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Abstract

The article substantiates the relevance of researching strategic business development in the context of digitalization and
investment constraints, and is positioned as a conceptual paper. It shows that the sustainability of companies is determined not
only by the volume of available resources and the level of technological equipment, but also by the consistency of cognitive and
institutional mechanisms that ensure the feasibility of strategic decisions. Particular attention is paid to the problem of transforming
a possible future into a fundable trajectory.

The main text proposes an integrative model of strategic capability, in which development is viewed as the result of the
interaction of three interrelated components: Meaning (the interpretability and structural clarity of strategy), Trust (trust as a
mechanism for investment choice), and Horizon (institutionally defined length of the future), operating under external constraints.
The multiplicative logic of the model emphasizes the systemic nature of strategic dynamics: a decrease in any of the elements
leads to a blockage of growth regardless of the level of the other parameters. The role of digital tools and artificial intelligence
technologies as means of formalizing and optimizing management procedures is revealed, while it is shown that they do not replace
the mechanisms of meaning formation and scenario construction.

The results include the operationalization of key components through a system of indices, the formation of a typology of
strategic modes of companies (growth, turbulence, blocked potential, illusion of strategy, stagnation), and a proposed algorithm for
transitioning between them based on the systemic balancing of parameters. A parametric model for managing data related to the
strategic feasibility of business decisions is presented.

The conclusions justify that strategic development is a manageable dynamic of coordinating semantic, trust-based, and
institutional characteristics, rather than a linear accumulation of resources.

Prospects for further research are related to the empirical verification of the model, analysis of the dynamics of feedback
between components, and study of the role of public policy in expanding the institutional horizon of investment.
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KorHiTuBHi Ta iIHCTUTYWiOHAJIbHI MEXaHI3MH CTPATEriYHOoL
peaJiizoBaHoCTi Oi3Hecy B yMoBax nuudgposizamii

Ta IHBECTULIMHUX 00MEKeHb
AHNLIOrOoB Aprem
Hauyionanvnuii mexuiynuil ynisepcumem «/[ninpoecoka nonimexnixka» (/[ninpo, Yxpaina)

AHoTanis

V crarTi 00rpyHTOBAHO aKTyaIbHICTh JOCIIKEHHS CTPATErivHOr0 PO3BUTKY Oi3HECY B yMOBaX L(POBi3aLlii Ta IHBECTUIIIHHIX
0oOMeXeHb; poOoTa MO3UIIOHYETHCS K KOHIENTyaibHa. [loka3aHo, IO CTiliKicTh KOMITaHiH BH3HAYAE€THhCS HE JIMIIE OOCSITOM
JOCTYIHHX PECypCiB i piBHEM TEXHOJIOIIYHOI OCHAICHOCTI, a i Y3rOMKEHICTIO KOTHITHBHUX Ta IHCTUTYLIOHAIBHUX MEXaHI3MiB,
sIKI 3a0€3MedyIoTh 3MIHCHEHHICTh CTpareriyHuxX pimeHs. OcoOnmBy yBary HpHIUICHO HPOOIEMi MEpeTBOPEHHS MOXKIHBOTO
MaiOyTHBOTO Ha TPAEKTOPItO, IPUIATHY 10 (iHAHCYBAHHSI.

B 0cHOBHOMY TEKCTi 3aIIPOIIOHOBAHO IHTETPATHBHY MOJENb CTPATETridHOI CIIPOMOKHOCTI, Y SIKIM PO3BUTOK PO3IIISIAETHCS SIK
pe3ysbTaT B3aeMO/Iil TPhOX B3a€MOIIOB SI3aHUX KOMITOHEHTIB: Meaning (iHTEPIPETOBAHICTD 1 CTPYKTypHA SICHICTh cTpaTerii), Trust
(oBipa sIk MexaHi3M iHBeCTHIIHHOTO BHOOPY) Ta Horizon (IHCTUTYIIHHO BU3HAa4YeHa JOBXHWHA MallOyTHBOT0), IO (HYHKIIOHYIOTH
3a yMOB 30BHILIHIX 0OMexeHb. MyJbTUILTIKATHBHA JIOTiKa MOJENI IiJKPECIIoE CUCTeMHHI XapakTep CTPaTerivHoi AMHAMIKH:
3HIDKCHHSI Oy/Ib-SIKOTO 3 JIEMEHTIB IPU3BOJHUTH JI0 OJOKYBaHHS 3POCTAHHS HE3QJICKHO BiJl PiBHS iHIIMX mapameTpiB. PO3kpuTo
posb 1M(POBUX IHCTPYMEHTIB 1 TEXHOJIOTIH IITYy4HOrO iHTENeKTy sK 3aco0iB Qopmanizamii Ta onTuMisauil ympaBIiHCBKHX
IIpoLeyp; BOJHOUYAC TIOKA3aHO, [0 BOHK HE 3aMIHIOIOTh MEXaHI3MIB CMHCIIOTBOPEHHS TA CIIEHApPHOTO KOHCTPYIOBAHHSI.

