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Abstract  

This article aims to develop an integrated theoretical framework for organizational change 
management by synthesizing three interconnected domains: leadership theory, multidimensional 
intelligence, and strategic decision-making. Organizations today face accelerating technological 
change, shifting workforce dynamics, and growing stakeholder complexity, demanding leadership 
approaches that are adaptive, emotionally intelligent, and structurally sound in decision-making. 
Employing a systematic literature review methodology, this study analyzes peer-reviewed and 
indexed sources across the three core themes. The findings demonstrate that effective leadership in 
change contexts requires the integration of Intellectual (IQ), Emotional (EQ), Adversity (AQ), and 
Spiritual (SQ) Quotients, each fulfilling a distinct and non-substitutable function in sustaining 
leadership effectiveness under pressure. Simultaneously, structured decision-making tools—including 
the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP), Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA), Fishbone Diagram, and 
participatory frameworks such as stakeholder analysis and BATNA/ZOPA negotiation strategies—
provide the methodological scaffolding necessary for translating leadership intelligence into 
organizationally accepted outcomes. The study concludes that the fragmentation of these research 
streams has created practical gaps for leaders facing simultaneous challenges across all three 
domains. The integrated framework proposed here bridges those gaps and invites empirical 
validation in real organizational settings. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Modern organizations rarely enjoy the luxury of stability. Shifts in technology, market 

demands, and workforce expectations arrive faster than most institutions can comfortably 
absorb, creating a persistent pressure to adapt or risk irrelevance. How organizations respond 
to this pressure and who leads that response has become one of the most consequential 
questions in contemporary management (Cortellazzo et al., 2019; Avolio et al., 2009). At the 
heart of this challenge lies organizational change management, broadly understood as the 
deliberate process of guiding people, teams, and systems from where they are to where they 
need to be (Johanis et al., 2024). Executing that transition well, however, demands far more 
than a good plan. It demands effective leadership. 

What makes a leader effective in environments this volatile is a question scholars have 
wrestled with for decades. Early answers pointed to innate qualities the idea that great leaders 
were simply born with the right traits, such as intelligence, integrity, or charisma (Nursalim et 
al., 2023). Later perspectives shifted attention to observable behavior, distinguishing leaders 
who prioritize task completion from those who invest in relationships (Ningsih et al., 2025). 
More refined theories recognized that neither traits nor behaviors alone explain leadership 
success; context matters equally. Situational leadership theory, developed by Hersey and 
Blanchard, captured this insight most directly by arguing that no single leadership style is 
universally optimal instead, leaders must continuously read the readiness and competence of 
their subordinates and adjust accordingly (Zahra, 2023). In the digital age, this demand for 
adaptability has only deepened. Contemporary leaders are expected to operate less like 
commanders and more like facilitators: transparent, collaborative, and genuinely responsive to 
the human beings they lead (Cortellazzo et al., 2019; Avolio et al., 2009). 

Yet adaptability alone is not enough. The kind of leadership capable of navigating 
organizational complexity requires something broader than cognitive sharpness. A growing 
body of research makes a compelling case that leadership effectiveness depends on the 
integration of multiple forms of intelligence working in concert. Intellectual Intelligence (IQ) 
remains foundational the capacity for rational analysis, logical reasoning, and sound strategic 
thinking (Indrastuti et al., 2016). But IQ without Emotional Intelligence (EQ) produces leaders 
who are analytically capable yet interpersonally tone-deaf. EQ enables leaders to read the 
emotional landscape of their teams, manage conflict with empathy, and build the kind of 
relational trust that makes collaboration possible (Hendriarto, 2025; Sintya et al., 2023). When 
organizations hit crisis and they inevitably do what keeps a leader functional under sustained 
pressure is Adversity Quotient (AQ), a form of psychological resilience built on the CORE 
dimensions of Control, Origin/Ownership, Reach, and Endurance (Utami, 2018). Binding all of 
this together is Spiritual Quotient (SQ): the moral and ethical compass that ensures leadership 
decisions are guided not just by what is profitable, but by what is right (Maharani et al., 2025; 
Rambe, 2024). These four intelligences are not interchangeable; each fills a gap the others 
cannot. 

