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Introduction. Organizations operating in dynamic industries have been increasingly facing the chal-
lenge of selecting and adapting strategic frameworks that align with their operational environments and
support sustainable competitive performance.

Problem Statement. The lack of structured approaches to selecting and integrating strategic frame-
works frequently results in misalignment between strategic objectives and operational execution, thereby
reducing long-term organizational effectiveness.

Purpose. This study aims to examine how the strategy development process can be optimized through
an adaptive approach to selecting strategic frameworks that reflect industry-specific characteristics and
organizational requirements.

Materials and Methods. The study has employed case studies of Intellias, a global software outsourc-
ing company, by analyzing the strategic approaches adopted by five independent business units. The re-
search has combined comparative analysis, evaluation of strategic frameworks, and assessment of the
effectiveness of the implemented strategic models.

Results. The analysis has identified both the strengths and the limitations of different strategic frame-
works across the examined business units. The findings have demonstrated that certain frameworks
have provided greater adaptability under conditions of rapid environmental change, whereas others
have become less effective when their underlying assumptions have not corresponded to the operational
structure of the business units. Furthermore, the results have shown that combining complementary
strategic tools within a hybrid framework has enhanced strategic coherence, organizational flexibility,
and implementation effectiveness.
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Conclusions. The study has demonstrated that the selection and adaptation of strategic frameworks should be
context-driven, taking into account industry dynamics, organizational characteristics, and implementation const-
raints. The findings have indicated that an iterative approach, incorporating pilot implementation, continuous evalua-
tion, and knowledge sharing across business units, has improved the relevance and effectiveness of strategic frame-
works. The proposed adaptive approach has provided practical guidance for organizations seeking to strengthen stra-
tegic planning in complex organizational environments and has contributed to the broader understanding of adaptive

strategic management.

Keywords: environmental analysis, strategy implementation, strategic design, strategic options, M-structured organization.

Corporate strategy formulation and execution
have become critical determinants of organiza-
tional success in today’s dynamic and competitive
business environment. A report by the World
Bank has underscored the economic importance
of strategic planning, showing that businesses
with clearly defined strategies achieve an average
growth rate 20% higher than those operating wi-
thout structured strategic frameworks [1]. This
finding highlights the tangible impact of strategic
decision-making on long-term organizational
performance. Selecting an appropriate strategic
framework is therefore not merely a theoretical
exercise but a practical necessity. Research pub-
lished in the Harvard Business Review has de-
monstrated that companies aligning their strate-
gies with suitable strategic frameworks achieve
up to 25% higher profitability than organizations
lacking a structured strategic approach [2]. This
relationship underscores the importance of alig-
ning strategic tools with organizational objectives
and market conditions.

The consequences of strategic misalignment can
be substantial. According to McKinsey & Com-
pany, nearly 70% of corporate failures are attribu-
table to poor strategic decisions or the absence of a
coherent strategy [3]. These findings emphasize
the importance of strategic planning grounded in
established theories and analytical frameworks.
Over time, numerous strategic models and app-
roaches have been developed, each characterized
by specific strengths and limitations. Foundational
frameworks, such as PESTEL (Political, Econo-
mic, Social, Technological, Environmental, Legal)
analysis and Porter’s Five Forces, emphasize the
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analysis of the external environment, whereas re-
source-based approaches, including the VRIO
(Value, Rarity, Imitability, Organization) frame-
work and the Core Competence model, focus on
internal organizational capabilities. More recent
frameworks, such as Blue Ocean Strategy and the
Balanced Scorecard, have introduced alternative
perspectives on market positioning and strategic
performance. However, given the wide variety of
available approaches, organizations frequently face
difficulties in selecting the most appropriate fra-
meworks and integrating them effectively.

Strategic decision-making remains a cornersto-
ne of corporate success, yet businesses are en-
countering increasing complexity in selecting and
applying appropriate strategic frameworks. In an
environment characterized by rapid technologi-
cal change, evolving market conditions, and geo-
political uncertainty, organizations must ensure
that their strategies are not only theoretically
sound but also practically adaptable. Although tra-
ditional strategic models have been extensively
studied, they often prove themselves insufficient
for addressing the specific requirements of com-
panies operating in diverse and rapidly changing
business environments.

These challenges are particularly pronounced
in multidivisional (M-form) organizations, whe-
re multiple business units operate with a degree
of autonomy while simultaneously contributing
to overall corporate objectives. Under such con-
ditions, a uniform strategic approach is rarely ef-
fective. Instead, organizations require a nuanced
understanding of which strategic frameworks are
most appropriate for different industries and how
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these frameworks can be integrated effectively.
Without a structured approach to framework se-
lection, organizations risk strategic misalignment,
operational inefficiencies, and strategic inertia,
ultimately reducing their competitive advantage.

Despite extensive academic research on strategy
formulation, a significant gap remains regarding
the effective integration of multiple strategic fra-
meworks, their adaptation to industry-specific
contexts, and their continuous refinement. Exis-
ting studies have primarily examined individual
strategic models in isolation rather than their
combined application within complex organiza-
tional structures. Addressing this gap is impor-
tant for business leaders, strategists, and policy-
makers seeking practical guidance for improving
strategic decision-making.

This study addresses this issue by examining the
practical application of strategic frameworks wi-
thin a global software outsourcing company. Thro-
ugh case studies of five business units — Travel,
Healthcare, iGaming, High-Tech, and Agritech —
it has evaluated how different strategic tools per-
form across distinct industry contexts. The fin-
dings have contributed to a better understanding
of framework selection and adaptation while pro-
viding practical recommendations for organiza-
tions seeking to improve strategic agility and imp-
lementation effectiveness.

An additional challenge arises from the often
blurred distinction between the roles of strategists
and managers in corporate organizations. Al-
though both groups may employ similar strategic
tools, their objectives and approaches differ sub-
stantially. Strategists primarily focus on long-term
vision, market positioning, and organizational
adaptability, whereas managers emphasize imp-
lementation, operational efficiency, and short-term
problem solving. This distinction is frequently
overlooked in the literature, creating ambiguity
regarding the respective roles of strategy formula-
tion and strategy implementation. A clear under-
standing of this distinction is essential for organi-
zations seeking to balance long-term strategic
development with effective operational execution.
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The distinction between strategists and mana-
gers has been extensively examined in the litera-
ture. Mintzberg [4] emphasized the strategist’s role
in long-term planning and strategic foresight,
contrasting it with the manager’s focus on day-to-
day operations. However, limited research has add-
ressed the overlap between these roles and the
ways organizations can integrate their functions
during crises. For example, during the COVID-19
pandemic, many organizations required leaders
to formulate long-term survival strategies while si-
multaneously managing operational disruptions —
a dual role that remains insufficiently explored in
the strategic management literature. In his subse-
quent work, Mintzberg [5] introduced the con-
cepts of deliberate and emergent strategies, high-
lighting the importance of strategic flexibility in
dynamic environments. Although Whittington [6]
further developed the contextual application of
these approaches, their integration remains insuf-
ficiently investigated. In particular, empirical evi-
dence is limited regarding how organizations can
effectively balance deliberate planning with emer-
gent adaptation, especially during high-impact
crises such as wars or pandemics. Existing studies
have generally examined these approaches sepa-
rately rather than as complementary components
of strategic management. The Strategic Leader-
ship Pyramid, which emphasizes the alignment of
strategic objectives across all organizational levels,
has been widely recognized in the literature [7].
However, its application in highly volatile and ra-
pidly changing environments, including armed
conflicts and pandemics, remains underexplored.
The mechanisms through which leadership can
maintain strategic alignment while ensuring or-
ganizational agility under crisis conditions con-
tinue to represent an open research question.

