to ambigu-
ous or novel situations.

In multifaceted organizational surroundings, managers 
frequently depend on intuition to guide their decision-mak-
ing. Research indicates that intuition can be particularly 
beneficial under specific conditions: when the job task 
at hand is complex, the decision-maker possesses domain 
expertise, and the decision atmosphere is characterized by 
high levels of uncertainty, complexity, time pressure, insuf-
ficient data, and situations where more than one reasona-
ble solution exists. In these scenarios, intuitive judgment 
allows managers to navigate ambiguity and make effective 
decisions quickly, leveraging their deep experience and pat-
tern recognition abilities [1; 2].

Decision-making in complex, high-pressure environ-
ments like aviation and firefighting has been widely studied 
to assess whether deliberate or intuitive approaches lead to 
better outcomes [3]. Research suggests that experienced 
decision-makers often gain advantages by relying on intu-
ition [4; 5]. However, it is still vital to explore whether 
decision-makers genuinely depend on intuition for signif-
icant, real-world decisions according to specific conditions 
under which they do so. Grasping the factors that influ-
ence the choice between deliberation and intuition is key 
to predicting results of such processes, as decision-making, 
and each approach offers distinct benefits and drawbacks in 
terms of decision quality [6; 7; 8; 3].

Previous studies on researched topic have frequently 
characterized the process as one driven by intuitive pattern 

recognition, particularly in expert contexts where rapid judg-
ments are required [9]. This perspective suggests that individ-
uals rely on tacit knowledge and accumulated experience to 
identify familiar cues and match them to effective responses. 
While this framework has proven valuable, particularly in 
domains such as emergency medicine, military operations, 
or firefighting, more recent conceptual and empirical deve- 
lopments raise questions about the universal applicability 
of such models across decision-making contexts.

In particular, dual-process theories of cognition [10] 
offer more nuanced view, positing that decision-mak-
ing involves the interplay of two distinct cognitive sys-
tems: one that is fast, intuitive, and automatic (System 1), 
and another that is slow, deliberative, and analytical (Sys-
tem 2). According to this view, individuals do not uniformly 
rely on intuition but instead vary in the degree of deliber-
ation they bring to a decision, depending on factors such 
as contextual demands, prior knowledge, and cognitive 
resources available at the moment. As Fuchs, Steigenberger, 
and Lübcke (2015) note, the extent to which a deci-
sion-maker engages in reflective thought versus intuitive 
judgment is shaped not only by the complexity of the task 
but also by the motivation and capacity to invest cognitive 
effort. Thus, while intuitive strategies may dominate under 
time pressure or high cognitive load, more effortful reason-
ing can emerge when individuals are motivated or required 
to justify their decisions [3].

As job roles grow increasingly complex, organizations 
encounter greater difficulties in selecting and hiring suc-
cessful candidates. This challenge is intensified for com-
plex positions, where identifying predictors of strong job 
performance is particularly tough. Although research on 
intuition has shown that expert intuition can be effective 
in highly uncertain environments, much of research on 
employee selection advises against relying solely on intu-
ition. It argues that even experienced interviewers should 
not depend exclusively on their intuitive judgments [3].

Супрун Дар’я, Лоунер Maркус, Нацуко Учіда, Чжоу Ї, Каплієнко Микола. Управління складністю завдань: 
раціональне та інтуїтивне прийняття рішень

У статті досліджується взаємозв’язок між складністю робочих завдань і стилями прийняття рішень – раціональним 
та інтуїтивним – у професійному середовищі. Автори на основі сучасних когнітивних теорій, зокрема дуального процесу 
прийняття рішень, аналізують, як рівень складності роботи впливає на вибір когнітивної стратегії – обґрунтованого 
аналітичного підходу чи швидких інтуїтивних рішень. Встановлено, що зі зростанням складності завдань зростає ймовірність 
використання обох стилів одночасно, оскільки працівникам доводиться діяти в умовах високої невизначеності, обмеженого 
часу та інформаційного перевантаження.