Cepen pesyabrariB — OIepariioHamizallis KIIOYOBUX KOMIIOHEHTIB d4epe3 CHCTeMy iHJeKCiB, (opMyBaHHS THUIOJIOTIT
CTpaTeriyHUX PEXUMIB KOMIaHI (3pocTaHHS, TypOyJIeHTHICTb, 3a0JIOKOBaHUWI MOTEHMIaJ, 1II03is CTparerii, crarHamis) Ta
3aIIpONIOHOBAHUI AJITOPUTM NEPEXOJy MiXK HUIMH Ha OCHOBI CUCTEMHOT0 OajlaHCyBaHHs napameTpis. [IpescraBieHo napamMeTpudany
MOZIEJb YIIPABITiHHS JAaHUMH, [TOB’SI3aHUMHU 31 CTPATETidHOIO 3AIHCHEHHICTIO Oi3HEC-PIlIeHb.

VYV BHCHOBKaX OOIDYHTOBAHO, ILIO CTPATEriYHUH PO3BUTOK € KEPOBAHOIO AMHAMIKOIO Y3TOIKEHHS CMHUCIOBHUX, JOBIPYHX Ta
IHCTHTYIIOHAJIBHUX XapaKTePUCTHUK, a He JTIHIHIM HaKOIIMYEHHSIM PEeCypCiB.

[epcrieKTHBY MOJANBIIMX TOCII/KEHb MOB’s3aHi 3 eMITIPUYHOI0 BepU]iKalli€ro MOjeNi, aHali30M JAWHAMIKH 3BOPOTHHX
3B’SI3KIB MK ii KOMIIOHEHTaMH Ta BHMBUCHHSIM pOJIi IyOJNIYHOI MONITHKHA y PO3MIMPEHHI IHCTUTYI[IOHAJIBHOTO TOPU30HTY
IHBECTYBaHHI.

KonrouoBi coBa: crpareriunmii po3BUTOK, IU(poBi3alis Oi3Hecy, iHBECTHLIIHI 0OMEXEHHs, CTpaTeridHa 3AiHCHEHHICTS,
IHCTUTYI[IOHATbHUN TOPU30HT
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Introduction.

In the context of accelerating digitalization and
persistent investment constraints, the issue of stra-
tegic business development is taking on new mea-
ning. While access to material resources and capital
was considered a key growth factor in the industrial
economy, the modern environment presents a more
complex picture: with comparable financial capa-
bilities, companies show fundamentally different
trajectories. Some form long-term strategies, attract
partners, and scale up, while others reproduce shor-
t-term solutions and find themselves in a mode of
constant adaptation.

Traditional economic models explain these dif-
ferences primarily through performance indicators,
cost structure, market position, or cost of capital.
However, in conditions of high uncertainty and in-
formation overload, investment decisions increa-
singly depend on how understandable, managea-
ble, and trustworthy an organization's strategy is
perceived to be. In other words, the shaping of the
economic future is shifting into the realm of inter-
pretation.

Digital transformation amplifies this effect. On
the one hand, it provides tools for analyzing, fore-
casting, and processing large amounts of data, ex-
panding the possibilities for justifying decisions.
On the other hand, increasing complexity makes
communication of strategy critically important: wi-
thout a clear structure of meaning, even technolo-
gically strong projects may remain invisible to in-
vestors and partners. As a result, a business's ability
to explain its future becomes part of its economic
potential.

The institutional context is no less significant.
Financial architecture, lending logic, liquidity re-
quirements, and pressure for short-term results
shape the boundaries of the acceptable planning
horizon. Many areas of development are limited
not because of a lack of ideas or technologies, but
because of the institutional inability to support long
implementation cycles.

Thus, strategic business development in the di-
gital economy requires consideration not only of
resource parameters, but also of the cognitive con-
ditions of understanding, as well as the institutional
framework within which investment decisions are
made. There is a need for a model that can explain
how the interpretability of a strategy, trust in it, and
the structure of the financial environment jointly
determine the feasibility of the future.

The aim of this work is to develop a conceptual
framework for analyzing strategic business deve-
lopment that takes into account the interaction of
cognitive mechanisms and institutional constraints
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in the context of digitalization. The focus is on the
influence of strategy interpretability, trust, and ins-
titutional horizon on investment decisions and the
implementation of long-term projects. The article
analyzes the role of these factors, examines the im-
pact of digital tools on uncertainty management, and
proposes an integrative model of strategic feasibility.
The approach extends economic analysis beyond
financial indicators, forming an interdisciplinary
perspective at the intersection of management, insti-
tutional economics, and digital transformation.

Analysis of publications. Specialized literature
on strategic management traditionally explains dif-
ferences in firms' development trajectories through
resource advantages and dynamic capabilities (Bar-
ney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt & Martin,
2000). In the context of digitalization, this logic
is modified: sources of value are shifting towards
intangible assets, data, and platform architectures
(Bharadwaj et al., 2013; Yoo et al., 2010; Nambisan
et al., 2017). However, most studies of digital trans-
formation focus on technological implementation
and organizational changes (Vial, 2019), without
analyzing the cognitive conditions under which stra-
tegy becomes investment-supported.

At the same time, an extensive literature on fi-
nancial constraints has developed, demonstrating
that access to capital and debt structure systemati-
cally influence firms' investment activity (Kaplan
& Zingales, 1997; Whited & Wu, 2006; Hadlock
& Pierce, 2010; Campello et al., 2010). Research
on financialization shows a shift in corporate stra-
tegies toward short-term horizons and a priority on
liquidity (Epstein, 2005; Krippner, 2005; Orhanga-
zi, 2008). Thus, the institutional architecture of fi-
nancial markets shapes not only the cost of capital,
but also the acceptable length of strategic planning
(North, 1990).