The distinction between corporate strategy, fo-
cused on portfolio management, and business
strategy, concerned with competitive positioning,
has been thoroughly established by Porter [8] and
Ansoff [9]. Nevertheless, the interaction between
these two strategic levels in multi-crisis environ-
ments, where organizations must simultaneously
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respond to global and local challenges, has re-
ceived relatively limited attention. Most existing
studies have treated corporate and business strat-
egies as separate and relatively static constructs
rather than as dynamic and interdependent ele-
ments of strategic management. The Resource-
Based View (RBV), developed by Barney [10],
has provided an important theoretical foundation
for explaining sustainable competitive advantage.
However, its application under conditions of ex-
treme environmental volatility remains insuffi-
ciently understood. In particular, limited atten-
tion has been paid to how organizations can sus-
tain competitive advantage when critical resources
are disrupted, depleted, or rapidly changing, as
occurs during major supply-chain disruptions.
Likewise, the relationship between the Resource-
Based View and Blue Ocean Strategy [11], which
emphasizes the creation of uncontested market
space, requires further investigation. Innovation
strategy, as discussed by Christensen [12], empha-
sizes the role of disruptive innovation in achie-
ving organizational growth. Blue Ocean Strategy
[13] complements this perspective by focusing on
market creation rather than direct competition.
However, relatively little research has examined
the risks and limitations associated with these app-
roaches under crisis conditions. Reference [14]
discusses practical approaches to crisis manage-
ment, including adaptive leadership, resource prio-
ritization, and scenario planning. However, the
study does not provide a detailed analysis of how
specific strategic tools, such as the VRIO frame-
work or PESTEL analysis, can be adapted to crisis
conditions. Reference [15] has examined typolo-
gies and taxonomies for classifying crises and the
corresponding response strategies. However, its
analysis has been limited to the IT industry,
thereby restricting the applicability of its findings
to other sectors. Reference [16] emphasizes the
role of data-driven decision-making and predic-
tive analytics in strategy formulation, particularly
under conditions of environmental uncertainty.
However, the study primarily addresses techno-
logical aspects without integrating them into
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broader strategic management frameworks. Re-
ference [17] examines organizational patterns of
generative Al adoption aimed at improving efhi-
ciency and fostering innovation but does not
consider the associated risks and limitations. Fi-
nally, studies [18—21] have collectively demonst-
rated the growing role of artificial intelligence in
shaping corporate strategy. Al technologies have
increasingly become integral components of cor-
porate foresight, enabling organizations to deve-
lop more data-driven, resilient, and adaptive stra-
tegies that respond effectively to rapidly changing
market conditions.

Despite the wealth of strategic frameworks, me-
thodologies, and tools available for corporate stra-
tegy development, there remains a significant gap
in structural guidance for organizations on how to
effectively navigate, select, and integrate these app-
roaches. Existing literature extensively describes
individual frameworks such as PESTEL analysis,
Porter’s Five Forces, VRIO, and Blue Ocean Stra-
tegy, highlighting their theoretical foundations
and applications. However, it often lacks a cohesive
structure that helps organizations determine:

1. When to use a specific framework based on
their unique organizational context, such as in-
dustry type, environmental stability, or strategic
objectives.

2. How to combine multiple frameworks to
create a holistic and adaptable strategy, especially
in complex and dynamic environments.

3. How to align these tools with organizational
goals and capabilities to ensure effective imp-
lementation and measurable outcomes.

This lack of structured information creates chal-
lenges for practitioners, as they are left to navigate
a fragmented landscape of methodologies without
clear recommendations on their applicability or
integration. As a result, organizations risk either
underutilizing valuable tools or misapplying fra-
meworks in ways that do not align with their stra-
tegic needs, leading to inefliciencies and subopti-
mal outcomes. Addressing this gap is crucial to
enhancing the practical utility of strategic frame-
works and empowering organizations to build ro-
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bust, contextually relevant, and adaptable corpo-
rate strategies. This article seeks to fill this gap by
classifying existing tools, providing actionable re-
commendations, and creating a decision-making
guide to help organizations map frameworks to their
specific contexts and integrate them effectively.

This article explores the science of strategy by
delving into foundational theories and frame-
works that shape corporate decision-making. By
examining their practical applications and outco-
mes, we aim to illuminate the pathways through
which organizations can achieve sustainable growth
and resilience in an era of unprecedented chal-
lenges and opportunities.

While existing literature extensively discusses
strategic frameworks in theoretical contexts, there
remains a lack of empirical research on their
practical application within complex organiza-
tional structures. This study addresses this gap by
examining real-life case studies, providing tan-
gible insights into how strategic models function
in dynamic business environments.

The study aims to demonstrate how organiza-
tions can optimize strategy development by tailo-
ring framework selection to industry-specific needs
and through case studies to highlight the successes
and limitations of various strategic models across
distinct business units.

This study explores the application of strategic
frameworks in the development of tailored stra-
tegies within an M-structured organization or
multidivisional structure (M-form), is a corpo-
rate structure where a company is divided into
multiple semi-autonomous business units or di-
visions. Each division operates independently, of-
ten with its own management team, strategy, and
financial responsibilities, while being overseen by
a central corporate headquarters that provides
strategic direction, resource allocation, and over-
all governance. Using the example of Intellias, a
global software outsourcing company, and its
Digital Segment, comprising five independently
operating Business Units — Travel, Healthcare,
High-Tech, iGaming, and Agritech — this analy-
sis demonstrates how leaders within these units
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approached the strategic process by leveraging
the categorized frameworks.

The M-structure allows each Business Unit to
function relatively autonomously, enabling cus-
tomized strategies to address the unique demands
of their respective markets. However, this inde-
pendence also presents challenges in ensuring
alignment with the overarching corporate strate-
gy. The categorization of frameworks across the
five stages of strategy formulation and implemen-
tation — Environmental Analysis, Strategic Op-
tions, Strategy Design, Implementation, and Mo-
nitoring and Refinement — provided a structured
methodology for decision-making.

These case studies illustrate the decision-ma-
king processes of Business Unit leaders as they
selected and applied different frameworks to their
unique contexts. The analysis highlights succes-
ses, inefficiencies, and lessons learned over a one-
year period, offering insights into the strategic dy-
namics of a diversified organization. The outcomes
of these strategies reveal patterns of effective
framework utilization, areas of misalignment, and
the challenges of integrating independent Business
Unit strategies into a cohesive corporate vision.

The following case studies delve into each Bu-
siness Unit’s journey, providing practical examp-
les of how frameworks were chosen, adapted, and
evaluated. These narratives aim to serve as a guide
for academics and practitioners seeking to under-
stand the application of strategic methodologies
in complex organizational structures. Strategic
frameworks and methodologies provide struc-
tured approaches for organizations to analyze their
environment, generate strategic options, design
actionable plans, implement strategies, and con-
tinuously refine them. These tools help businesses
navigate complex decision-making by offering in-
sights into market dynamics, competitive positio-
ning, resource allocation, and operational execu-
tion. While some frameworks focus on under-
standing external factors (e.g., PESTEL, Porter’s
Five Forces), others guide strategic planning (e.g.,
Ansoff Matrix, Blue Ocean Strategy), organiza-
tional alignment (e.g., McKinsey 7S, Balanced

7



Reznikov, R. B.

Scorecard), execution management (e.g., OKRs,
Lean Startup), and ongoing adaptation (e.g., Dy-
namic Capabilities, Emergent Strategy). The fol-
lowing Table categorizes key strategic tools, out-
lining their strengths, limitations, and applicabi-
lity in different business contexts.

In an M-structured organization, the company
is divided into several business units, each ope-
rating independently with its own strategy. While
each unit focuses on its specific goals and objec-
tives, all strategies are aligned and correlated with
the overall corporate vision. This ensures that de-
spite their autonomy, the business units cont-
ribute collectively to the company’s success, fos-
tering collaboration and coherence across the
organization. In this article presented approach
of each Business Unit to create own Strategy.
Alignment of these strategies between each other
is out of scope of this article.

CASE STUDY 1:
BUSINESS UNIT TRAVEL

The Travel Business Unit operates independently

within the M-structured Intellias Digital Segment.

It addresses software needs in travel management,

booking systems, and logistics optimization. This

Business Unit faced the challenge of choosing stra-

tegic frameworks suitable for its dynamic and

competitive market while ensuring alignment with
the broader Digital Segment’s objectives. The ca-
tegorization of strategic frameworks (Table 1) ser-
ved as the foundation for the selection process at
each stage of the strategy cycle. The Travel Busi-
ness Unitbegan by identifying frameworks for
understanding the external and internal environ-
ment (Table 1). The leadership team shortlisted

PESTEL Analysis and Porter’s Five Forces, con-

sidering their relevance to the travel industry.

o PESTEL Analysis was initially selected to pro-
vide a macro-level understanding of factors
like economic trends and environmental con-
cerns. The team used it to assess the regulatory
impact of data privacy laws and the technolo-
gical shift toward Al in travel.

# Porter’s Five Forces was chosen to complement
PESTEL by offering a deeper focus on the com-
petitive landscape. It provided insights into
buyer power, threats from substitutes like direct-
to-consumer platforms, and supplier dynamics.
Process of Selection: The leadership team con-

ducted a comparative review using the criteria of

ease of application, depth of insights, and resource
requirements. PESTEL offered broad contextual
insights but required customization for dynamic
changes in the travel industry, while Porter’s Five

Forces was deemed more actionable for immedi-

ate competitive analysis.