Розглянуто особливості застосування інтуїції в складних умовах: фахівці з високим рівнем досвіду частіше покладаються 
на інтуїтивні рішення, що ґрунтуються на патернах та попередньому досвіді. Водночас менш досвідчені працівники, хоча 
й схильні до інтуїтивного підходу, демонструють вищу гнучкість у виборі між інтуїцією та аналітикою. Значну увагу 
приділено впливу таких чинників, як тиск часу, емоційний стан, складність середовища та завдань, а також особистий стиль 
мислення працівника.

У дослідженні подано огляд ключових психометричних інструментів, зокрема REI, GDMS, CoSI, PMPI, PID, TIntS та нової 
інтегративної моделі RIDMS (Rational and Intuitive Decision-Making Styles), яка виділяє 3 типи раціонального та 9 типів 
інтуїтивного мислення. Це дозволяє більш глибоко зрозуміти динаміку прийняття рішень та адаптацію до складних умов 
роботи.

Ефективне прийняття рішень у сучасному робочому середовищі вимагає не протиставлення, а гармонійного поєднання 
раціонального й інтуїтивного підходів. Така адаптивна здатність є критично важливою для професійної успішності, особливо 
в умовах постійних змін, зростаючих вимог до компетентності та швидкості реагування. Результати дослідження мають 
прикладне значення для управління персоналом, проєктування професійних ролей, формування програм професійного розвитку, 
а також розробки тренінгів з прийняття рішень.

Ключові слова: складність роботи, прийняття рішень, раціональність, інтуїція, когнітивний стиль.
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Intuitive judgment constitutes a fundamental compo-
nent of decision-making, not only for professionals oper-
ating in high-stakes environments but also for individuals 
navigating everyday choices. Over the years, psychologists 
and decision theorists have sought to evaluate the rationality 
underlying these intuitive processes, resulting in the deve- 
lopment of multiple theoretical frameworks. This  paper 
examines three distinct perspectives on the nature of intu-
itive decision-making: unqualified rationalism, qualified 
rationalism, and irrationalism [11; 12].

The unqualified rationalist perspective maintains that 
human decision-making is inherently rational that is, indi-
viduals consistently act in accordance with logical princi-
ples and optimal outcomes. In contrast, qualified rationalism 
acknowledges the presence of cognitive biases and heuristic 
shortcuts that systematically influence judgments, leading 
to deviations from purely rational models. This view does 
not reject rationality outright but frames it as bounded or 
context-dependent [13].

The third perspective, irrationalism, offers a more radi-
cal departure by proposing that decision-making is shaped 
to a substantial extent by non-cognitive influences, such as 
emotions, unconscious motives, and social conditioning. 
According to this view, intuitive judgments are less about 
reasoned calculation and more about affective and motiva-
tional undercurrents that operate beneath conscious aware-
ness [14; 15; 16]. Risk perception is not solely a function 
of sensory input, and is fundamentally shaped by attitudes, 
expectations, and subjective interpretations. Consequently, 
it can be effectively studied using established methods 
of attitude measurement and psychological scaling. These 
approaches offer valuable tools for capturing how indi-
viduals cognitively and emotionally evaluate risk, beyond 
objective assessments of probability or severity [14; 15].

However, the application of such measurement tech-
niques must be guided by pragmatism, rather than by 
overly rigid adherence to theoretical principles. While 
debates concerning fundamental measurement theory 
and the appropriate scale levels for different forms of sta-
tistical analysis have contributed to methodological rigor, 
they have often failed to provide a practical foundation for 
empirical research. As a result, the field benefits more from 
flexible, context-sensitive approaches to measurement that 
prioritize meaningful data collection over strict adherence 
to idealized models [17; 14].