At the same time, behavioral finance and at-
tention studies have shown that the distribution of
attention and the ways in which information is pre-
sented have a significant impact on investment de-
cisions (Simon, 1971; Barber & Odean, 2008; Da et
al., 2011). Firms with more transparent and struc-
tured information policies demonstrate more stable
market reactions (Graham et al., 2005). Neverthe-
less, cognitive parameters are more often viewed as
background information rather than as a structural
element of strategic feasibility.

Existing research is rather fragmented: digital
transformation focuses on technologies, financial
constraints theory focuses on the institutional struc-
ture of capital, and behavioral approaches focus on
perception mechanisms. At the same time, there is
no integrative framework explaining how the inter-
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pretability of strategy, trust, and institutional hori-
zon jointly influence its feasibility. This necessitates
a model that considers strategic development as the
result of the coordination of cognitive and institu-
tional mechanisms under environmental constraints.

Scientific contribution / Contribution to theory

This study proposes an integrative model of stra-
tegic feasibility in business and public administra-
tion, combining the tools of strategic management
and institutional economics. Organizational growth
is interpreted as the result of a complementary con-
figuration of Meaning, Trust, and Horizon, while
institutional constraints (Limits) and structural im-
balances reduce development potential. Unlike the
resource paradigm, the emphasis is shifted from
the volume of assets to the mechanisms of strategic
opportunity formation: the interpretability of strate-
gy is considered an economically significant factor,
and the institutional environment is considered a re-
gulator of the time horizon for implementation.

The model differs from the concept of dynamic
capabilities (Teece, 2007) in that it analyzes not the
processes of resource recombination, but the condi-
tions for the investment sustainability of the strate-
gic trajectory. Unlike RBV (Barney, 1991) and the
institutional approach (North, 1990), it introduces
an independent analytical level — the complemen-
tary Meaning—Trust—Horizon configuration, forma-
lized through multiplicative interaction and opera-
tionalized into measurable indices.

Main material.

Theoretical research model. Today, the question
of how possible future trajectories become interpre-
table, inspire confidence among economic actors,
and prove compatible with institutionally acceptab-
le time frames is coming to the fore.

This approach requires a shift from viewing
strategy as a set of plans to understanding it as a
mechanism for transforming uncertainty into an ac-
ceptable decision.

Previous studies by the author have shown that
investment behavior is formed in the space of per-
ception, where the visual structure of information,
reduction of cognitive load, and formation of ex-
pectations of controllability play a significant role
(Ivanova & Anpilohov, 2025). At the same time, it
has been demonstrated that monetary architecture
sets limits on the duration of projects, redistributing
capital in favor of shorter and more liquid forms of
activity (Anpilohov, 2025). Thus, the possibility of
strategic development is determined not only by the
quality of the idea, but also by the correspondence
of cognitive representations to institutional condi-
tions.
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Based on these provisions, this paper proposes
to consider the strategic possibility of development
as the result of the interaction of three interrelated
dimensions — meaning, trust, and horizon — which
are under pressure from resource and environmental
constraints.

In general terms, this can be expressed as fol-
lows:

Formula 1

Strategic Capacity=Meaning % Trust X Horizon — Limits

This formula is conceptual in nature and is in-
tended to capture the structure of relationships bet-
ween key mechanisms:

Meaning — the interpretability and structuring of
the future. Meaning is understood as an organiza-
tion's ability to present its strategy in a form that
reduces uncertainty of perception. This refers to
cognitive clarity, visual and logical consistency, and
the existence of cause-and-effect relationships bet-
ween actions and expected results. The higher the
level of interpretability, the easier it is for potential
investors and partners to form stable expectations.
Thus, meaning is a prerequisite for trust and prece-
des economic action.

Trust and shared values act as a mechanism for
activating capital. 7rust marks the moment of transi-
tion from understanding to willingness to take risks.
Even a convincing strategy does not implement it-
self automatically; it requires faith in the managea-
bility of the process, the competence of the actors,
an understanding of values, and the reproducibility
of results. In this sense, trust transforms interpreta-
tion into an investment decision.

Horizon is the institutionally acceptable length
of the future. The horizon reflects the time frame
within which projects are considered feasible. It is
shaped by the financial system, the cost of capital,
liquidity requirements, and the regulatory environ-
ment. If the projected trajectory goes beyond the
acceptable horizon, it loses its chance of financing
regardless of its technological appeal.

Limits — a set of constraints. Constraints include
capital shortages, high borrowing costs, regulatory
barriers, environmental volatility, and competition
for attention. These factors reduce the space for
possible solutions and increase the requirements for
clarity and provability of strategy.

The structural logic of the proposed model and
the mechanism of interaction between its compo-
nents are presented in Fig. /. The left side of the
figure reflects the parametric (econometric) specifi-
cation, in which Strategic Capacity is formed as a
result of the multiplicative interaction of Meaning,
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Trust, and Horizon, taking into account environ-
mental constraints (Limits), while the right side
demonstrates the systemic dynamics of feedback
between components.

Integrated Diagram: Structural Model + Feedback Loops
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Fig. 1. Integrated conceptual-econometric model: for-
mation of Strategic Capacity and feedback mechanisms.

Source: developed by the author.

The logic of interaction between mechanisms.
The model assumes a multiplicative effect: the ab-
sence of any of the three elements makes strategic
development problematic. A clear but institutionally
impossible strategy remains a declaration; an acces-
sible horizon without trust does not mobilize capi-
tal; trust without clear meaning proves unstable.