To generate and prioritize growth strategies,
the team referred to frameworks in Table 1. They
shortlisted the Ansoft Matrix and Blue Ocean Stra-
tegy based on their capacity to suggest actio-
nable paths for innovation and market expan-
sion (Table 1).

+ The Ansoft Matrix was chosen first, as it provi-
ded a structured way to explore growth through
market penetration and product development.
This was particularly useful for short-term
planning.

+ The Blue Ocean Strategy was considered next
for identitying untapped market opportunities
and long-term differentiation. The team brain-
stormed ideas for innovative subscription mo-
dels but struggled with the high level of abst-
raction required for initial application.

A pilot approach was adopted: the team app-
lied both frameworks to a specific use case — de-
veloping an Al-driven itinerary planner. The An-
soff Matrix has been proved more effective for
short-term actionable decisions, while Blue Ocean
Strategy is retained for future innovation projects
due to its resource-intensive nature.

When structuring the strategic roadmap (Table 1),
the team chose the Balanced Scorecard for its abili-
ty to align measurable objectives with organizatio-
nal goals. They also explored the Three Horizons
Framework to balance immediate, mid-term, and
long-term initiatives.

+ Balanced Scorecard: The leadership team app-
reciated its clarity in linking strategic objectives
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Table 1. Frameworks and Methodologies for Strategy Development

Framework/Tool

Pros

Cons

PESTEL Analysis [22]

Porter’s Five Forces [23]

SWOT (Strengths, Weaknes-
ses, Opportunities, Threats)
Analysis [28]

CAGE (Cultural, Adminis-
trative, Geographic, Econo-
mic) Framework [29]

Scenario Planning [23, 30]

TOWS (Threats, Opportuni-
ties, Weaknesses, Strengths)
Matrix [56]

Risk-Return Tradeoff Mo-
del [44]

Ansoff Matrix [25, 36]

BCG (Boston Consulting
Group) Growth-Share Mat-
rix [37]

Blue Ocean Strategy [32]

Core Competence Frame-
work [31]

VRIO Framework [24]

VRIN(Value, Rarity, Imita-
bility, Non-substitutability)
Framework [58]

. Tools for Environmental Analysis (Understanding Context)

Identifies macro trends; considers political,
economic, social, technological, environmen-
tal, and legal factors for comprehensive insight

Offers detailed insights into industry competi-
tiveness by analyzing supplier power, buyer
power, competitive rivalry, threat of substitu-
tes, and threat of new entrants

Simple and widely recognized; balances inter-
nal (strengths and weaknesses) and external
(opportunities and threats) factors

Effectively assesses global challenges and cross-
border factors such as cultural, administrative,
geographic, and economic differences

Flexible and adaptable for analyzing future un-
certainties and multiple possible scenarios

Provides a structured way to prioritize strategic
actions by linking external opportunities/threats
to internal strengths/weaknesses

Balances risks and rewards, aiding decision-
making in uncertain scenarios with financial

metrics

B. Strategic Options (Generating and Prioritizing

Simple and easy-to-use framework for explo-
ring growth strategies through market penetra-
tion, market development, product develop-
ment, and diversification

Helps prioritize investment by categorizing bu-
siness units or products into cash cows, stars,
question marks, and dogs

Encourages innovation by identifying untap-
ped markets and creating new demand, redu-
cing competition

Focuses on leveraging long-term organizational
strengths to gain a competitive edge

Prioritizes resources and capabilities that provi-
de sustainable competitive advantage (Valuable,
Rare, Inimitable, Organized)

Builds on VRIO by emphasizing differentiation
of resources (Valuable, Rare, Inimitable, Non-

substitutable)
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Static; lacks real-time adaptability
to rapidly changing conditions

Limited adaptability in dynamic
and fast-evolving markets

Oversimplifies complex dynamics;
heavily dependent on the quality
of input data

Limited applicability for domestic
or localized strategies

Resource-intensive; requires deep
expertise and significant time in-
vestment

Relies heavily on the quality of the
SWOT analysis it builds upon

Opverly focused on financial aspects;
may ignore qualitative or long-term
implications

Ideas)

Oversimplifies complex strategic
decisions; lacks consideration for
external dynamics

Static; ignores market dynamics and
external factors influencing cate-
gories

High-risk execution; requires sig-
nificant investment with uncertain
outcomes

Requires significant introspection;
may overlook external market shifts

Ignores external arket dynamics;
better suited for internal analysis

Neglects external trends; limited
application for broader strategic
planning
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Continuation of Table 1

Framework/Tool

Pros

Cons

Global Strategy Diamond
(45]

Jobs-to-be-Done Framework
(JTBD) [60]

McKinsey 7S Framework
(26]

OGSM (Objectives, Goals,
Strategies, Measures) Frame-
work [47]

Balanced Scorecard [33, 55]

Playing to Win Framework
[46]

Three Horizons Framework
[39, 41]

Hoshin Kanri [40]

RACI (Responsible, Accoun-
table, Consulted, Informed)
Matrix [42]

OKRs (Objectives and Key
Results) [48]

SAFE Framework (Scaled
Agile) [57]

Lean Startup Methodology
(50]

Design Thinking Framework
(51]

10

Provides a comprehensive approach to market
entry strategies by addressing arenas, vehicles,
differentiators, staging, and economic logic

Shifts strategic focus to solving customer needs
and desired outcomes rather than just product
features

C. Strategy Design (Creating the Roadmap)

Aligns key organizational elements (strategy,
structure, systems, shared values, skills, staff, and
style) for cohesive implementation

Aligns overarching objectives with specific, mea-
surable goals, strategies, and actions for clear
direction

Provides a structured way to link strategy with
performance metrics across financial, customer,
internal processes, and learning perspectives

Offers clear guidance on strategic decision-ma-
king by focusing on winning aspirations, mar-
ket positioning, and core capabilities

Balances short-term performance with long-
term growth by managing current business,
scaling, and innovation initiatives

Aligns organizational goals with daily activities
and ensures strategic focus through consistent
review cycles

D. Strategy Implementation (Executing the Pla

Clearly defines roles and responsibilities, ensu-
ring accountability and reducing confusion in
execution

Drives focus and alignment across teams through
measurable and actionable goals

Facilitates enterprise-wide agility by integrating
scaled agile practices for large organizations

Promotes rapid experimentation and iteration,
making it highly adaptable in uncertain or
evolving environments

Encourages creativity and user-centered prob-
lem-solving through iterative design processes

ISS.

Limited focus on cultural and lo-
cal factors that may significantly
impact strategy

Requires deep customer insights
and data, which may be resource-
intensive to obtain

Difficult to prioritize elements; re-
quires thorough organizational un-
derstanding

Can become overly rigid and fail to
adapt to unforeseen changes

Requires cultural alignment and or-
ganizational buy-in; expanded ver-
sion adds complexity with ESG (En-
vironmental, Social, Governance)
metrics

Assumes stable market dynamics;
less effective in highly volatile en-
vironments

Requires significant foresight and
disciplined execution; challenging
to allocate resources effectively

Requires disciplined execution and
can be challenging in decentralized
or large organizations

n)

Limited to role-based challenges;
may not address broader organi-
zational complexities

Relies on organizational discipline
and regular reviews to remain ef-
fective

Requires significant cultural chan-
ge and training to implement ef-
fectively

Less effective in highly regulated
industries or for long-term, stable
business models

Time-intensive and may require cul-
tural shifts for organizations unac-
customed to iterative development

N 2409-9066. Sci. innov. 2026. 22(5)
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End of Table 1

Framework/Tool

Pros

Cons

Lean Six Sigma [53]

ADKAR (Awareness, Desire,
Knowledge, Ability, Rein-
forcement) Change Manage-
ment Framework [59]

Balanced Scorecard (Expan-

ded) [55]
Dynamic Capabilities Fra-
mework [38]

Deliberate Strategy [34]

Emergent Strategy [35]

Hockey Stick Growth Mo-
del [49]

Value Proposition Canvas

Drives efficiency and quality by combining Lean
principles with Six Sigma’s focus on reducing
variability
Simplifies change processes by focusing on
Awareness, Desire, Knowledge, Ability, and Rein-
forcement

Less effective in creative or highly
innovative industries

Limited effectiveness in addressing
highly complex or large-scale trans-
formations

E. Monitoring and Refinement (Adapting the Strategy)

Integrates traditional performance metrics with
environmental, social, and governance (ESG)
goals for a holistic approach

Emphasizes the ability to adapt and reconfigure
resources in response to changing environments
Provides a clear and focused roadmap for achie-
ving specific goals

Allows for flexibility and adaptability by deve-
loping strategy incrementally in uncertain con-
ditions

Effective for tracking growth trajectories in in-
novation-driven companies, highlighting po-
tential rapid scaling

Focuses on aligning product/service features

Complex implementation; requires
extensive data and organizational
alignment

Conceptually complex; challenging
to operationalize effectively
Inflexible in volatile environments
where rapid adaptation is required
Lacks predictability; may lead to
inconsistent outcomes without clear
guiding principles

Unrealistic in slow-growth indust-
ries; overly optimistic for many
scenarios

Narrow in scope; does not address

[54]

with customer needs for better market fit

broader strategic considerations

Source: created by author.

to performance metrics. They found it particu-

larly helpful for operationalizing goals like re-

ducing development cycle times and impro-
ving customer satisfaction.