Translating leadership capacity into organizational outcomes, however, ultimately 
happens through decisions. Every organizational process from resource allocation to conflict 
resolution to strategic pivots is shaped by the choices leaders make and how they make them 
(Pasolong, 2023). In reality, those choices rarely happen under ideal conditions. Time is short, 
information is incomplete, and the stakes are often high. Under these constraints, leaders 
frequently rely on intuitive and heuristic decision-making mental shortcuts grounded in pattern 
recognition and accumulated experience which, while fast, carry genuine risks of subjective 
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bias (Gani et al., 2019; Aulia, 2020). For problems that are more complex and consequential, 
structured analytical tools become essential. The Fishbone Diagram helps surface root causes 
that might otherwise remain invisible (Hisprastin & Musfiroh, 2021). Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) 
brings economic discipline to resource decisions (Biswan, 2022). Decision Trees map out 
probabilistic paths and their likely outcomes. The Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) provides 
a rigorous method for weighting competing criteria in multi-factor decisions (Sihombing et al., 
2024). And when decisions involve multiple parties with conflicting interests  as they 
increasingly do stakeholder analysis and Participatory Impact Pathway Analysis (PIPA) help 
ensure that affected voices are part of the process, not afterthoughts (Nurhasanah et al., 2022; 
Fariz et al., 2026). When agreement still proves difficult, negotiation frameworks anchored in 
BATNA and ZOPA offer structured pathways toward solutions that all parties can genuinely 
accept (Rahardja, 2025). 

What the existing literature has not adequately addressed, however, is how these 
elements function together. Studies on leadership styles, multidimensional intelligence, and 
decision-making methodologies have largely developed in parallel, each building its own 
theoretical tradition without sufficient cross-pollination. This fragmentation limits the practical 
value of each strand, since real-world leaders do not face leadership challenges, intelligence 
challenges, and decision-making challenges as separate events they face them simultaneously. 
This article addresses that gap through a systematic literature review, synthesizing insights 
across all three domains to construct a more integrated and actionable framework for 
organizational change management. 

Three objectives guide this study: (1) to trace the evolution of leadership theory and its 
implications for organizations navigating rapid change; (2) to examine how the integration of 
IQ, EQ, AQ, and SQ enhances leadership capacity in complex environments; and (3) to evaluate 
the strategic decision-making models and conflict resolution approaches most relevant to 
contemporary, multi-stakeholder organizational settings. Together, these objectives aim to 
offer both scholars and practitioners a more complete picture of what effective leadership 
actually looks like when the pressure is real. 

  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Leadership Theory: From Trait to Adaptive Paradigms 

The study of leadership has evolved through several overlapping paradigms, each 
contributing a partial answer to the question of what makes a leader effective. Early trait-based 
accounts held that leadership sprang from a fixed set of inherited or innate characteristics, 
such as intelligence, integrity, and charisma (Nursalim et al., 2023). Behavioral scholarship 
complicated this picture by shifting the unit of analysis from who a leader is to what a leader 
does, distinguishing task-oriented from relationship-oriented behavior (Ningsih et al., 2025). 
Situational and adaptive models went further still, arguing that neither traits nor behaviors 
alone are sufficient because effectiveness is contingent on the readiness of followers and the 
demands of the context; Hersey and Blanchard's situational leadership model remains the most 
influential articulation of this insight (Hersey & Blanchard, 2025; Zahra, 2023). Parallel to this 
theoretical evolution, empirical work on leadership in digitalized and rapidly changing 
organizations has documented a shift away from command-and-control styles toward 
facilitative, transparent, and learning-oriented leadership (Cortellazzo et al., 2019; Avolio et al., 
2009; Lundqvist et al., 2023). Classic change-management scholarship, notably Lewin's model 
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of unfreezing, changing, and refreezing, continues to inform how this literature frames the 
leader's role during transition periods (Hussain et al., 2021). 
Multidimensional Intelligence in Leadership Research 