Consequently, strategic feasibility arises only at
the point of agreement on interpretation, legitimacy,
and institutional possibility of the future.

Results.

Operationalization of components and model
specification. The next step after formulating the
conceptual framework is to translate the key com-
ponents into measurable variables that allow (a)
comparative diagnostics of companies, (b) asses-
sment of the stability of Meaning—Trust—Horizon
configurations, and (c) empirical testing of hypo-
theses about the relationship between strategic ca-
pability and development dynamics.

Operationalization of Meaning (interpretability
of strategy). The Meaning component reflects the
degree of interpretability of the strategy — the ability
of internal and external actors to quickly reconstruct
the cause-and-effect logic of the company's develop-
ment, understand the link between "goals — actions
— results," and assess the controllability of the tra-
jectory. For empirical analysis, Meaning is presen-
ted as a system of observable indicators grouped into
analytical blocks: structural clarity, visual organiza-
tion, cognitive load, and consistency (Table 1)

Table 1.

Strategy interpretability indicators (Meaning)

Assessment block What is analyzed

Observable characteristics

Measurement method

Structural clarity Formal logic of the

formulated goals; KPIs; a road-
map; identified cause-and-effect

Content analysis, scale 0-3

strategy relationships
hod of gsefgin%)graphicls; f lcul fel /
. s Method of presenting ashboards; visualization o calculation of elements
Visual organization information the business model; process expert assessment
diagrams
i Complexity of per- text overload; excessive length readability index / expert
Cognitive load ce ptig 0 yolp of descriptions; number of scale y P

terms without explanations

Consistency between

Consistency statements and actions

Consistency between strategy,
bud%et, project portfolio, an
1

pub

Comparative analysis of
documents

¢ communications

Source: developed by the author

To ensure reproducibility of measurements, co-
ding on a 0-3 scale is applied according to a unified
protocol: (i) a list of markers for each level is recor-
ded, (ii) double coding is performed by independent
evaluators, (iil) inter-expert consistency is calcula-
ted (e.g., Cohen’s x or Krippendorft’s a), (iv) if ne-
cessary, coding rules are refined and recalibration
is performed. This reduces the risk of subjectivity
in content analysis and increases the reliability of
the index.

The integral value of Meaning is formed by
aggregating normalized scores, taking into account
the reverse effect of cognitive load (Formula 2).
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Formula 2
Meaning=(SC+VO+(1-CL)+CN)/4

where:

SC — Structural Clarity

VO — Visual Organization

CL — Cognitive Load

CN — Consistency (strategy consistency)

The interpretation ranges of the index (Table
2) are used as a diagnostic scale and as a basis for
typologizing modes.
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Table 2.
Final range for interpretation
Value of Meaning Interpretation
0-0.3 Strategy difficult to understand
0.3-0.6 moderate interpretability
0.6-0.8 understandable strategy
0.8-1 high cognitive manageability

Source: developed by the author

Trust Operationalization (trust as a mechanism
for activating capital). The 7rust component captu-
res the transition from understanding the strategy to
being willing to support the action and accept the
associated risk. Unlike Meaning, which describes
cognitive clarity, Trust reflects the stability of ex-
pectations regarding the company's ability to deli-
ver on its promises. For empirical analysis, Trust
is defined by a set of indicators: perception of con-
trollability, reputational stability, transparency, and

signals of responsibility (Table 3).
Table 3.

Trust indicators

Assessment block What is analyzed

Observed characteristics

Measurement method

Perception of Confidence in the ability

Predictability of actions; team

survey, Likert 1-7

controllability to implement the strategy | competence; achievement of stated

results
Reputational Repeatability of coopera- | repeat investments; duration of part- | analysis of interaction
stability tion nerships; absence of abrupt breaks history
Transparency Openness of information | regular reporting; disclosure of risks; | content analysis

data accessibility

Demonstration of relia-

Signals of respon-
bility

sibility

Compliance with obligations; availa-
bility of audits; ESG practices

documentary analysis

Source. developed by the author

Methodologically, Trust requires the separation
of data sources: some indicators can be formed on
the basis of surveys (Likert scales), while others can
be formed through documentary and event analysis
(history of partnerships, repeat investments, audit
signals, risk disclosure). To increase validity, the in-
dex may be constructed as a latent variable (CFA/
SEM) with internal consistency testing (Cronbach’s
o/m), as well as tests for measurement stability over
time and across industries.

The integral Trust indicator is given by formula
(3), and the interpretation ranges are presented in
Table 4.

Horizon Operationalization (institutionally ac-
ceptable length of the future). The Horizon compo-
nent reflects the time frame within which projects
are considered fundable and institutionally feasib-
le. Unlike Trust (behavioral willingness to support
risk) and Meaning (cognitive interpretability), Ho-
rizon is determined by the financing architecture
and predictability of the regulatory environment.
Indicators include the financial structure of liabili-
ties, planning practices, access to "long" resources,
and institutional stability (Table 6).