¢ Three Horizons Framework: This framework
added value by categorizing initiatives into dis-
tinct timelines. However, its application requi-
red significant foresight, which was challenging
for team members unfamiliar with long-term
strategic planning.

After initial struggles with the Three Horizons
Framework, the team incorporated a workshop to
simplify the process, focusing on practical examp-
les from similar industries. The Balanced Score-
card emerged as the primary tool for strategy de-
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sign, with the Three Horizons Framework as a

supplementary resource.

During the implementation phase (Table 1),
the RACI Matrix was selected to assign roles and
responsibilities clearly. This was particularly im-
portant in the Travel Business Unit’s M-structured
setup, where collaboration across multiple inde-
pendent teams was essential.

+ RACI Matrix: The team held an alignment ses-
sion to ensure clarity in responsibilities. While
effective for defining roles, the matrix revealed
gaps in inter-Business Unit workflows, requi-
ring additional coordination mechanisms.

The team evaluated alternatives like OKRs for
driving focus but found the RACI Matrix more
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suitable for addressing immediate role-based ac-

countability. However, they recognized the need

for complementary tools to manage cross-func-
tional collaboration.

For monitoring and refinement (Table 1), the
leadership team tested the Balanced Scorecard
(Expanded) and the Emergent Strategy framework.
+ Balanced Scorecard (Expanded): Although the

expanded version initially showed promise, in-

corporating ESG metrics increased its comp-
lexity and required additional implementation
expertise.

o Emergent Strategy: This framework was int-
roduced mid-year to address rapidly changing
market conditions. The team conducted bi-
monthly reviews to incorporate emerging trends
into the strategic roadmap.

The team realized that the Expanded Balanced
Scorecard required more resources than anticipa-
ted, leading them to prioritize Emergent Strategy
for short-term adaptability. They retained the Ba-
lanced Scorecard for tracking core metrics while
refining its ESG components incrementally.

Lessons Learned:

1. Framework selection benefits from pilot tes-
ting on specific use cases, ensuring tools fit both
the team’s capabilities and the industry’s dynamics.

2. A combination of complementary frame-
works often yields better results than reliance on
a single tool, as demonstrated by the joint appli-
cation of PESTEL and Porter’s Five Forces.

3. Frameworks requiring extensive foresight or
resource investment, like the Three Horizons Fra-
mework and Blue Ocean Strategy, should be int-
roduced gradually and supplemented with hands-
on training.

4. The flexibility of emergent approaches can
mitigate the challenges posed by rigid, pre-plan-
ned frameworks in dynamic industries.

The Travel Business Unit demonstrated several
strengths in its approach to strategic framework
selection. The effective use of complementary fra-
meworks, such as PESTEL Analysis and Porter’s
Five Forces, provided a well-rounded understan-
ding of the external environment. This dual app-
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roach ensured the team considered both broad
macroeconomic trends and immediate competi-
tive dynamics. Additionally, the Ansoff Matrix
has been proved practical for prioritizing action-
able growth strategies, particularly in market and
product development. The team also effectively
piloted the Blue Ocean Strategy on an innovative
subscription model, allowing them to explore long-
term differentiation without overcommitting re-
sources. The RACI Matrix successfully clarified
accountability during the implementation phase,
reducing confusion and ensuring individual roles
were well-defined. Moreover, the integration of
Emergent Strategy mid-process enabled the Busi-
ness Unit to adapt proactively to rapidly changing
market conditions. The structured categorization
of frameworks into stages further streamlined de-
cision-making, ensuring logical and purposeful
tool application.

However, there were areas for improvement. The
reliance on resource-intensive frameworks, such
as the Balanced Scorecard (Expanded) and Blue
Ocean Strategy, strained the team’s capacity. A pha-
sed or simplified approach to implementing these
tools might have been more practical. Challenges
with long-term planning emerged when applying
the Three Horizons Framework, highlighting a need
for additional training or simpler methods to en-
hance its usability. Collaboration across the M-struc-
ture remained a challenge, even with the clarity
provided by the RACI Matrix, suggesting the need
for better communication and workflow integra-
tion tools. Monitoring insights from the Balanced
Scorecard (Expanded) were underutilized due to
the complexity of integrating ESG metrics, which
delayed actionable insights. Testing frameworks
like Blue Ocean Strategy without clear operation-
alization plans also reduced their effectiveness.

To address these challenges, the Travel Business
Unit could benefit from enhanced training and
awareness programs to improve the understanding
of resource-intensive frameworks. Introducing col-
laboration tools or processes would facilitate better
communication and coordination across Business
Units. Adopting a phased approach to complex
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frameworks, starting with smaller applications,
would allow the team to build confidence and ex-
pertise. Simplifying monitoring metrics, such as
beginning with a standard Balanced Scorecard
and gradually integrating ESG components, could
deliver more immediate value. Finally, conduc-
ting pilot tests of unfamiliar frameworks on smal-
ler projects would provide a controlled environ-
ment for evaluation and refinement before full
deployment. By building on its strengths and add-
ressing these areas for improvement, the Travel
Business Unit can refine its strategic framework
selection process for greater effectiveness and ef-
ficiency in future cycles.

CASE STUDY 2: HEALTHCARE
BUSINESS UNIT OF INTELLIAS
DIGITAL SEGMENT

The Healthcare Business Unit within Intellias Di-
gital Segment specializes in developing software
solutions for electronic health records (EHRs),
telemedicine, and patient management systems.
Operating in a highly regulated and innovation-
driven sector, the Business Unit faces challenges
such as compliance with global health regula-
tions, rapid technological advancements, and in-
creasing customer demand for secure, scalable,
and efficient solutions. The strategic framework
categorization (Table 1) guided the leadership
team in selecting the most appropriate tools for
each stage of strategy definition.

To assess its external and internal environment,
the Healthcare Business Unit leadership selected
CAGE Framework and Scenario Planning. The
CAGE Framework was used to analyze cross-bor-
der challenges such as varying regulatory require-
ments, cultural expectations in healthcare delive-
ry, and economic disparities affecting technology
adoption in different regions. This analysis has been
proved valuable in identifying key markets with
high potential for telemedicine solutions. Comp-
lementing this, Scenario Planning helped the
team anticipate regulatory changes and disrup-
tions, such as new data privacy laws or the emer-
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gence of pandemics, which could significantly
impact operations.

The decision to use both frameworks was based
on their ability to provide macro and forward-
looking insights. While CAGE offered a structured
way to evaluate regional markets, Scenario Plan-
ning added flexibility to prepare for uncertainties.
However, Scenario Planning initially overwhelmed
the team due to its complexity, prompting addi-
tional sessions to simplify its application.

The Business Unit explored strategic options
using the Core Competence Framework and Jobs-
to-be-Done (JTBD) Framework. The Core Com-
petence Framework helped identify the Business
Unit’s strengths in scalable telemedicine platforms
and robust compliance solutions. These were posi-
tioned as key competitive advantages to differen-
tiate the Business Unit from competitors. Mean-
while, the JTBD Framework shifted the focus from
internal capabilities to customer needs, uncove-
ring new opportunities to address pain points
such as fragmented patient data and limited ac-
cessibility in underserved regions.

Both frameworks were effective, but their app-
lication revealed contrasting challenges. The Core
Competence Framework required significant in-
trospection and was time-intensive, while the JTBD
Framework necessitated extensive customer re-
search. Despite these challenges, the combination
of these tools offered a balanced perspective on
internal strengths and external opportunities.