By contrasting these perspectives, our article aims 
to clarify conceptual terrain surrounding intuitive deci-
sion-making and assesses respective implications for under-
standing human judgment in both theoretical and applied 
contexts.

Kashyap and Sinha (2011) present a framework for 
assessing the overall complexity of a profession, with 
particular emphasis on engineering roles within industrial 
organizations, specifically those operating under job pro-
duction systems. Drawing on empirical evidence collected 
from the manufacturing sector, the authors propose a novel 
approach for computing job complexity, integrating mul-
tiple job characteristics relevant to the profession. Their 
method aims to provide a quantitative expression of com-
plexity, grounded in real-world observations, and offers 

insights into how different dimensions of work – such as 
variability, cognitive load, and task interdependence–con-
tribute to the complexity experienced by professionals in 
engineering and related fields [18].

Rational and Intuitive Decision-Making. No doubts, 
decision-making is continuous and integral component 
of both everyday life and organizational functioning, 
occurring routinely whether decisions are made through 
intentional planning or as a response to unforeseen circum-
stances. As such, decision-making constitutes a core mana-
gerial activity. According to Cole (1995), decision-making 
represents the most essential step in the planning process, 
serving as the bridge between identifying objectives and tak-
ing concrete actions. Without sound decision-making, even 
the most well-designed plans risk failure, underscoring 
its fundamental role in guiding organizational direction 
and resource allocation [19].

Asikhia et al (2021) identify decision making as the core 
element of planning in any organisational context. They 
define it as the process of selecting a course of action from 
available alternatives, emphasising that a plan cannot mean-
ingfully exist unless a decision has first been made to initi-
ate it. In this sense, decision making is not just a component 
of planning, but its foundational act – the step that activates 
and gives direction to all subsequent managerial processes 
[20; 21]. They conceptualize decision-making as a conscious 
and deliberate choice from a well-defined set of alterna-
tives, often competing in terms of desirability or feasibility. 
In their view, decision-making involves a sequence of inter-
related activities that culminate in the selection of specific 
course of action aimed at achieving desired future state. 
It is inherently forward-looking in that it serves to align 
current actions with long-term organization’s goals [22]. 
In addition, external influences – such as political consider-
ations or stakeholder expectations – can play a significant 
role in shaping options considered and final choice made. 
Decision-making is therefore multifaceted context-sen-
sitive process that requires managers to balance analyti-
cal reasoning with adaptability and judgement [23; 19].

Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theory (CEST), developed 
by Epstein [24; 25], offers a foundational framework for 
understanding the cognitive mechanisms underlying deci-
sion-making. It posits the existence of two systems of infor-
mation processing: a rational system, deliberate, analyti-
cal, and governed by abstract reasoning and logical rules; 
and an experiential system, which operates automatically 
and holistically, drawing on heuristics, prior experiences, 
and emotional responses. 

Building on this theoretical framework, Pacini 
and Epstein [26] developed the Rational-Experiential 
Inventory (REI) to empirically assess individual differences 
in tendency to rely on rational (deliberative) or experiential 
(intuitive) thinking styles. REI provides the psychometric 
tool that allows researchers to examine how individuals 
process information, weigh options, and make judgments. 
Rational thinkers are more likely to employ effortful, sys-
tematic analysis when making decisions, whereas experi-
ential thinkers tend to rely on rapid, intuitive impressions 
and affective cues especially in time-sensitive or ambiguous 
situations.
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Expanding upon this dual-process approach in 
the context of decision-making, Betsch (2004) introduced 
the Preference for Intuition and Deliberation (PID) scale, 
designed specifically: how individuals prefer to make 
decisions either through deliberation, grounded in the con-
cept of need for cognition [27], or through intuition, as 
characterized by experiential style in the REI. This model 
helps clarify tendencies, conditions when one style may 
be favored over the other.