A second body of literature examines the psychological capacities that allow leaders to 
sustain adaptive behavior once it is required. Research on Intellectual Intelligence (IQ) treats 
analytical and strategic reasoning as a foundational, though insufficient, condition for 
leadership effectiveness (Indrastuti et al., 2016). Research on Emotional Intelligence (EQ) has 
consistently linked it to transformational and adaptive leadership outcomes, showing that 
leaders who can read and regulate emotion build higher trust and lower interpersonal conflict 
within their teams (Görgens-Ekermans & Roux, 2021; Gómez-Leal et al., 2022; Hendriarto, 
2025; Sintya et al., 2023). A smaller but growing literature on Adversity Quotient (AQ) frames 
psychological resilience along the CORE dimensions of Control, Origin/Ownership, Reach, and 
Endurance, and has linked AQ to sustained performance under pressure in both organizational 
and educational settings (Stoltz, 2000; Utami, 2018; Safi'i et al., 2021). Finally, research on 
Spiritual Quotient (SQ) positions ethical and value-based reasoning as a necessary complement 
to the other three intelligences, with systematic reviews linking spiritual leadership to 
organizational commitment and ethical decision-making (Zohar & Marshall, 2000; Lahmar et 
al., 2023; Maharani et al., 2025; Rambe, 2024). Taken individually, each of these literatures 
treats its intelligence construct as a relatively self-contained predictor of leadership outcomes; 
few studies examine how the four operate jointly. 
Strategic Decision-Making and Conflict Resolution Literature 

A third literature addresses how leaders translate judgment into organizationally accepted 
action. Under time pressure, decision-making research shows that leaders default to heuristic 
and intuitive judgment, which is efficient but vulnerable to cognitive bias (Gani et al., 2019; 
Aulia, 2020). For higher-stakes or recurring problems, the literature documents a family of 
structured analytical tools: the Fishbone Diagram for root-cause analysis (Hisprastin & 
Musfiroh, 2021), Cost-Benefit Analysis for resource allocation (Biswan, 2022), the Decision Tree 
for mapping probabilistic outcomes (Sugiat, 2025), and the Analytical Hierarchy Process for 
multi-criteria prioritization (Sihombing et al., 2024). Where decisions involve multiple 
stakeholders, this literature intersects with participatory planning and negotiation research, 
including stakeholder and power-interest mapping (Nurhasanah et al., 2022), Participatory 
Impact Pathway Analysis (Fariz et al., 2026), and BATNA/ZOPA-based negotiation for conflict 
resolution (Rahardja, 2025), alongside broader work on trust and conflict management in 
organizations (Elgoibar et al., 2021; Wang & Wu, 2020) and public decision theory (Pasolong, 
2023). As with the intelligence literature, these tools are typically studied and taught as discrete 
techniques rather than as an integrated decision repertoire that a single leader deploys 
contingently.  
Research Gap And Analytical Framework 

Read side by side, these three literatures share a common limitation: each has matured 
largely as a self-contained field of inquiry. Leadership scholarship, intelligence research, and 
decision-science literature have developed what Tranfield et al. (2003) would describe as 
separate, internally coherent evidence bases, each reviewed and synthesized within its own 
disciplinary boundary rather than across boundaries. This has produced three specific gaps that 
motivate the present study. 

The first is a theoretical gap. No study identified in this review proposes an explicit model 
linking leadership style, the four dimensions of intelligence, and structured decision-making 
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tools within a single explanatory framework; each construct is treated as an independent 
predictor of organizational outcomes rather than as one part of an interdependent system. 

The second is a methodological and empirical gap. Nearly all of the cited studies, including 
the systematic and narrative reviews on emotional intelligence (Gómez-Leal et al., 2022; 
Görgens-Ekermans & Roux, 2021) and spiritual leadership (Lahmar et al., 2023), are 
themselves library-based or single-construct empirical studies; qualitative literature-review 
methodology itself acknowledges that synthesis of this kind is interpretive and bounded by the 
sources available, rather than a substitute for field validation (Fadli, 2021; Waruwu, 2023; 
Yusanto, 2019). Consequently, no empirical instrument currently exists that measures 
leadership, multidimensional intelligence, and decision-making competency as a single, 
interacting construct. 

The third is a contextual gap. Much of the decision-making literature reviewed here, such 
as work on AHP, CBA, and the Fishbone Diagram, was developed or tested in relatively 
bounded, single-organization settings (Sihombing et al., 2024; Biswan, 2022; Hisprastin & 
Musfiroh, 2021). It has rarely been examined in the kind of multi-stakeholder, high-conflict 
environment illustrated by disputes between mining companies and local communities, where 
leadership, psychological resilience, and negotiation capacity (BATNA/ZOPA) must all operate 
together under sustained pressure (Rahardja, 2025). 