For strategy design, the Healthcare Business Unit
opted to use components of Hoshin Kanri method
and the OGSM Framework. Hoshin Kanri provi-
ded a structured approach to align BusinessUnit
goals with daily operations, ensuring that regula-
tory compliance, innovation, and customer satis-
faction were integrated into actionable plans. On
the other hand, the OGSM Framework simplified
the alignment of high-level objectives with mea-
surable goals, strategies, and tactics, offering cla-
rity to all stakeholders.

Hoshin Kanri has proved effective in translating
complex strategic objectives into manageable ope-
rational tasks. However, its disciplined implemen-
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tation was challenging in the fast-paced healthcare
environment. By contrast, the OGSM Framework
was easier to implement but required frequent up-
dates to remain effective under rapidly changing
conditions. Ultimately, the two frameworks com-
plemented one another: Hoshin Kanri supported
operational alignment, whereas the OGSM Fra-
mework enhanced clarity in strategic planning.

During the implementation phase, the Health-
care Business Unit chose SAFE Framework (Sca-
led Agile) and Lean Six Sigma to execute its stra-
tegy. The SAFE Framework facilitated enterprise
agility by enabling rapid iterations and alignment
across teams, particularly in developing new tele-
medicine features. Lean Six Sigma was deployed
to optimize processes, reduce defects in EHR in-
tegrations, and ensure compliance with stringent
healthcare standards.

While the SAFE Framework improved adapta-
bility and collaboration, it required significant cul-
tural changes and training to implement effecti-
vely. Lean Six Sigma excelled in process efficiency
but struggled to accommodate creative problem-
solving, which was often required in innovative
projects. The Business Unit recognized that SAFE’s
agility and Lean Six Sigmas process discipline
needed to work in tandem for optimal results.

To monitor and refine the strategy, the team re-
lied on the Balanced Scorecard (Expanded) and
TOWS Matrix. The Balanced Scorecard (Expanded)
provided a comprehensive view of performance
metrics, including financial, customer, internal
processes, and ESG considerations. However, the
complexity of integrating ESG metrics into the
existing scorecard delayed its full adoption. The
TOWS Matrix, on the other hand, prioritized
strategic actions by linking identified threats and
opportunities to internal strengths and weak-
nesses. This helped the team remain agile in add-
ressing compliance challenges and emerging mar-
ket demands.

The team found that the Balanced Scorecard was
more suitable for long-term monitoring, while
the TOWS Matrix provided immediate guidance
for addressing short-term challenges. Both tools
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were effective but required consistent review cyc-
les to maintain relevance.

The Healthcare Business Unit effectively used
frameworks like the CAGE Framework and Sce-
nario Planning to gain a nuanced understanding
of market dynamics and regulatory challenges.
The combination of Core Competence and JTBD
frameworks provided a balanced approach to in-
ternal capabilities and customer needs. Hoshin
Kanri and the OGSM Framework were instrumen-
tal in aligning strategic goals with day-to-day ope-
rations, while SAFE and Lean Six Sigma enabled
agile and eflicient implementation. Monitoring
tools like the Balanced Scorecard (Expanded)
and TOWS Matrix ensured ongoing adaptability
and performance tracking.

The application of resource-intensive frameworks
like Scenario Planning and the Balanced Scorecard
(Expanded) highlighted the need for simplified
processes and better training. Cultural resistance to
the SAFE Framework slowed its adoption, sugges-
ting a need for a phased implementation approach.
Additionally, the Lean Six Sigma framework’s rigi-
dity sometimes conflicted with the creative require-
ments of innovative projects. Finally, the complexity
of integrating ESG metrics into monitoring pro-
cesses delayed actionable insights, indicating the
importance of incremental implementation.

CASE STUDY 3: IGAMING BUSINESS
UNIT OF INTELLIAS DIGITAL SEGMENT

The iGaming Business Unit within Intellias Digi-
tal Segment focuses on developing platforms for
online gaming, gambling, and sports betting. Op-
erating in a fast-paced and highly competitive
market, the Business Unit faced challenges such
as evolving consumer preferences, regulatory rest-
rictions, and the need to integrate cutting-edge
technologies like blockchain and VR. Given the
dynamic nature of the industry, the leadership
team sought to apply strategic frameworks from
the categorized list (Table 1) to craft and refine its
strategy. However, early applications of tools used
successfully by other Business Units yielded un-
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satisfactory results, prompting the selection of

alternative frameworks.

The leadership initially applied the PESTEL Ana-
lysis and CAGE Framework, following the suc-
cess of these tools in the Travel and Healthcare
Business Units.

+ PESTEL Analysis: While it highlighted techno-
logical opportunities such as blockchain adop-
tion and identified political risks related to gamb-
ling regulations, the insights were too broad
and lacked the specificity required to address
immediate industry dynamics.

¢ CAGE Framework: Although useful in the
Healthcare Business Unitfor cross-border chal-
lenges, the CAGE analysis in iGaming failed to
offer actionable differentiation. The regulatory
and cultural factors it emphasized were already
well-known to the team and aligned with exist-
ing compliance efforts.

Outcome: The team found these tools insuffi-
ciently focused for the iGaming sector, where
rapid changes in consumer behaviour and tech-
nological trends demanded a more granular, real-
time approach.

Alternative Selection: The team turned to Scena-
rio Planning, which allowed them to develop stra-
tegies for potential regulatory changes and techno-
logical breakthroughs. This framework provided
the flexibility to anticipate scenarios like the le-
galization of online betting in new markets or ra-
pid adoption of blockchain technologies.

For strategic growth planning, the iGaming Bu-
siness Unitfirst attempted to use the Ansoftf Matrix
and Core Competence Framework, as success-
tully applied in the Travel and Healthcare Busi-
ness Units.

+ Ansoff Matrix: While effective in the Travel Bu-
siness Unit, the matrix oversimplified the comp-
lexities of the iGaming market. For instance,
expanding into new markets was not merely a
“market development” decision but involved
navigating diverse regulatory frameworks, which
the matrix did not address.

o Core Competence Framework: This tool was
less effective in iGaming because it focused in-
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ternally, whereas the Business Unit needed to

emphasize external customer demands and

market trends.

Outcome: Both frameworks failed to guide deci-
sions effectively, as they lacked adaptability to the
highly dynamic and fragmented iGaming industry.

Alternative Selection: The Business Unit adop-
ted the Blue Ocean Strategy and Jobs-to-be-Done
(JTBD) Framework. The Blue Ocean Strategy was
instrumental in identifying untapped opportuni-
ties in gamification and loyalty programs for ca-
sual gamers, steering away from oversaturated
competitive segments. The JTBD Framework hel-
ped uncover pain points for users, such as seam-
less wallet integration for cryptocurrencies, and
guided the development of solutions tailored to
customer needs.

Initially, the team chose Hoshin Kanri, influen-
ced by its successful application in the Healthcare
Business Unit.

+ Hoshin Kanri: Although it provided a structu-
red alignment between strategic goals and dai-
ly tasks, the rigid implementation struggled to
keep pace with the rapid innovations required
in iGaming. The team often found itself const-
rained by the structured approach when quick
pivots were necessary.

Outcome: The overly disciplined nature of Ho-
shin Kanri proved unsuitable for the iGaming con-
text, where agility is a key competitive advantage.

Alternative Selection: The Business Unit switched
to the OGSM Framework for its simplicity and fo-
cus. This framework allowed them to quickly out-
line objectives, measurable goals, and actionable
strategies, aligning with the fast-moving nature of
the iGaming industry. OGSM proved particularly
useful for short-term initiatives like launching
VR gaming features and blockchain integration.

For implementation, the iGaming Business Unit
initially relied on the Lean Six Sigma framework, fol-
lowing its success in the Healthcare Business Unit.
# Lean Six Sigma: While effective in reducing de-

fects and ensuring process efficiency in Healthca-

re, it fell short in iGaming due to its rigid focus
on operational consistency. Innovation-driven
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projects, such as designing blockchain-based

betting systems, were hindered by the frame-

work’s lack of flexibility.

The tool stifled creative problem-solving and de-
layed the progress of high-priority projects, ma-
king it clear that a more adaptive framework was
needed. The Business Unit adopted the SAFE Fra-
mework (Scaled Agile), which provided the flexibi-
lity to iterate rapidly on innovative projects. SAFE’s
iterative cycles allowed teams to continuously imp-
rove features like live game streaming and cryp-
tocurrency payments based on user feedback.

Initially, the Business Unit implemented the
Balanced Scorecard (Expanded) to monitor its
strategy, inspired by its use in the Healthcare Bu-
siness Unit.

+ Balanced Scorecard (Expanded): While com-
prehensive, the inclusion of ESG metrics and a
broad set of KPIs created complexity and dilu-
ted the focus on critical performance metrics.
The team struggled to extract actionable insights
in a timely manner.