While these models have significantly advanced our 
understanding of how decisions are made, particularly under 
varying cognitive and emotional conditions, they often fall 
short in offering a detailed conceptualization of intuition itself. 
Intuition is typically framed as the opposite or complement to 
deliberation, valued for its efficiency, speed, and context-sen-
sitivity, yet rarely dissected into its subtypes or differenti-
ated by domain expertise. Furthermore, empirical research 
increasingly suggests that rational and intuitive thinking are 
not mutually exclusive; rather, individuals may flexibly com-
bine or shift between these styles depending on task com-
plexity, time constraints, or the decision environment. This 
adaptive interplay between cognitive systems highlights 
not only preferred style of decision-makers, but also how 
situational factors of real-world decision-making influence 
the engagement of intuitive versus deliberative processes.

According to rational decision-making styles, Cools 
and Van den Broeck [28] introduced the Cognitive Style 
Indicator (CoSI), a multidimensional model that builds 
upon the earlier Cognitive Style Index (CSI) developed by 
Hayes and Allinson (1994). The CoSI proposes a two-di-
mensional framework for understanding how individuals 
receive and process information during decision-making. 
Rather than positioning cognitive styles along a single lin-
ear continuum, this model identifies three distinct yet inter-
related styles: Knowing, Planning, and Creating.

The Knowing style is characterized by a preference for 
fact-based, data-driven information processing. Individuals 
with this orientation rely heavily on logic, clarity, and objec-
tive evidence, seeking solutions that are rational, structured, 
and grounded in empirical data. This style aligns closely 
with traditional conceptions of analytical decision-making.

The Planning style reflects a need for organization, 
structure, and control in the decision-making environment. 
Individuals who prefer this style tend to focus on sequenc-
ing tasks, establishing clear procedures, and monitoring out-
comes against set goals. Their decision-making approach 
emphasizes predictability and risk minimization, making it 
particularly well-suited to structured problem-solving.

In contrast, the Creating style is associated with exper-
imentation, flexibility, and an openness to opportunities 
and challenges in the environment. This style is often 
expressed through nonlinear thinking, imaginative explo-
ration, and the integration of novel ideas. Although it 
may appear more intuitive or divergent, it is not necessar-
ily opposed to rationality, instead, it represents a creative 
form of rational engagement, where decisions are informed 
by broader patterns and possibilities.

The next Cognitive Style Indicator is distinctive in that 
it acknowledges the plurality of rational thinking styles, 

going beyond simplistic dichotomies (e.g., intuitive vs. 
rational) to account for different modes of reasoning within 
the rational domain itself. This model offers a nuanced 
understanding of how individuals vary in their strategic 
orientation toward information and decision-making tasks, 
and it has practical implications for team composition 
and organizational problem-solving.

In an effort to conceptualize intuitive decision-making 
from a multi-dimensional perspective, Scott and Bruce [29] 
developed the General Decision-Making Style (GDMS) 
model. This framework identifies five distinct deci-
sion-making styles: rational, intuitive, dependent, avoid-
ant, and spontaneous. Each style reflects particular pattern 
in how individuals approach and resolve decision tasks. 
The  rational-analytic style, originally informed by Hunt 
et al. (1989), emphasizes logical reasoning, systematic 
information search, and analytical processing. In contrast, 
the intuitive style is characterized by reliance on hunches, 
affective responses, representing a more automatic and emo-
tionally grounded approach to decision-making.

The dependent style, drawing from Harren (1979), 
involves seeking guidance and input from others before mak-
ing a decision, reflecting a preference for social validation or 
shared responsibility. The avoidant style reflects a tendency 
to delay or evade decision-making, often due to discom-
fort, uncertainty, or fear of consequences. Finally, the spon-
taneous style is marked by a preference for quick, impul-
sive decisions, often made without extensive deliberation.

What sets the GDMS apart from previous models is 
its use of newly developed items specifically designed to 
measure intuitive processing, distinguishing it from more 
traditional dual-process approaches that treat intuition as 
a secondary or complementary mechanism to rationality. 