Addressing these gaps requires more than an additional single-construct study; it requires 
an explicit synthesis that treats leadership, intelligence, and decision-making as one theoretical 
object. This is the task this article undertakes, following the premise that conceptual-framework 
building is itself a legitimate method of theorization when a phenomenon spans multiple, 
otherwise disconnected bodies of literature (Jabareen, 2009). 

Building on Jabareen's (2009) procedure for conceptual framework analysis, in which 
concepts drawn from multidisciplinary literature are extracted, categorized, and re-synthesized 
into a single explanatory structure, this study organizes the three literatures reviewed above 
into one integrated analytical framework. The framework treats adaptive leadership as the 
antecedent construct that sets the direction of organizational change; multidimensional 
intelligence (IQ, EQ, AQ, SQ) as the mediating psychological capacity that allows a leader to 
sustain that direction under pressure; and structured, participatory decision-making as the 
instrumental mechanism that converts leadership judgment into outcomes that stakeholders 
can accept. 

Table 1 summarizes the constructs, their core components, their grounding 
in the reviewed literature, and their function within the integrated model. 

Construct Core Dimensions / 
Components 

Representative 
Literature 

Function in the 
Integrated 
Framework 

Adaptive 
Leadership 
(Anteceden
t) 

Trait, behavioral, and 
situational/adaptive 
styles; facilitative, 
transparent leadership 
during change 

Nursalim et al. (2023); 
Ningsih et al. (2025); 
Hersey & Blanchard 
(2025); Zahra (2023); 
Cortellazzo et al. 
(2019); Avolio et al. 
(2009) 

Sets the relational and 
strategic direction for 
organizational change 

Multidimen
sional 

Intellectual (IQ), 
Emotional (EQ), 

Indrastuti et al. 
(2016); Hendriarto 

Sustains leadership 
effectiveness and 
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Intelligenc
e 
(Mediating 
Capacity) 

Adversity (AQ), and 
Spiritual (SQ) 
Quotients 

(2025); Sintya et al. 
(2023); Stoltz (2000); 
Utami (2018); Zohar & 
Marshall (2000); 
Maharani et al. (2025) 

ethical direction under 
pressure 

Structured 
& 
Participato
ry 
Decision-
Making 
(Instrumen
tal 
Mechanism
) 

AHP, Cost-Benefit 
Analysis, Fishbone 
Diagram, Decision 
Tree, stakeholder 
analysis, PIPA, 
BATNA/ZOPA 

Sihombing et al. 
(2024); Biswan (2022); 
Hisprastin & Musfiroh 
(2021); Sugiat (2025); 
Nurhasanah et al. 
(2022); Fariz et al. 
(2026); Rahardja 
(2025) 

Converts leadership 
judgment and 
intelligence into 
organizationally 
accepted outcomes 

Organizatio
nal Change 
Outcome / 
Conflict 
Resolution 
(Outcome) 

Stakeholder 
acceptance, reduced 
conflict escalation, 
sustainable change 
implementation 

Johanis et al. (2024); 
Hussain et al. (2021); 
Elgoibar et al. (2021); 
Wang & Wu (2020) 

The integrated result 
the framework seeks to 
explain and predict 

 
Three propositions follow directly from this structure and correspond to the study's three 

objectives. P1: the more a leader's style adapts to followers' readiness and to the demands of 
organizational change, the more effectively change initiatives are accepted (Hersey & 
Blanchard, 2025; Cortellazzo et al., 2019). P2: the joint presence of IQ, EQ, AQ, and SQ 
strengthens a leader's capacity to sustain adaptive behavior under pressure, and the absence 
of any single dimension creates a vulnerability that the remaining three cannot fully 
compensate for (Sintya et al., 2023; Utami, 2018; Maharani et al., 2025). P3: the use of 
structured and participatory decision-making tools mediates the relationship between 
leadership and intelligence capacity, on one hand, and organizationally accepted, low-conflict 
change outcomes, on the other (Sihombing et al., 2024; Fariz et al., 2026; Rahardja, 2025). 

These propositions are not tested statistically in this library-based study; rather, they 
operationalize the integrated framework into a form that guides the descriptive-analytical 
synthesis carried out in the Results and Discussion section, and that future empirical research 
can test directly in real organizational settings. 