The tool's complexity overwhelmed the Business
Unit, slowing down decision-making in a fast-pa-
ced industry. The team replaced it with the TOWS
Matrix, which provided a more agile approach by
linking threats and opportunities directly to in-
ternal strengths and weaknesses. This stream-
lined monitoring and enabled quicker responses
to challenges like regulatory changes and techno-
logical disruptions.

The Business Unit’s ability to pivot and test al-
ternative frameworks demonstrated adaptability
and a commitment to finding the best tools for its
dynamic industry. The use of Scenario Planning
helped anticipate and prepare for regulatory shifts
and technological disruptions. The Blue Ocean Stra-
tegy and JTBD Framework uncovered innovative
opportunities in casual gaming and cryptocurren-
cy integration. The OGSM Framework and SAFE
Framework enabled quick execution of projects,
aligning well with the fast-moving iGaming mar-
ket. Finally, the TOWS Matrix offered a practical
and agile approach to monitoring, ensuring time-
ly responses to industry challenges.
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The initial over-reliance on frameworks success-
tul in other Business Units highlighted the need for
a more tailored approach. Frameworks like PESTEL,
CAGE, and Lean Six Sigma, while effective elsewhe-
re, lacked the adaptability required in iGaming. Ear-
lier pilot testing of these tools could have identified
their limitations sooner, avoiding delays. Additio-
nally, the team could have invested in better trai-
ning to simplify the application of complex frame-
works like the Balanced Scorecard (Expanded).

CASE STUDY 4: HIGH-TECH
BUSINESS UNIT OF INTELLIAS
DIGITAL SEGMENT

The High-Tech Business Unit at Intellias focuses on

cutting-edge software solutions, including Al IoT,

and edge computing. Operating in a highly inno-
vative and competitive environment, the Business

Unit faced challenges such as rapid technology

obsolescence, intense global competition, and the

need to consistently deliver innovative solutions.

The Business Unitattempted to leverage frame-

works successfully used by other Business Units

but faced mixed results, prompting them to ad-
just their approach using the categorization from

Appendices A-F.

The leadership began by applying Scenario Plan-
ning and Porter’s Five Forces, inspired by their use
in the Travel and iGaming Business Units.

# Scenario Planning: Initially chosen for its ability
to model uncertain technological advancements
and potential disruptions, the framework pro-
ved overly complex and resource-intensive. The
Business Unit struggled to generate actionable
scenarios due to the unpredictable nature of
the high-tech industry.

# Porter’s Five Forces: While it highlighted in-
tense competitive rivalry and the high threat
of new entrants, the framework’ static nature
was insufficient for the rapidly evolving high-
tech market.

Outcome: Both frameworks provided valuable
insights but fell short of addressing the fast pace
of change and the need for real-time adaptability.
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Alternative Selection: The team pivoted to using
the Dynamic Capabilities Framework, which em-
phasized the Business Unit’s ability to reconfigure
and adapt resources to technological and market
shifts. This framework provided a more flexible
and iterative approach, aligning better with the
demands of the high-tech industry.

To generate strategic growth options, the High-
Tech Business Unit initially relied on the Blue
Ocean Strategy and Ansoff Matrix, inspired by
their effectiveness in the iGaming and Travel Bu-
siness Units.

# Blue Ocean Strategy: The framework’s focus on
creating untapped market opportunities ini-
tially seemed promising but failed to yield ac-
tionable insights due to the high-tech sector’s
reliance on existing technological ecosystems
and partnerships.

o Ansoff Matrix: While effective for simpler in-
dustries, it oversimplified the complexity of in-
tegrating emerging technologies into new mar-
kets and underestimated the need for ecosystem
alignment.

Outcome: Neither framework adequately add-
ressed the interconnected and fast-moving nature
of the high-tech sector.

Alternative Selection: The Business Unit adopted
the Jobs-to-be-Done (JTBD) Framework to identi-
ty specific customer needs, such as optimizing edge
computing for real-time analytics. This framework
provided a granular, user-focused perspective, hel-
ping the team design solutions tailored to evol-
ving demands. Additionally, the VRIO Framework
was used to assess and prioritize unique capabili-
ties, such as proprietary Al algorithms, which gave
the Business Unita competitive edge.

The team initially chose the OGSM Framework
for strategy design, as it was successful in the iGa-
ming Business Unit, but its rigid structure pre-
sented challenges in aligning with the Business
Unit’s need for continuous innovation.

+ OGSM Framework: While useful for setting mea-
surable goals, the framework’ linear approach
failed to accommodate the iterative develop-
ment cycles required for high-tech innovation.
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Outcome: The OGSM Framework proved insuf-
ficiently flexible for the Business Unit’s dynamic
needs.

Alternative Selection: The team turned to the
Three Horizons Framework, which allowed them
to balance current projects (Horizon 1), scaling
innovations (Horizon 2), and exploring emerging
technologies (Horizon 3). This frameworKk’s for-
ward-looking structure aligned well with the Bu-
siness Unit’s innovation-driven focus.

For strategy execution, the Business Unit initial-
ly tried SAFE Framework (Scaled Agile), inspired by
its successful use in the iGaming Business Unit.

o SAFE Framework: While it facilitated agility in
other Business Units, its enterprise-wide focus
created inefliciencies in the high-tech context,
where smaller, specialized teams drive innova-
tion. The framework’ layers of coordination
slowed decision-making.

Outcome: SAFE proved overly complex and
cumbersome for the High-Tech Business Unit’s
fast-paced and decentralized workflows.

Alternative Selection: The Business Unit adop-
ted Lean Startup Methodology, which allowed for
rapid prototyping, iterative testing, and quick pi-
vots. This methodology was more suited to the
experimental nature of high-tech projects, enab-
ling the team to validate ideas and minimize risks.

The Business Unit initially applied the Balan-
ced Scorecard (Expanded) to monitor performan-
ce, inspired by its application in the Healthcare
Business Unit.

+ Balanced Scorecard (Expanded): The compre-
hensive nature of this framework provided broad
insights, but the integration of ESG metrics
and a wide range of KPIs created complexity.
The focus on long-term metrics conflicted with
the Business Unit’s need for quick adaptability.
Outcome: The framework’s complexity redu-

ced its practicality in the high-tech sector, where

short-term iteration is critical.

Alternative Selection: The team opted for the
Emergent Strategy framework, which allowed
them to adjust their approach dynamically based
on real-time feedback from projects and market
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trends. This framework proved invaluable for re-
fining solutions like IoT platforms and Al models
based on user and client feedback.

The High-Tech Business Unit demonstrated
flexibility in adjusting its framework selection to
better suit its industry. The adoption of the Dyna-
mic Capabilities Framework provided a solid foun-
dation for navigating rapid technological shifts. The
JTBD Framework enabled the team to align closely
with customer needs, while the Three Horizons
Framework supported a balanced focus on current
projects and future innovations. The Lean Startup
Methodology proved particularly effective in dri-
ving rapid experimentation and minimizing risks.
Finally, the Emergent Strategy framework ensured
adaptability, allowing the Business Unit to refine
its approach based on evolving market demands.

The initial reliance on frameworks successful in
other Business Units, such as Scenario Planning,
Blue Ocean Strategy, and SAFE, revealed their
limitations in addressing the unique challenges of
the high-tech sector. Early pilot testing of these
tools could have identified their misalignment
sooner. The team also struggled with the comple-
xity of comprehensive frameworks like the Balan-
ced Scorecard (Expanded), suggesting the need for
simpler, more agile monitoring tools. Additional-
ly, better alignment between framework selection
and the Business Unit’s decentralized workflows
could have improved efficiency during implemen-
tation. By learning from these experiences and
adapting its approach, the High-Tech Business
Uni successfully refined its strategic framework
selection to align with the fast-paced, innovation-
driven demands of its industry. This case under-
scores the importance of tailoring framework
choices to industry-specific dynamics rather than
replicating successes from unrelated domains.

CASE STUDY 5: AGRITECH BUSINESS
UNIT OF INTELLIAS DIGITAL SEGMENT

The Agritech Business Unit of Intellias focuses on
developing digital solutions for precision agricul-
ture, supply chain optimization, and smart farming.

18

Operating in a sector driven by sustainability, tech-
nological adoption, and weather-related risks, the
Business Unit faced challenges such as adapting
to regional agricultural practices, addressing sus-
tainability demands, and competing with establi-
shed global players. While the team initially adop-
ted frameworks that proved successful in other

Business Units, their results varied, prompting

adjustments using the categorized tools from Ap-

pendices A—F.