The Horizon Index (Formula 4) is interpreted
on a scale (Table 5) and used as a parameter of the
"length of the future,”" separated from the overall

Formula 3 pressure of the environment (Limits).
Formula 4
Trust=(PM~+RR+TR+RS)/4 )
where: Horizon=(FS+PP+LR+1S)/4
PM — Perceived Manageability where -
RR — Reputational Resilience S — Financial Structure
TR — Transparenc PP — Planning Practices
RS_R p 'b'l'i, Sienal LR — Long Resources (access to long-term resources)
— Responsibilily Signals. 1S — Institutional Stability
Table 4. Table 5.
Final range for interpretation Final range for interpretation
Value of Trust Confidence level Value of Horizon Length of the future
0-0.3 low 0 only short-term solutions
0.3-0.6 conditional 0.3-0.6 limited planning
0.6-0.8 stable 0.6-0.8 Medium-term projects possible
0.8-1 high 0.8-1 long-term strategies are acceptable

Source: developed by the author
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Table 6.

Horizon indicators

Assessment block What is analyzed

Observable characteristics

Measurement method

Financial structure | Urgency of obligations

share of short-term debt; loan terms

financial data

Planning practices Real time scale

strategy horizon; project duration

analysis of documents

Access to long-term | Possibility of sustainable

overnment programs; grants; ESG;

documentary analysis

resources financing ong-term contracts
e .. | Predictability of the regulatory risks; frequency of rule
Institutional stability environment changes expert assessment

Source: developed by the author

Justification of the functional form: multipli-
cativity and alternative specifications

The basic model assumes that Meaning, Trust,
and Horizon are complementary conditions for stra-
tegic feasibility, rather than interchangeable resour-
ces. In this sense, the multiplicative form reflects a
situation where a low value of one component shar-
ply reduces the effect of the others: interpretability
without trust does not translate into support, trust
without horizon does not ensure long-term imple-
mentation, and horizon without a semantic structure
does not turn into a manageable trajectory.

At the same time, a strictly multiplicative spe-
cification is "rigid" and empirically sensitive to the
boundary values of the indices. Therefore, to verify
the stability of the results, it is advisable to use a set
of competing models:

Strictly multiplicative:

SC it=M it T it H it-L_it (The indices i and t
denote the company and the time point, respectively,
which allows for the use of a panel data structure.

Hybrid (softened): adding additive effects
along with the product (analogous to formula (4)),
which allows testing partial substitutability.

Comparing specifications in terms of fit quality,
coefficient stability, and predictive power allows us
not to "set" the form in advance, but to empirically
justify the adequacy of multiplicative logic.

Clarification of Limits: content and distinction
from Horizon. The Limits component is interpreted
as an external "compression” of the feasibility space:
a set of financial, regulatory, and market factors that
increase the cost of error and reduce the admissibility
of strategic experimentation. It is fundamentally im-
portant to distinguish between Horizon and Limits:

Horizon — temporal acceptability to what extent
“long-term” projects can, in principle, be financed
and supported by institutions.

Limits — the intensity of restrictions (how ex-
pensive deviation is, how high the barriers, volati-
lity, transaction costs, etc. are).

Empirically, it is advisable to construct Limits
as a separate index (e.g., financial constraints/cost
of capital; regulatory volatility; market uncertainty;
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sanctions/logistical friction — depending on the con-

text of the sample), followed by verification that it

does not duplicate Horizon (correlations, VIF, factor

structure). In normalized notation, it is more correct

to use a form that prevents negative values and en-

sures the interpretability of the scale, for example:
SCie = or SC = (M T He) (1 — Ly,

1+Ljr

depending on the chosen normalization logic
and data properties.

Endogeneity and identification strategy. Since
Meaning, Trust, and Horizon are potentially endo-
genous to development outcomes and may reflect
unobserved firm characteristics, empirical analysis
requires explicit control for reverse causality. Fi-
xed effects (FE) panel models (firm and time FE)
are used as the basic methodological standard,
lagging key indices to reduce simultaneous interde-
pendence, and, in the presence of inertia, dynamic
specifications (Arellano-Bond or System GMM).
Where possible, instrumental variables are used for
individual components (e.g., exogenous regulatory
changes for Limits and Horizon, industry transpa-
rency shocks for Trust, reporting standards for Mea-
ning) with validation checks (Hansen/Sargan). This
approach ensures correct causal interpretation of the
results and methodological control of endogeneity.

Typology of modes and logic of transformation.
After constructing the indices, the model allows us
to diagnose the company's mode as a configuration
of three components (Tables 7-8). The typology is
used not as a "label" but as a way to identify the
structural cause of growth constraints: where the
minimum component is located and what mecha-
nism is disrupting coordination.

Table 7.
Limit values of component levels
Index Low Medium High
Meaning 0-0.4 0.4-0.7 0.7-1
Trust 0-0.4 0.4-0.7 0.7-1
Horizon 0-0.4 0.4-0.7 0.7-1
Source: developed by the author
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Table 8.
Typology table
Meaning | Trust | Horizon Company type Nature of dynamics
i i 1 Growth Sustainable, scalable development
1 1 ! Turbulence Rapid cycles, short-term execution
! 1 1 Blocked potential Resources available, but strategy unclear
1 ! 1 Illusion of strategy | Strong vision without investor support
| | l Stagnation Survival mode, lack of development
! ! 1 Frozen system Long-term potential without activation
! 1 ! Reactive adaptation | Short-term responses without strategy
1 l l Strategic isolation | Vision exists but neither support nor horizon

Source: developed by the author

The logic of transitions between regimes is for-
mulated as a step-by-step elimination of the “bottle-
neck” (minimum index) followed by synchroni-
zation of components. At the same time, causal
statements about transitions require empirical tes-
ting on panel data (for example, through probability
models of regime change or event studies around
managerial/institutional changes). The proposed
typology helps to demonstrate why a company does
not develop, even if it has capital and modern tech-
nologies.