Extending study of intuitive and non-analytical styles 
into stressful decision-making contexts, Burns and D’Zu-
rilla [30] proposed the Perceived Modes of Processing 
Inventory (PMPI). This tools introduces a third processing 
dimension, automatic processing, in addition to rational 
and emotional styles. The automatic processing style cap-
tures decision-making that is fast, efficient, repetitive, 
and experience-based, often occurring without conscious 
deliberation, yet still producing coherent outcomes. It is 
described as being swift, intuitive, and situationally adap-
tive, and is especially relevant under stress.

Importantly, both GDMS and PMPI contribute to 
the growing recognition that intuition is not a monolithic 
construct, but rather a multifaceted process that interacts 
with situational factors (time pressure, emotional arousal, 
task familiarity). Such models provide valuable tools for 
distinguishing between different subtypes of non-rational 
processing and for understanding how individuals navigate 
complex, uncertain, or emotionally charged decisions.

In response to earlier limitations in the conceptualiza-
tion of intuitive thinking styles, Pretz et al. [31] introduced 
the Types of Intuition Scale (TIntS), offering the more 
nuanced and differentiated view of intuition. Rather than 
treating intuition as a single, undifferentiated construct, 
as seen in earlier models such as the Rational-Experien-
tial Inventory (REI) or General Decision-Making Style 
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(GDMS), the TIntS identifies three distinct types of intu-
itive processes. First, holistic intuition refers to the inte-
gration of diverse sources of information into a Gestalt-
like "big picture", processed in abstract, global way [32]. 
This form of intuition emphasizes pattern recognition 
and the synthesis of complex inputs into a cohesive whole 
without conscious deliberation. Second, inferential intuition 
emerges from analytical processes that have become auto-
matic through repetition and experience. According to this, 
inferential intuition reflects the automatization of rational 
cognition, where previously effortful mental operations are 
internalized and deployed effortlessly. Third, affective intu-
ition involves decision-making that is guided by emotional 
signals or gut feelings, with minimal reliance on conscious 
reasoning. This tripartite structure distinguishes the TIntS 
from earlier models, many of which conflated different 
types of intuition or failed to specify their underlying mech-
anisms. As a result, the TIntS stands out as a unique style 
indicator, providing a more detailed taxonomy of intuitive 
processes that does not fully align with previous measures.

Building upon the proliferation of cognitive style 
assessments, Pachur and Spaar [33] proposed the Uni-
fied Scale to Assess Individual Differences in Intuition 
and Deliberation (USID). This integrative framework 
aimed to consolidate key elements from widely used 
instruments – including the REI, GDMS, CoSI, PMPI, 
and PID – into a single, comprehensive scale. The USID 
conceptualizes intuition along two dimensions: affective 
intuition and spontaneous intuition; and deliberation along 
knowing and planning styles – effectively distinguishing 
between two rational and two intuitive decision-making 
styles [34]. While USID represents the significant step 
toward unifying previously fragmented approaches to 
assessing cognitive styles, it also deviates from earlier 
models by excluding many items that had been empiri-
cally validated in prior studies. This choice has raised 
concerns about the continuity and comparability of meas-
urement across frameworks. Nonetheless, both the TIntS 
and USID reflect recognition: intuition is multidimen-
sional construct that cannot be fully captured by sin-
gle-item scales or simplistic dichotomies. Together, these 
models offer more granular insights into how different 
types of intuitive and deliberative processes function in 
decision-making and highlight need for further empirical 
validation and theoretical integration [35; 36].

Launer and Cetin [37] propose a new and compre-
hensive framework for understanding cognitive styles 
in decision-making, known as the Rational and Intuitive 
Decision-Making Styles model (RIDMS). This integrative 
model advances prior dual-process theories by offering 
a more nuanced classification of both rational and intuitive 
approaches to decision-making [35; 38; 39; 40]. Within 
the rational domain, RIDMS identifies three distinct styles:

–	 The analytical style, characterized by logical reason-
ing and systematic evaluation of information.