The leadership team initially applied PESTEL
Analysis and Dynamic Capabilities Framework,
inspired by their effectiveness in the Travel and
High-Tech Business Units.

o PESTEL Analysis: This framework identified
macro-level trends such as government subsi-
dies for sustainable farming (political), increas-
ing adoption of IoT devices (technological),
and growing concerns over climate change (en-
vironmental). However, the broad nature of in-
sights made it difficult to connect findings to
specific strategies.

+ Dynamic Capabilities Framework: While use-
ful in the High-Tech Business Unit, its empha-
sis on adapting resources to changing environ-
ments was too abstract for Agritech’s need to
address region-specific agricultural practices.
Outcome: Both frameworks provided valuable

but high-level insights that lacked actionable

specificity for Agritech’s challenges.

Alternative Selection: The team turned to the
CAGE Framework, which allowed for a more
granular analysis of regional differences in cul-
tural, administrative, geographic, and economic
factors. This framework enabled the team to tai-
lor solutions for local farming communities, par-
ticularly in regions with varying levels of techno-
logical adoption.

To identify and prioritize strategic growth op-
tions, the Agritech Business Unit initially used Blue
Ocean Strategy and Core Competence Framework,
inspired by their application in the iGaming and
Healthcare Business Units.

# Blue Ocean Strategy: The framework’ focus on
creating uncontested market spaces was promi-
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sing but proved impractical in a highly fragmen-

ted and competitive sector like agriculture, whe-

re local incumbents dominate.

+ Core Competence Framework: While this tool
helped identify internal strengths like AI-driven
crop monitoring, it failed to address external
factors critical to Agritech’s success, such as cus-
tomer acceptance and scalability challenges.
Outcome: These frameworks did not adequately

capture the interplay between internal capabilities

and external regional factors in the Agritech sector.

Alternative Selection: The Business Unit adopted
the Ansoff Matrix and Jobs-to-be-Done (JTBD)
Framework. The Ansoff Matrix provided a clear
structure for exploring market penetration and
diversification strategies, while the JTBD Frame-
work helped uncover specific farmer needs, such
as reducing input costs and improving yield fore-
casting accuracy. This combination allowed the
Business Unit to balance internal capabilities with
external market demands.

For strategy design, the Business Unit initially
applied the Three Horizons Framework, following
its success in the High-Tech Business Unit.

# Three Horizons Framework: While it effective-
ly categorized initiatives into short-, medium-,
and long-term horizons, the framework’ focus
on innovation conflicted with Agritech’s imme-
diate need to address basic infrastructure gaps
in underdeveloped regions.

Outcome: The framework did not align well with
the Business Unit’s priorities, as it overlooked the
foundational challenges faced by its target markets.

Alternative Selection: The team chose Hoshin
Kanri for its structured approach to aligning stra-
tegic goals with operational activities. This frame-
work allowed the Business Unit to set clear, actio-
nabletargetsforaddressing regionalinfrastructure
gaps while still planning for future innovation. Its
disciplined execution suited Agritech’s structured
operational requirements.

During the implementation phase, the Business
Unit initially applied SAFE Framework (Scaled
Agile), inspired by its success in other Business
Units like iGaming.
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+ SAFE Framework: The framework’s enterprise-
wide focus created inefficiencies, as the decent-
ralized and region-specific nature of Agritech
projects required more localized decision-ma-
king. SAFE’s complexity slowed progress in smal-
ler-scale deployments.

Outcome: SAFE was too cumbersome for Ag-
ritech’s needs, highlighting the importance of fle-
xibility in decentralized operations.

Alternative Selection: The team switched to the
RACI Matrix, which provided clarity in assigning
roles and responsibilities across regional and cen-
tral teams. This approach enabled better coordi-
nation in deploying solutions like IoT-based soil
monitoring systems and predictive analytics for
crop yields.

To monitor and refine its strategy, the Agritech
Business Unit initially relied on the Balanced
Scorecard (Expanded), as used in the Healthcare
Business Unit.

# Balanced Scorecard (Expanded): While it offe-
red a comprehensive view of performance met-
rics, the integration of ESG metrics and financial
indicators created unnecessary complexity for
the Business Unit’s relatively nascent initiatives.
Outcome: The framework’s complexity diluted

its effectiveness for real-time monitoring and ac-

tionable decision-making.

Alternative Selection: The team adopted the
TOWS Matrix, which allowed for agile prioritiza-
tion of actions by linking threats and opportuni-
ties to internal strengths and weaknesses. This
simpler approach was more effective in addres-
sing immediate challenges like weather unpredic-
tability and fluctuating market demands.

The Agritech Business Unit demonstrated resi-
lience and adaptability in refining its framework
selection. The CAGE Framework provided actio-
nable insights into regional differences, helping
tailor solutions to local markets. The Ansoff Mat-
rix and JTBD Framework combined to balance
internal capabilities with external needs, while Ho-
shin Kanri ensured strategic goals were effectively
operationalized. The RACI Matrix improved co-
ordination, particularly in decentralized opera-
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tions, and the TOWS Matrix streamlined monito-
ring and refinement processes.

The initial over-reliance on frameworks like
PESTEL, Blue Ocean Strategy, and SAFE, while
effective in other Business Units, highlighted the
need for more localized and simpler tools in the
Agritech sector. Early pilot testing of these frame-
works could have identified their limitations soo-
ner. The complexity of the Balanced Scorecard (Ex-
panded) proved unnecessary at the Business Unit’s
current maturity level, suggesting that simpler
monitoring tools should have been prioritized from
the outset. Additionally, better training on app-
lying frameworks like the Three Horizons Frame-
work could have improved its usability for balan-
cing innovation and foundational needs.

By learning from these challenges and adapting
its approach, the Agritech Business Unit successfully
[RR1] refined its strategic process to meet the unique
demands of its industry. This case underscores the
importance of selecting frameworks that align with
both sector-specific and regional dynamics while re-
maining flexible enough to adapt to evolving condi-
tions. Table 2 outlines the process steps involved in
creating a strategy, categorized by their focus areas
and the key frameworks used at each stage.

Thus, the strategic framework selection and app-
lication process across the Business Units of Intel-
lias Digital Segment — Travel, Healthcare, iGaming,
High-Tech, and Agritech — illustrated the challen-
ges and opportunities inherent in aligning diverse
operational needs with sector-specific dynamics.

Table 2. Mapping to the Strategy Creation Process

Each Business Unit’s journey underscored the
importance of tailoring strategic tools to unique
contexts rather than replicating successes from
unrelated domains.

Framework adaptability emerged as a critical
theme. Tools such as PESTEL Analysis, Balanced
Scorecard, and Blue Ocean Strategy proved high-
ly effective in certain cases but fell short when app-
lied in sectors with different requirements. For
instance, while PESTEL provided valuable macro-
level insights for the Travel Business Unit, its app-
lication in Agritech was less impactful due to the
latter’s need for granular, region-specific data. Simi-
larly, the Balanced Scorecard’s complexity proved
unsuitable for Agritech’s nascent initiatives but
was highly effective in the Healthcare Business
Unit, where integrating ESG considerations was a
strategic priority.

Success was often determined by the degree to
which frameworks addressed the specific needs of
each industry. The Dynamic Capabilities Frame-
work worked exceptionally well in the High-Tech
Business Unit, where rapid technological changes
necessitated constant adaptation. Conversely, the
CAGE Framework was a better fit for Agritech,
where understanding regional agricultural prac-
tices was critical. This distinction demonstrated
that industries characterized by rapid innovation
cycles or significant regional diversity benefit from
tools that emphasize flexibility and customization.

Another key lesson was the importance of pi-
loting and testing frameworks before full-scale

Process Step Category

Key Frameworks

Step 1: Understand Context | Environmental Analysis

Step 2: Generate Options
Step 3: Design the Strategy

Strategic Options
Strategy Design

Step 4: Execute the Strategy
Step 5: Monitor and Refine

Implementation
Monitoring & Refinement

PESTEL, SWOT, Porter’s Five Forces, CAGE, Scenario
Planning

Ansoft Matrix, BCG Matrix, Blue Ocean Strategy, VRIO
McKinsey 7S, Balanced Scorecard, Three Horizons, Playing
to Win

RACI, OKRs, SAFE, Hoshin Kanri, Lean Startup
Balanced Scorecard (Expanded), Emergent Strategy, Dy-
namic Capabilities
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adoption. The initial reliance on tools proved in
other Business Units, such as the iGaming Busi-
ness Units use of PESTEL Analysis and SAFE Fra-
mework, often yielded suboptimal outcomes due to
differences in market dynamics. However, Busi-
ness Units that pivoted quickly to alternative frame-
works, such as the adoption of the Jobs-to-be-Done
Framework in iGaming or the TOWS Matrix in
Agritech, achieved more relevant and actionable
results. This iterative approach highlighted the
value of adaptability in framework selection.