  
RESEARCH METHODS 
Research Design 

This study takes a qualitative approach, specifically through systematic literature review. 
The choice was deliberate: when the goal is to synthesize how multiple theoretical traditions 
relate to each other, in this case, leadership styles, multidimensional intelligence, and decision-
making frameworks, a literature-based approach is not a shortcut, it is the right tool. Building 
a coherent theoretical synthesis from scattered but existing knowledge requires exactly the 
kind of careful, interpretive reading that this method enables (Fadli, 2021; Waruwu, 2023; 
Yusanto, 2019). 

All data used here are secondary, drawn from peer-reviewed journal articles, academic 
books, and scientific publications relevant to the three core pillars of this study. The full data 
collection and analysis procedure is illustrated in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Research methodology flowchart 
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Research Setting 
This study was conducted as a library-based study focusing on literature related to 

organizational change management, adaptive leadership, multidimensional intelligence, and 
strategic decision-making. The research setting was not a specific organization or geographical 
location because the study aimed to synthesize existing theoretical and empirical knowledge 
from relevant academic sources. The study focused on identifying relationships and 
complementarities among leadership theory, IQ, EQ, AQ, SQ, and structured and participatory 
decision-making approaches. 
Data Sources 

The study used secondary data obtained from peer-reviewed journal articles, academic 
books, and scientific publications relevant to the three main themes of the study: leadership, 
multidimensional intelligence, and strategic decision-making. Sources included literature on 
adaptive and situational leadership, IQ, EQ, AQ, SQ, decision-making tools such as AHP, Cost-
Benefit Analysis, Fishbone Diagram, and Decision Tree, as well as participatory and conflict-
resolution approaches such as stakeholder analysis, PIPA, BATNA, and ZOPA. Sources were 
selected based on their relevance to the research objectives and their contribution to the 
development of the integrated conceptual framework. 
Informant Selection 

Because this study employed a systematic literature review, it did not involve direct 
human informants. Instead, relevant academic sources were selected purposively. Sources 
were included when they were published in credible or indexed outlets and directly addressed 
at least one of the study's core themes. Sources that were considered methodologically weak, 
non-indexed, or not directly relevant to the research focus were excluded. This selection 
process ensured that the literature included in the analysis was aligned with the objectives of 
the study. 
Data Collection 

As shown in Figure 1, data collection followed four sequential stages. Stage 1: Theme 
Identification, the research themes were broken down into their core conceptual components: 
leadership theory and its evolution, multidimensional intelligence (IQ, EQ, AQ, SQ), and 
organizational decision-making models and conflict resolution strategies. This decomposition 
ensured that the subsequent literature search remained focused and systematic rather than 
exploratory. Stage 2: Bibliographic Mapping, a structured search was conducted across peer-
reviewed journals, academic books, and indexed publications to locate sources relevant to the 
three defined themes. At this stage, explicit inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied: 
sources were included if they were published in indexed and credible outlets and directly 
relevant to the study's core variables; sources were excluded if they were non-indexed, 
methodologically weak, or topically peripheral. Stage 3: Reference Organization, sources that 
passed the inclusion criteria were then categorized according to the three main variables of the 
study, namely the leadership framework (covering trait, behavioral, and situational 
approaches), intelligence integration (covering IQ, EQ, AQ, and SQ), and decision-making 
models (covering AHP, CBA, BATNA, ZOPA, and related tools). Stage 4: Critical Review, each 
source was critically read and reviewed, with key arguments, theoretical propositions, and 
conceptual contributions extracted and recorded for analysis. 
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Data Analysis 
Following these four stages, data analysis was carried out descriptive-analytically across 

the three identified output streams, leadership framework, intelligence integration, and 
decision-making model, before being brought together into a single integrated theoretical 
framework (Patel & Patel, 2019). This synthesis process did not merely summarize what each 
source says; it actively compared, connected, and looked for points of convergence, tension, 
and complementarity across all three streams. The result is an integrated framework that is 
genuinely greater than the sum of its individual sources. 