–	 The planning style, defined by a preference for struc-
ture, organization, strategic foresight [28; 33].

–	 The knowing style, which reflects a focus on factual 
accuracy and detail-oriented information processing [28; 33].

In the realm of intuition, RIDMS distinguishes seven 
unique styles, offering one of the most granular models to 
date. These include:

–	 The emotional, feelings-based style, grounded in 
emotional responses or gut instincts;

–	 The anticipation or hunches, separated from the feel-
ing-based style [41]; 

–	 The very fast spontaneous style, marked  
by rapid, impulsive decision-making with minimal  
deliberation [33; 30].

–	 The very fast experience-based heuristic style, which 
draws on past experiences and mental shortcuts [30; 42];

–	 The holistic unconscious (big picture) style, invol- 
ving a Gestalt-like perception of complex patterns or 
"big-picture" insights [31];

–	 The slow Unconscious Thought Theory by Dijkster-
huis (2004) was added newls [43]; 

–	 The dependent style with support by others, which 
involves seeking input or validation from colleagues before 
making decisions [29].

Launer and Cetin [37] separated the hunches from 
the emotional style and showed, it is a separate dimen-
sion of decision-making. They called than Anticipation. 
It is often included under intuitive styles in models like 
GDMS, REI, PID, and USID, have sparked interest due 
to their ambiguous or atypical nature. Some researchers 
view hunches as affective responses based on automatic 
evaluation (Ferguson & Zayas, 2009), while others link 
them to paranormal phenomena, such as extrasensory per-
ception   [44], presentiments [45], or precognition [41].  
Studies by Lange and Thalbourne (2002) explore connec-
tions between paranormal belief and intuitive experience. 
Meanwhile, Sinclair (2011, 2014) suggests that intuitive 
information may even stem from outside the body, reflect-
ing more transpersonal or non-local explanations. 

Launer and Cetin (2015) extended their model by 
incorporating insights from Unconscious Thought Theory 
(UTT), originally proposed by Dijksterhuis (2004). This 
theory suggests that decisions are not only made instanta-
neously but can also emerge after a period of unconscious 
reflection and activation. Supporting research highlights 
processes such as incubation (Carlson, 2008), unconscious 
thinking (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006), distraction 
(Kohler, 1969), and the removal of cognitive blockages 
(Duncker, 1945) as mechanisms facilitating decision emer-
gence. Other perspectives include activation of intuitive 
knowledge structures (Bowers et al., 1990), completion 
of cognitive schemas (Mayer, 2011), and intuitive step-ups 
(Nicholson, 2000), all pointing to the value of allowing 
decisions to form beyond conscious deliberation (Fig. 1).

In future, Launer and Cetin want to deeper research 
the difference between feelings and emotions in gene- 
ral, and body impulses in more detail. They wil also add 
the avoidance of decision-making [29] and the creating 
style [28].

By delineating these subtypes, RIDMS offers a more 
detailed and flexible model of how individuals make deci-
sions, moving beyond simplistic dichotomies of "rational vs. 
intuitive." It also acknowledges that decision-makers often 
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blend multiple styles depending on task complexity, time con-
straints, emotional states, or domain expertise. This model 
has important implications for research in areas such as organ-
izational behavior, leadership, training design, and adap-
tive decision-making in high-stakes environments [35].