The combination of multiple frameworks often
produced superior results compared to reliance
on a single tool. For example, the Travel Business
Unit successfully paired PESTEL Analysis with Por-
ter’s Five Forces to gain both macro and competi-
tive insights, while the Healthcare Business Unit
effectively integrated the Core Competence Fra-
mework with the Jobs-to-be-Done Framework to
align internal strengths with customer needs. The-
se cases illustrated the advantage of leveraging
complementary perspectives to create a more comp-
rehensive strategic view.

However, rigid frameworks like Hoshin Kanri
struggled in more dynamic industries, such as iGa-
ming, where rapid decision-making and agility were
crucial. This highlighted the importance of selecting
tools that align not only with strategic goals but also
with the operational realities of the Business Unit.

During the monitoring and refinement stage,
frameworks such as Emergent Strategy and the
Matrix approach have been proved more effective
in dynamic environments, enabling Business Units
to adapt rapidly to changing conditions. By cont-
rast, the Expanded Balanced Scorecard has been
proved more appropriate for Business Units such
as Healthcare, where well-established processes
and long-term stability supported the use of com-
prehensive performance metrics.

The case studies have demonstrated that strate-
gic frameworks should be selected according to
the specific characteristics of each Business Unit,
including its industry, operational structure, and
strategic maturity. The incremental implementa-
tion of more sophisticated frameworks, such as
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the Expanded Balanced Scorecard and Blue Ocean
Strategy, can prevent organizations from overwhel-
ming their teams while facilitating their gradual
integration. The successful application of advan-
ced frameworks, including the Three Horizons
Framework and Scenario Planning, also requires
appropriate training and expertise because these
approaches rely heavily on long-term strategic fo-
resight. Agile frameworks, such as the SAFe Fra-
mework and Lean Startup Methodology, proved
particularly effective in innovation-driven indus-
tries but required organizational readiness, an
adaptive culture, and flexible workflows to achieve
their full potential.

Overall, the strategic development processes
across Intellias’ Business Units have revealed both
successful practices and implementation challen-
ges. Business Units that promptly adapted their
framework selection and aligned strategic tools
with their operational requirements have achie-
ved greater strategic clarity and more effective exe-
cution. For example, Agritech’s transition to the
CAGE Framework and Healthcare’s adoption of
the Jobs-to-be-Done Framework have demonst-
rated successful alignment between strategic tools
and business needs. Conversely, delays in recog-
nizing misaligned frameworks hindered early
implementation, highlighting the importance of
pilot testing and fostering an organizational cul-
ture that supports adaptability.

This comparative analysis has shown that suc-
cessful strategy development in an M-form (multi-
divisional) organization requires a context-sensitive
approach to framework selection. It has confirmed
that prioritizing organizational context, strategic
agility, and knowledge sharing across Business
Units is essential for aligning individual Business
Unit strategies with overall corporate objectives.
These findings have provided practical guidance
for organizations operating in similarly complex
environments and have offered a roadmap for imp-
roving strategic alignment and execution across
diverse industries.

Future research may focus on three directions to
further advance the application of strategic fra-

21



Reznikov, R. B.

meworks. First, greater attention should be paid
to the adaptability and hybridization of strategic
frameworks, particularly in dynamic industries
such as iGaming and High-Tech. This includes
investigating how real-time data and predictive
analytics can be incorporated into strategic tools
to improve their responsiveness to rapidly chan-
ging conditions. Second, further research is nee-
ded to examine the influence of organizational
culture and structure, particularly within M-form
organizations, on the successful adoption of stra-
tegic frameworks. A better understanding of how
strategic tools can be aligned with organizational
characteristics while overcoming resistance to
change would facilitate more effective implemen-
tation. Third, future studies may investigate how
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HanjionanpHol akazeMii Hayk YKpainu,
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TEOPETUMYHI TA ITPAKTUYHI ACITEKTV BUBOPY
TA AJTATITAIIT CTPATETTYHNMX ®PEVIMBOPKIB

Bceryn. Opranisanii, ki pyHKIIOHYIOTD y AMHAMIYHNX TajyssX, 3ilITOBXYIOTbCA 3 TPYAHOIAMI I 9ac BOOpY
Ta afianTaliii cTpaTerivHux GpeiMBOPKIB, 1[0 BiAIOBIJaI0Th IXHIM OLEPAIiIHUM peaTisiM.

ITpo6memaruka. BincyTHicTb cTpykTypoBaHMX mifxopis fo iHrerparnii ¢ppeiiMBOpKiB IpU3BOAUTD TO HEBifI-
MIOBi/IHOCTi CTPATErivHOro KypCy, J0 HETaTVBHO BIIMBAE HA IOBTOCTPOKOBY PE3Y/IbTaTUBHICTb.

Merta. [JeMOHCTpallis MO>X/IMBOCTEl ONTUMI3allii IpoLecy po3poOKi CTparerii IULIXOM aJalITUBHOTO IIIXOY
o B16OPY PpeiitMBOPKiB BifllloBifHO 1o crenydiky ramysi.

Marepianu it meTomu. Bukopucrano keitcu xomnauii Intellias — rmo6anpHOro ayrcopcepa IporpaMHOro 3a-
OesmevyeHHs], 3 AHATI30M CTPATETiYHNUX MiAXO/IB IT'ITH He3a/Ie)KHUX 6i3Hec-OaMHNIb. 3aCTOCOBAHO METOY TTOPiB-
HA/IBHOTO aHaJli3y, OIiHIOBaHHA CTpaTeriyHuX PppeiiMBOPKIB Ta aHaTi3y e eKTMBHOCTI BIIPOBAI>KEHUX MOJIe/Ielt.

PesynbraTu. Ha 0CHOBI KeiiCiB BUCBIT/IEHO K YCIIIIHI IPaKTHUKM, TaK i 0OMEXXEHHS Pi3HUX CTPATEriuHIX MO-
JieTell y MexKax OKpeMyX 6isHec-oauHNIb. JOCTiKeHHsI 3aCBiUNIO, 110 OKpeMi GppeiiMBOpKY 3a0e3edyIoTh afjall-
TYBHICTDb B YMOBaX IIBUJIKUX 3MiH. BogHoYac, iHII MOXXyTb BUABUTUCA Hee)eKTUBHYMIU Y pasi HeBiIIoBinHOCTI
omepauiiigiit crpykrypi. OTprmani pesynipraTu MiIKpecIo0Th JOLIbHICTD TiOpUHOTO MAX0Y, AKNit nepenba-
Ya€ IOENHAHHA KiIbKOX iIHCTPYMEHTIB 3a/I/14 MiIBUILIEHHS CTPATEeriyHOI YiTKOCTi Ta pe3y/lIbTaTMBHOCTI peatisalii.

BucHoBku. Keiic-cTafi feMOHCTPYIOTS, 10 BUOip cTpaTerivHoro GppeiiMBOpKy Mae OyTH KOHTEKCTHO 3YMOB-
JIEHUM — 3 YpaXyBaHHAM JMHaMiKM Tanysi Ta BUK/IMKIB peanisalii. KoMmaHisM BapTo 3aCTOCOBYBaTU iTepaTuB-
HUII TifIXifT, 30KpeMa, MiTOTHe TeCTYBaHHs Ta OOMIH JOCBiJoM MiX 0i3HeC-OAVHMISAMY IJIs1 BOCKOHAIEHHS pe-
JIeBaHTHOCTI PppeliMBOpPKiB. [IOCTiIKeHHs IIPOIIOHYE IIPAKTIYHI iHCalTu Wit daxiBIiB, AKi IParHyTh HOCUINTA
CTpareriyHe IJIaHYBaHHS B YMOBaX CK/IAJIHUX OPraHi3al[illHNX CTPYKTYpP, poOIAYM BHECOK Y LIMPIIY JUCKYCitO
LIOfI0 a[JalITUBHOTO CTPATETIYHOTO PO3BUTKY.

Kniouosi cnosa: aHai3 cepefoBuIla, pealisalisa cTparerii, cTpaTeriunmit [u3aiiy, CTpaTeriuHi omuii, opranisanisa
3 M-cTpyKTypor.
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