One limitation worth naming honestly: as a library-based study, the findings are bounded 
by the scope and availability of existing literature and do not include direct empirical validation 
from real organizational settings. The conclusions drawn are theoretically grounded but 
interpretive in nature. This is not a weakness unique to this study, it is inherent to the method 
but it does point clearly toward the next step: empirical testing of this integrated framework in 
actual organizational contexts, a direction elaborated further in the recommendations section. 
Trustworthiness and Ethics 

The trustworthiness of the study was maintained through systematic source selection, 
cross-referencing, and critical comparison of arguments across different publications. The 
researchers compared theoretical concepts and findings from multiple sources to identify areas 
of convergence, difference, and complementarity. The study also maintained academic integrity 
by accurately representing the arguments of the original authors, providing appropriate 
citations, and avoiding fabrication or misrepresentation of sources. Since the study used 
publicly available secondary literature and did not involve human participants or personal data, 
no direct participant-related ethical procedures were required. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The Evolution of Contemporary Leadership and Its Implications for Organizational 
Change 

When we trace how leadership theory has developed over the decades, a clear pattern 
emerges: the field has steadily moved away from rigid, top-down models toward approaches 
that are more flexible, more human, and better suited to the unpredictable nature of modern 
organizations. The earliest scholars believed that great leaders were simply born that way, 
possessing innate qualities like intelligence, integrity, and charisma that set them apart from 
everyone else (Nursalim et al., 2023). This perspective was a reasonable starting point, but it 
struggled to explain why the same leader could succeed in one context and fail in another. 

Behavioral approaches tried to fill that gap by redirecting attention from who leaders are 
to what they actually do. The key question became how leaders balance getting tasks done 
with investing in the people around them (Ningsih et al., 2025). This was a useful shift, but it 
still left something important out: context. Situational leadership theory, built by Hersey and 
Blanchard, brought context back into the picture in a meaningful way. Their argument is 
straightforward but powerful: no single leadership style works for everyone. Instead, leaders 
need to read the readiness and capability of each subordinate and adjust accordingly, moving 
between telling, selling, participating, and delegating as the situation demands (Zahra, 2023). 
This is not about being inconsistent; it is about being genuinely responsive. 

That responsiveness matters enormously when organizations are going through change. 
Change management, at its core, is about guiding people and systems from one state to 
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another, and that process is almost always disruptive and emotionally charged (Johanis et al., 
2024). Under those conditions, the old industrial model of commanding and controlling simply 
does not hold up. What the literature points to again and again is a different kind of leader: 
someone who facilitates rather than dictates, who is transparent about uncertainty, and who 
takes the experiences of the people they lead seriously (Cortellazzo et al., 2019; Avolio et al., 
2009). This finding speaks directly to the first objective of this study and confirms that the 
evolution of leadership theory carries real consequences for how organizations manage the 
pressures of change. 
Multidimensional Intelligence as the Foundation of Leadership Effectiveness 

One of the most consistent findings across the reviewed literature is that effective 
leadership cannot be reduced to any single form of intelligence. What actually distinguishes 
leaders who thrive under pressure from those who do not is the integration of four different 
but deeply connected intelligences: IQ, EQ, AQ, and SQ (Sintya et al., 2023). 

Intellectual Intelligence (IQ) is where the foundation begins. It gives leaders the cognitive 
capacity to analyze information, think through problems systematically, and build strategies 
that hold up under scrutiny (Indrastuti et al., 2016). But IQ alone is not enough. A leader who 
can reason brilliantly but cannot read a room will consistently struggle to bring people along. 
This is where Emotional Intelligence (EQ) becomes essential. EQ allows leaders to understand 
what their team members are feeling, manage conflict without letting it escalate, and 
communicate in ways that feel human rather than mechanical (Hendriarto, 2025). These 
relational skills are what make trust possible, and without trust, even the best strategy tends 
to fall apart during implementation. 

Of course, organizations do not only face everyday complexity. They face crises. When 
things go badly wrong, what keeps a leader functional is Adversity Quotient (AQ), which is built 
around four dimensions: Control, Origin and Ownership, Reach, and Endurance. Together, 
these dimensions reflect a leader's ability to stay grounded, take appropriate responsibility, 
contain the scope of a problem, and persist through difficulty without breaking down (Utami, 
2018). And holding all of this together is Spiritual Quotient (SQ), which the literature treats not 
as a soft or optional quality but as the ethical backbone of leadership itself. SQ ensures that 
decisions are guided not just by what is efficient or profitable but by a genuine sense of values 
and purpose (Maharani et al., 2025; Rambe, 2024). 