The typology presented here demonstrates that
strategic development is determined not by the ab-
solute level of individual components, but by their
coherence. Even when one parameter has a high
value, a lack of balance between Meaning, Trust,
and Horizon leads to the emergence of unstable or
blocked regimes.

Algorithm for a company’s transition bet-
ween strategic modes. At any given moment, a
company operates in one of several strategic modes
— stagnation, strategic illusion, turbulence, blocked
potential, or sustainable growth — which represent
configurations of the ratio of Meaning, Trust, and
Horizon. The transition between modes is achieved
through the sequential elimination of imbalances
arising at the point of minimum index Min (M, T,
H), which acts as a bottleneck for development.

If Meaning is the limiting factor, the priority
becomes structuring and visualizing the strategy,
building cause-and-effect logic, and reducing cog-
nitive overload; increased interpretability forms the
basis of trust. When Trust is lacking, the emphasis
shifts to transparency, demonstrating results, and
behavioral stability, without which the strategy will
not receive investment support. Insufficient Hori-
zon requires restructuring of obligations, access to
“long-term” resources, and reduction of short-term
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pressure, since long-term projects are impossible
without institutionally acceptable time frames.

Sustainable growth is achieved when there is a
relative equilibrium between Meaning =~ Trust = Ho-
rizon and no significant imbalance between them.
Strategic mobility is thus determined by the ability
to identify the minimum component and consistently
align the system. Development is interpreted not as
the accumulation of resources, but as the balancing
of cognitive, trust-based, and institutional parame-
ters, ensuring the transformation of a possible future
into a realizable trajectory.

The systemic logic of the Meaning = Trust =
Horizon link and levers of influence. Strategic dy-
namics is the balancing of three interrelated com-
ponents: Meaning, Trust, and Horizon. A change in
one parameter affects the configuration of the others
through a system of positive and negative feedback
mechanisms. Each component has its own levers of
influence. Meaning is adjusted by internal tools —
structuring goals, visualizing logic, and reducing
cognitive overload —and is therefore the most mana-
geable. Trust is formed through behavioral consis-
tency, transparency, and fulfillment of obligations,
and requires time. Horizon is determined by finan-
cial architecture and the institutional environment,
so changing it involves more complex decisions —
restructuring obligations, attracting “long-term” re-
sources, or institutional shifts.

Management logic suggests starting the trans-
formation with the most accessible element based
on a typological diagnosis of the current regime
and identification of the minimum index. The im-
pact on one component changes the dynamics of the
others through a system of feedback mechanisms:
increased interpretability facilitates the formation
of trust, trust expands access to long-term capital,
which strengthens the horizon and reinforces strate-
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gic content. At the same time, negative contours are
also possible: a decline in trust narrows the horizon,
impoverishes strategy, and increases uncertainty,
forming a downward spiral. Consequently, develo-
pment is understood as a controlled adjustment of
the structure of interrelationships, rather than the
maximization of individual indicators.

The parametric analysis model is based on the
proposed conceptual formula:

SC=Meaning % Trust xHorizon—Limits (1).

Parametric model of strategic feasibility.

1. Basic logic of the model

A company's strategic capacity (SC) is deter-
mined by the product of three key components —
strategy interpretability (Meaning, M), trust (Trust,
7), and institutional Horizon (H) — minus external
constraints (Limits, L):

Scit = Mit : Tit . Hit - Lit

All indices are normalized in the range [0; 1]
. To avoid negative values, a normalized form is
used:
: _Mit Ty - Hye
1+ L,

2. Econometric specification

The model is tested in two variants:

A strictly multiplicative form, where the key
factor is the product of M TH;

Hybrid form, where both the individual effects
of M, T, H and their joint interaction are taken into
account.

This allows us to check how complementary the
development really is.

3. Connection with strategic development

The economic performance of a company (Y) is
measured by revenue growth, investment activity,
or innovation intensity. It is modeled as a function
of Strategic Capacity, taking into account control
variables, as well as firm and time effects in panel
regression. Additionally, the specification is tested
without aggregating indices — directly through the
product of M TH.

4. Testing the balance hypothesis

To assess the consistency of the components, an
disbalance index is calculated:

Dy=IM—-T|+HIT-HI+IM-H|

The model expects a negative disbalance effect
( B_2<0, coefficient for variable imbalance ): the
greater the skew between components, the weaker
the development.

5. Role of constraints

The extended specification tests whether ins-
titutional constraints reinforce the significance of
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cognitive factors. To do this, interactions between
Limits and model components are introduced.

6. System sensitivity

In multiplicative form, the growth effect of one
component is amplified when the other two have
high values. For example, the influence of Meaning
is greater when Trust and Horizon are higher. This
reflects the complementary nature of the model.

7. Index formation

Indices are calculated as average normalized in-
dicators for the corresponding blocks:

Meaning — structural clarity, visual organization,
consistency, and inverse indicator of cognitive load;

Trust — manageability, reputational stability,
transparency, and signals of responsibility;

Horizon — financial structure, planning practi-
ces, access to long-term resources, and institutional
stability;

Limits — financial, regulatory, and market cons-
traints.

All components are scaled to a range [0; 1].