Discussion. The present study examined the relationship 
between job complexity and the use of rational and intui-
tive decision-making styles. Our findings suggest that job 
complexity is a significant factor influencing how employ-
ees approach decision-making tasks. First, the results indi-
cate that higher job complexity tends to be associated with 
increased reliance on rational decision-making. This aligns 
with prior research suggesting that complex tasks often 
require systematic information processing, careful evalu-
ation of alternatives, and structured problem-solving [46]. 
However, the study also reveals that intuitive decision- 
making remains relevant under conditions of high comple- 
xity [47]. While rationality dominates in structured analysis, 
intuition appears to complement this process by enabling 
quicker judgments when time constraints or information 
overload limit exhaustive analysis. This supports dual- 
process theories [48], which propose that intuition and ration-
ality are not mutually exclusive but instead interact dynami-
cally. In complex jobs, experienced professionals may draw 
on their tacit knowledge and expertise, relying on intuition 
for recognizing patterns and making rapid assessments. 
Interestingly, the findings highlight that the balance between 

rational and intuitive decision-making may vary depending 
on the specific nature of job complexity. For instance, com-
plexity stemming from technical intricacy may strengthen 
the rational approach, while complexity related to ambi-
guity or interpersonal dynamics may enhance the role 
of intuition. From a practical perspective, the results imply 
that organizations should recognize and support both deci-
sion-making styles. Training and development programs 
could help employees strengthen analytical skills for com-
plex problem-solving while also fostering intuitive think-
ing through experience-sharing, mentorship, and reflective 
practice [46]. Ultimately, the findings suggest that neither 
decision-making style is inherently superior; instead, their 
effectiveness is highly contingent on the context and nature 
of the task. Complex jobs often require a balanced integra-
tion of both rational analysis and intuitive judgment. Organ-
izations and individuals can benefit from fostering aware-
ness and development of both decision-making styles to 
enhance adaptability, performance, and job satisfaction in 
challenging work settings [46]. Moreover, managers should 
be aware that overly rigid emphasis on rational procedures 
may limit the potential benefits of intuitive insights. Finally, 
this study contributes to the ongoing discussion about adap-
tive expertise in the workplace. The capacity to flexibly 
switch between rational analysis and intuition may repre-
sent an important competence for handling modern work 
demands. Future research could explore how individual 

 
Fig. 1. Systematic analysis of different measurement instruments on rational and intuitive decision-making [37]
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factors, such as cognitive style, experience level, or organ-
izational culture, moderate the relationship between job 
complexity and decision-making preferences. Overall, this 
study highlights the nuanced interplay between job com-
plexity and decision-making styles, suggesting that both 
rationality and intuition play vital roles in enabling emp- 
loyees to navigate complex tasks effectively.  

Results. In an increasingly dynamic and multifaceted 
workplace, understanding how individuals make deci-
sions in the face of job complexity is essential. This arti-
cle has explored the interplay between rational and intui-
tive decision-making styles and the demands of complex 
job environments. While rational decision-making offers 
structure, analytical rigor, and deliberate processing, 
intuition provides speed, flexibility, and experiential 
insight qualities that become critical under pressure or 
uncertainty. The article has examined the nuanced rela-
tionship between job complexity and decision-making 
styles, with a particular focus on the roles of rational 
and intuitive processes. As the cognitive demands 
of modern work environments continue to rise, under-
standing how individuals navigate complex tasks 

through different decision-making approaches becomes 
increasingly critical. The evidence suggests that rational 
decision-making characterized by systematic analysis 
and deliberation is well suited to structured problems, 
whereas intuitive decision-making rooted in experiential 
knowledge and rapid processing proves advantageous in 
ambiguous or time-constrained contexts.

Importantly, these findings highlight that rationality 
and intuition are not mutually exclusive but can function 
as complementary strategies in complex work settings. 
The  capacity to flexibly engage both modes of thinking 
appears to be a key determinant of effective decision-mak-
ing in high-complexity roles. The findings contribute to 
a deeper understanding of how organizations can support 
employees in developing flexible decision-making skills.

In future studies, the relation should be further explored. 
Future research should further explore how individual dif-
ferences, organizational culture, and task characteristics 
interact to influence the adaptive use of decision-mak-
ing styles. Understanding these dynamics holds signifi-
cant implications for employee development, job design, 
and organizational performance.
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