The way these four intelligences work together is worth spelling out clearly. IQ produces 
the decision. EQ makes sure that decision is understood and accepted by the people who need 
to carry it out. AQ keeps the leader stable when execution gets hard. And SQ ensures the whole 
process stays honest. None of these can substitute for the others, and developing only one or 
two of them leaves real gaps. This finding reinforces the second objective of this study: that 
preparing leaders for complex organizational environments requires investing in all four 
dimensions, not just the most visible ones. 
Strategic Decision-Making Models and Conflict Resolution in Multi-Stakeholder 
Environments 

Leadership capacity and personal intelligence only matter insofar as they shape what 
leaders actually do, and what leaders do is make decisions. This section looks at how those 
decisions get made, particularly when the stakes are high and the situation is complicated. 

Under time pressure and uncertainty, leaders commonly fall back on intuitive and heuristic 
thinking: quick judgments built on pattern recognition and accumulated experience (Gani et 
al., 2019; Aulia, 2020). This kind of thinking is not irrational; it is often the only realistic option 
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when a response is needed fast. The problem is that it is also prone to bias, especially when 
the situation does not closely resemble anything the leader has encountered before. The 
literature is clear on this point: intuitive judgment has its place, but it needs to be balanced 
with more structured approaches whenever the consequences of a wrong choice are significant 
or hard to reverse. 

For those more complex and consequential problems, four analytical tools emerge from 
the literature as especially useful. The Fishbone Diagram, also called the Ishikawa Diagram, is 
a visual tool that helps decision-makers break a problem apart and identify its root causes 
across categories like Man, Machine, Material, Method, Measurement, and Environment 
(Hisprastin & Musfiroh, 2021). It is particularly valuable for problems that keep recurring 
despite surface-level fixes, because it forces a deeper look at what is actually driving the issue. 
Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) brings a different kind of discipline by converting the impacts of a 
decision into monetary terms and weighing total costs against total benefits, typically using Net 
Present Value (NPV) as the measuring stick (Biswan, 2022). This is especially useful when 
organizations are deciding how to allocate limited resources across competing needs. The 
Decision Tree approaches things from a probabilistic angle, mapping out the different paths a 
decision might take and the likely outcomes at each branch (Sugiat, 2025). It gives decision-
makers a clearer picture of what they are actually choosing between when they select one 
course of action over another. And the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP), originally developed 
by Thomas L. Saaty, is designed for situations where multiple criteria need to be weighed 
against each other. It breaks the problem into a structured hierarchy and uses pairwise 
comparisons to generate consistent priority rankings, with a Consistency Ratio check built in to 
guard against logical contradictions (Sihombing et al., 2024). 

What makes modern organizational decisions especially challenging, though, is not just 
their complexity; it is the number of parties involved. Most significant decisions affect people 
with very different interests and very different amounts of power. Stakeholder analysis, 
particularly through the power-interest matrix, helps map that landscape before decisions are 
finalized (Nurhasanah et al., 2022). Participatory Impact Pathway Analysis (PIPA) goes a step 
further by bringing stakeholders into the process of mapping how a decision will actually play 
out, which reduces the risk of choices that feel imposed and generate backlash (Fariz et al., 
2026). 

The importance of these participatory approaches becomes most apparent in conflict 
situations. The literature's discussion of disputes between mining companies and local 
communities in East Kalimantan is a useful illustration. These conflicts tend to be deeply 
entrenched because they pit economic interests against environmental and cultural ones. A 
command-based response from leadership typically makes things worse. What actually works 
is a negotiation approach grounded in two core concepts. BATNA, which stands for Best 
Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement, establishes the point at which a party is better off 
walking away than accepting the deal on the table (Rahardja, 2025). Knowing your BATNA 
gives you a floor, a standard below which you will not go. ZOPA, the Zone of Possible 
Agreement, is then the range where both parties' floors overlap and where a deal that both 
sides can genuinely accept becomes possible. In practice, this might take the form of 
compensation packages, CSR commitments, or jointly developed environmental monitoring 
standards: concrete outcomes that reflect real compromise rather than one side simply giving 
in. 
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Taken together, these findings point to a layered approach to decision-making: intuitive 
judgment calibrated by structured analysis, structural tools embedded in participatory 
processes, and negotiation frameworks that keep multiple stakeholders at the table. This 
layered picture responds to the third objective of this study and makes clear that decision-
making competency in complex environments is not a single skill that can be learned once. It 
is a set of capabilities that needs to be developed deliberately and applied thoughtfully 
depending on what the situation calls for. 
An Integrated Framework: Connecting Leadership, Intelligence, and Decision-
Making 