8. Final system

Strategic capability is defined as:

SCit = Mit : Tit : Hsr - Lﬁtl

and strategic development is defined as a func-
tion of SC, taking into account firm characteristics
and time effects.

The assessment was performed using Stata 18
(StataCorp LLC, College Station, TX, USA) and R
version 4.3.2 (R Foundation for Statistical Compu-
ting, Vienna, Austria).

Methods for researching strategy feasibility.
Empirical testing of the model is based on a com-
bination of content analysis of strategic documents,
analysis of financial data, and econometric mode-
ling. The sample includes companies for which
strategies, annual reports, investor presentations,
public communications, and financial statements for
a comparable period are available. A "company-pe-
riod" database is formed.

Index formation. Based on the developed matrix
of indicators, unified coding (scale 0-3) is perfor-
med, followed by normalization to the range:

Scorepace

Score, prm =

Score,, .

The Meaning Index (strategy interpretability) is
formed as the average of the indicators of structural
clarity, visual organization, consistency, and the in-
verse indicator of cognitive load.

The Trust Index includes perceived manageabi-
lity, reputational stability, transparency of informa-
tion disclosure, and signals of responsibility.
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The Horizon Index reflects the institutionally
acceptable length of the future and is calculated ba-
sed on the structure of liabilities, strategic planning
practices, access to long-term resources, and regula-
tory stability.

The Limits indicator aggregates financial, regu-
latory, and environmental constraints.

The integral indicator of strategic capability is
calculated using the formula:

SC=Meaning x Trust x Horizon-Limits

For a normalized interpretation, the following
notation is possible:

SC*=(Meaning % Trust xHorizon) % (1-Limits)

Econometric model. Revenue growth rates, in-
vestment activity, or innovation intensity are used
as the dependent variable of strategic development
(Y). Basic regression specification:

Vi =y +065C; +0' Xy + pg + 7, + Uy,

where X;, epresents control variables (size, age,
industry, debt burden), and p. and 1, represent in-
dustry and time effects.

The resulting parametric model for managing
data related to the strategic feasibility of business
decisions allows us to assess the contribution of
strategic capability and its components to the ove-
rall development dynamics of the enterprise. Typo-
logical analysis of the Meaning, Trust, and Horizon
configurations is used to identify the company's
mode and determine the priority management im-
pact. With the data obtained through the parametric
analysis model at their disposal, managers can and
should begin the transformation with the most ma-
nageable element, determined through typological
diagnostics. An ill-considered sequence of interven-
tions can reinforce negative feedback and destabili-
ze the system. Thus, strategic development can be
interpreted as the controllable dynamics of a system,
where resources play a role only if the semantic,
trust-based, and temporal parameters are consistent.
The advantage of this approach is that it emphasizes
the systematic nature and interconnection of com-
ponents.

Conclusions.

The article substantiates the need to expand the
traditional economic analysis of strategic develop-
ment beyond the resource-technological paradigm.
It shows that in the context of digitalization and in-
vestment constraints, strategic feasibility is determi-
ned not only by access to capital and technological
capabilities, but also by the consistency of cognitive
and institutional mechanisms.
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An integrative model of strategic feasibility is
proposed: Strategic Capacity = Meaning * Trust x
Horizon — Limits, in which development is viewed
as the result of the interaction between the interpre-
tability of the strategy, trust in its implementation,
and an institutionally acceptable time horizon, ta-
king into account external constraints. The multipli-
cative logic of the model captures the complemen-
tary nature of these components: a deficit in one of
them disproportionately reduces the overall imple-
mentation potential.

The operationalization of key categories has
been developed through a system of indices, which
has made it possible to translate theoretical parame-
ters into measurable variables. On this basis, a typo-
logy of strategic regimes and an algorithm for mana-
gement diagnostics have been proposed, focused on
identifying structural "bottlenecks" and sequentially
balancing the configuration.

Thus, strategic development is interpreted as the
systemic dynamics of coordinating semantic, trust-
-based, and institutional conditions that ensure the
transformation of a potential trajectory into a funda-
ble and realizable future.

Further development of the model involves:

Empirical verification of the Meaning, Trust,
and Horizon indices on industry and cross-industry
samples, with refinement of threshold values and
verification of the stability of results.

Analysis of the dynamics of feedback between
components using economic-mathematical or agen-
t-oriented models to formalize transitions between
modes.

Research of institutional mechanisms for expan-
ding the horizon, including the role of public poli-
cy and regulatory instruments in shaping the time
structure of investment.

Assessment of the impact of digital platforms
and algorithmic systems on the processes of trust
formation and strategy interpretability in the context
of investment decision automation.

Adaptation of the model for startups, digital
companies, and public sector organizations, where
the configuration of strategic capability may have
different structural proportions.

The proposed conceptual framework forms the
basis for an interdisciplinary research program focu-
sed on analyzing strategic development as a process
of institutionally and cognitively conditioned coor-
dination of the future.