Looking across all three streams of findings, what stands out is how rarely the existing 
literature brings them together. Studies on leadership styles, research on multidimensional 
intelligence, and work on decision-making tools have each built rich bodies of knowledge largely 
in isolation from one another. The result is that practitioners who engage with any one of these 
traditions get only a partial picture. This study's contribution is to make the connections 
between them explicit. 

When the three streams are read together, they describe not three separate competency 
areas but a single, integrated framework for leading organizations through change. Adaptive 
leadership sets the relational and strategic direction. Multidimensional intelligence provides the 
personal and psychological capacity to sustain that direction under pressure. And structured, 
participatory decision-making gives leaders the methodological tools to convert their judgment 
and intelligence into actual outcomes that others can accept and act on. 

The gaps that appear when any one of these is missing are instructive. A leader who 
grasps situational leadership well but lacks AQ will sound sophisticated in theory but fall apart 
when implementation gets hard. One who combines strong IQ and EQ but has never developed 
structured decision tools will tend to make choices that feel right interpersonally but lack 
analytical depth. And one who is technically proficient with tools like AHP and BATNA but 
operates without the ethical grounding that SQ provides may reach agreements that look good 
on paper but quietly damage trust over time. 

This integrated view confirms what motivated this study from the beginning: the 
fragmentation of these research traditions has not just been an academic inconvenience; it has 
been a practical one. Leaders in real organizations do not face leadership problems, intelligence 
problems, and decision-making problems as separate events. They face all of them at once. 
The framework proposed here, grounded in a synthesis of existing literature and open to 
empirical validation in future research, offers a more complete picture of what it actually takes 
to lead effectively when the pressure is real. 
 
CONCLUSION 

This study set out to answer a specific and practical question: what does it actually look 
like when leadership, intelligence, and decision-making work together to support effective 
organizational change management? The answer, drawn from a systematic synthesis of peer-
reviewed literature across three research streams, is that these domains are not merely related 
but are structurally interdependent. The evolution of leadership theory has moved unmistakably 
from trait-based rigidity toward situational and adaptive models that require leaders to read 
their contexts, adjust their styles, and meet their teams where they are a demand that becomes 
especially acute during organizational change. Multidimensional intelligence, spanning 
Intellectual (IQ), Emotional (EQ), Adversity (AQ), and Spiritual (SQ) Quotients, provides the 



Fikri Az-Zikri Mahendra1*, Devi Irmawaty Ridwan2, Ikhwan Maulana3, M. Yuza Nanda Rafi 
Nurwahyu4, Noviet Arisandy Ramadhan5, Navigating Organizational Transformation: The Synergy 
of Adaptive Leadership, Multidimensional Intelligence, and Strategic Decision-Based Conflict Resolution. 

 26 

personal and psychological infrastructure that allows leaders to sustain those adaptive demands 
under pressure; each form of intelligence fills a gap that the others cannot, and developing 
only one or two leaves real vulnerabilities that tend to surface precisely when the stakes are 
highest. Strategic and participatory decision-making frameworks, including the Analytical 
Hierarchy Process, Cost-Benefit Analysis, Fishbone Diagram, Decision Tree, stakeholder 
analysis, PIPA, and BATNA/ZOPA negotiation strategies, translate that leadership capacity into 
outcomes that are analytically defensible and organizationally acceptable to the multiple 
stakeholders who are always present in real change processes. The core contribution of this 
study is making explicit what has remained implicit in the existing literature: these three 
streams describe not three separate competency areas but a single integrated framework, and 
the practical cost of treating them as separate has been that leaders are routinely trained in 
some but not others. As a library-based study, the framework proposed here is theoretically 
grounded but awaits empirical validation, and future research applying and testing this 
integration within actual organizational change contexts would substantially advance both the 
scholarly understanding and practical application of what effective leadership in complex, 
dynamic environments truly requires. 
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