WWW. aspects.org.ua



ISSN 2311-6420 (Print) ISSN 2413-8231 (Online) Public administartion aspects 14(1)2026 [':D

REFERENCES

Adner, R., & Kapoor, R. (2010). Value creation in innovation ecosystems: How the structure of technological
interdependence affects firm performance in new technology generations. Strategic Management Journal, 31(3),
306-333. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.821

Anpilohov, A. (2012)5). Investing in the context of the evolution of monetalzr systems: An economic analysis. Scientific
and Theoretical Almanac Grani, 28(6), 70-78. https://doi.org/10.15421/172639

Barber, B. M., & Odean, T. (2008). All that glitters: The effect of attention and news on the buying behavior of
Lrildi\z)i%lal and institutional investors. Review of Financial Studies, 21(2), 785-818. https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/

m

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1), 99—120.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108

Bharadwaj, A., El Sawy, O. A., Pavlou, P. A., & Venkatraman, N. (2013). Digital business strategy: Toward a next
generation of insights. MIS Quarterly, 37(2), 471-482. https://doi.org/10.25300/MI1SQ/2013/37:2.3

Campello, M., Graham, J. R., & Harvey, C. R. (2010). The real effects of financial constraints: Evidence from a
financial crisis. Journal of Financial Economics, 97(3), 470—487. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.02.009

Da, Z., Engelber%, J., & Gao, P. (2011). In search of attention. Journal of Finance, 66(5), 1461-1499. https://doi.
org/10.1111/5.1540-6261.2011.01679.x

Dos Santos, B. L., Fichman, R. G., & Zheng, Z. (2014). Digital innovation as a fundamental and powerful concept in the
information systems curriculum. ML% Quarterly, 38(2), 329-354. https://doi.org/ 10.25300/MISQ/2014/?8.2.01

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilitics: What are they? Strategic Management
Journal, 21(10-11), 1105-1121. https://doi.org/lO.1002/1097—0266(200010/11)21:10/1%%3C1105::AID-
SMIJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E

]épstein, G. A. (Ed.). (2005). Financialization and the world economy. Edward Elgar.

raham, J. R., Harvey, C. R., & Rajgopal, S. (2005). The economic implications of corporate financial reporting.

Journal of Accounting and Economics, 40(1-3), 3—73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2005.01.002

Hadlock, C. J., & Pierce, J. R. (2010). New evidence on measuring financial constraints: Moving beyond the KZ
index. Review of Financial Studies, 23(5), 1909-1940. https://doi.or /10.1093/rfs/hhc]1009

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2003). The dynamic resource-based view: Capability lifecycles. Strategic Management
Journal, 24(10), 997-1010. httgs://doi.org/lo.1002/smj.332

Henfridsson, O., & Bygstad, B. (2013). The generative mechanisms of digital infrastructure evolution. MIS Quarterly,
37(3), 907-931. https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2013/37.3.11

Ivanova, S. (2026). Applied dramaturgy as an instrument of public governance: Values, understanding, and scenarios.
Public Administration ASfects, 4(1), 5-17. https://doi.org/10.15421/152551

Ivanova, S., & Anpilohov, A. (2025). Visual turn, attention economy, investment attractiveness: Aspects of interaction.
Scientific and Theoretical Almanac Grani, 28(5), 270-277. https://doi.org/10.15421/172629

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and ownership
structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 321), 305-360. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X

Kaplan, S. N., & Zingales, L. (1997). Do investment—cash flow sensitivities provide useful measures of financing
constraints? Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112(1), 169-215. https://do1.org/10.1162/003355397555163

Krippner, G. R. (2005). The financialization of the American economy. Socio-Economic Review, 3(2), 173-208.
https://doi.org/10.1093/SER/mwi008

Mitchell, W. 1. T. (1994). Picture theory: Essays on verbal and visual representation. University of Chicago Press.

Nambisan, S., Lyytinen, K., Majchrzak, A., & Song, M. (2017). Digital innovation management: Reinventing
innovation management research in a digital world. MIS Quarterly, 41(1), 223-238. https://doi.org/10.25300/
MISQ/2017/41:1.03

North, D. C."(19903. Institutions, institutional change and economic performance. Cambridge University Press.

Orhangazi, O. (2008). Financialisation and capital accumulation in the non-financial corporate sector: A theoretical
and empirical investigation on the US economy (1973-2003). Cambridge Journal of Economics, 32(6), 863—
886. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/ben009

Porter, M. E. (1985?. Competitive advantage: Creating and sustaining superior performance. Free Press.

Simon, H. A. (1971). Designing organizations for an information-rich world. In M. Greenberger (Ed.), Computers,
communication, and the public interest (pp. 37-72). Johns Hopkins Press.

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise
performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28(13), 1319—1350. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.640

Teece, D. J., Pisano, (%., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic c%pabilities and strategic management. Strategic
Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-
SMIJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z

Vial, G. (2019). Understandinf digital transformation: A review and a research agenda. Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 28(2), 118—144. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jsis.2019.01.003

Wessel, L., Baiyere, A., Ologeanu-Taddei, R., Cha, J., & Jensen, T. B. (2021). Unpacking the difference between
digital transformation and IT-enabled organizational transformation. Journal O]I;he Association for Information
Systems, 22(1), 102—129. https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00655

Whited, T. M., & Wu, G. (2006). Financial constraints risk. Review of Financial Studies, 19(2), 531-559. https://doi.
org/10.1093/rfs/hhj012

Yoo, Y., Henfridsson, O., & Lyytinen, K. (2010). The new organizing logic of digital innovation: An agenda for
infogr?gg%% 2Systems research. [Information Systems Research, 21(4), 724-735. https://doi.org/10.1287/
isre. .

Zuboff, S. (2015). Big other: Surveillance capitalism and the grospects of an information civilization. Journal of
Information Technology, 30(1), 75-89. https://doi.org/10.1057/5it.2015.5

WWww. aspects.org.ua 125



