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Abstract. The relevance of the topic stems from the fact that, in turbulent, institutionally fragmented and digitally
mediated environments, the quality of strategic decisions depends not only on formal goal-setting and resource-
allocation procedures, but also on the ways in which actors perceived information, risks, institutional constraints
and algorithmic decision-support tools. The purpose of the paper was to construct an integrated methodological
design capable of linking the normative logic of strategising with behavioural, institutional, analytical-modelling
and adaptive-digital dimensions of decision-making. The study applied systems analysis, structural-component
analysis, comparative analysis, institutional analysis, behavioural-cognitive interpretation, critical literature review,
conceptual modelling and multilevel analytical interpretation. The article substantiated a methodology for studying
the interrelations between economic development strategising and behavioural decision models. As a result, an
integrated methodology was proposed in which strategising was interpreted as a cycle connecting goals, data, analytical
models, co-ordination procedures, implementation, monitoring and adaptation. The study showed that real strategic
decisions cannot be explained through rational choice alone and have to account for bounded rationality, cognitive
biases, heterogeneous levels of reasoning, institutional incentives and the effects of algorithmic mediation. It was also
demonstrated that the methodology has to be multilevel: at the national level, the emphasis is placed on uncertainty
and long-term consequences; at the regional level, on programme co-ordination and resource design; and at the micro
level, on behavioural mechanisms shaping implementation. The practical value of the study lies in the applicability of
the proposed methodology to the design of economic development strategies, management architectures, monitoring
systems and adaptive decision mechanisms in public administration and digital governance

Keywords: policy architecture; bounded rationality; institutional co-ordination; uncertainty governance; algorithmic
mediation; procedural legitimacy

¢ INTRODUCTION

Economic development strategising has remained a central
concern of management and public governance because
contemporary economies have operated under turbulence,
institutional fragmentation, technological acceleration
and persistently incomplete information. Under such con-
ditions, strategic decisions have affected not only the allo-
cation of resources and priorities but also the resilience of
governance systems, the credibility of public interventions
and the capacity to adapt to unexpected shocks. This made

the methodological design of strategising research a sub-
stantive issue in its own right rather than a merely techni-
cal preliminary step.

Recent research has shown that strategic planning re-
tained value in turbulent settings only when it functioned
as an organisational capability rather than as a formal
planning ritual. A. Johnsen (2023) demonstrated that stra-
tegic planning remained useful in volatile environments,
yet its contribution depended on how planning was linked
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to implementation and learning. L. Vandersmissen &
B. George (2024a; 2024b) likewise showed, on the basis of a
long-run review of public-sector scholarship, that the field
had gradually shifted from a document-centred under-
standing of planning towards process, alignment and per-
formance mechanisms. K. Axelsson & L. Hoglund (2024)
further confirmed that strategic management mattered
when it structured cross-functional co-ordination and
translated strategic intent into operational choices. These
studies collectively suggested that the methodological
analysis of strategising had to focus on process architec-
ture rather than on planning formalities alone.

A second line of research established that strategic
outcomes could not be inferred from formal plans with-
out accounting for behavioural processes. A. Giarlotta &
A. Petralia (2024) revisited bounded rationality and reaf-
firmed its continuing importance for economics and man-
agement, showing that limited cognition and satisficing
remained central to real-world decision-making. M. Mo-
zafar et al. (2023), in a systematic review of behavioural
public policy, showed that framing, simplification, de-
faults, salience and social norms systematically altered
how policy choices were perceived and implemented.
B.D. Chol et al. (2026) reached a related conclusion in be-
havioural public administration, arguing that cognitive
biases, motivational factors and institutional context had
to be analysed jointly rather than in isolation. This liter-
ature indicated that a methodology of strategising had to
connect priorities and instruments with choice, learning,
resistance and adaptation.

A third stream of scholarship highlighted uncertain-
ty and digital mediation as conditions that reconfigured
strategic decision-making itself. R. Akse (2024) showed
that uncertainty was governed through competencies, ex-
pectations and rules rather than treated as a purely tech-
nical deficit, while A. Batool et al. (2025) demonstrated that
artificial intelligence governance required explainability,
accountability and adaptive oversight. Taken together,
these findings revealed a persistent research gap: studies
on strategic management, behavioural decision-making,
uncertainty management and digital transformation of-
ten advanced in parallel, whereas economic development
strategies were implemented through one interdependent
decision system in which goals, incentives, data, expecta-
tions and governance routines continuously interacted.

The aim of this article was to substantiate a method-
ology for studying the interrelations between economic
development strategising and behavioural decision mod-
els. The objectives were threefold: to clarify the analytical
dimensions of strategising; to compare behavioural, insti-
tutional and digital mechanisms that conditioned strategic
decision-making; and to construct a multilevel methodo-
logical architecture suitable for the analysis of economic
development. The scientific novelty of the paper lay in
combining strategic, behavioural, institutional and digital
lenses into one coherent analytical design.

e MATERIALS AND METHODS

The article was designed as a theoretical and review-based
study aimed at reconstructing a methodology for analysing
the interrelations between economic development strate-
gising and behavioural decision models. Its empirical base

consisted of contemporary peer-reviewed scholarship on
strategic planning, behavioural public policy, public ad-
ministration, digital government, uncertainty manage-
ment and algorithmic decision-making. The corpus was
delimited primarily to publications from the last three to
five years so that the proposed methodology reflected cur-
rent debates on public governance, digital transformation
and behavioural economics while remaining conceptually
connected to the broader strategic-management tradition.
The unit of analysis was not an individual organisation or
dataset, but published analytical arguments, conceptual
constructs and explanatory mechanisms relevant to mul-
tilevel strategising.

The review and synthesis procedure was organised in
five stages. First, the literature was grouped into four an-
alytical clusters: strategic planning and strategic manage-
ment; bounded rationality and behavioural public policy;
uncertainty and adaptive governance; and digital and algo-
rithmic decision-making. Second, the selected works were
compared according to their unit of analysis, causal logic,
treatment of actors, treatment of uncertainty and practical
implications for public and economic governance. Third,
recurring dimensions were extracted and classified into
strategic, behavioural, institutional, informational-analyt-
ical and adaptive-digital dimensions. Fourth, a dedicated
stage of methodological mapping was introduced in order
to connect these dimensions with plausible analytical in-
struments. This stage produced the heuristic matrix pre-
sented in Table 1. The matrix was therefore treated not as a
direct empirical result but as a recommendatory synthesis
showing which methodological tools were most consistent
with specific classes of strategic and behavioural problems.
Fifth, the resulting dimensions and mappings were inte-
grated into the conceptual scheme represented in Figure 1.

Several methods were combined within this design.
Systems analysis was used to interpret strategising as a
set of interacting decision loops rather than as a linear
administrative sequence. Structural-component analysis
made it possible to distinguish the principal blocks of the
framework and to specify their internal functions. Com-
parative analysis was applied to identify convergences and
divergences among recent studies, especially in their caus-
al assumptions about how planning, incentives, cognition,
uncertainty and digital mediation influenced outcomes.
Conceptual modelling was used to reconstruct the internal
logic linking strategic parameters with behavioural mech-
anisms and to express this logic in a multilevel form suita-
ble for national, regional and micro-level analysis. Critical
literature review was used not merely to summarise pre-
vious research but to evaluate whether existing findings
confirmed, refined or challenged the core theses advanced
in the present article.

A separate analytical dimension concerned explaina-
bility and procedural fairness in algorithmic governance.
Because the literature showed that digital mediation could
alter not only analytical efficiency but also legitimacy, fair-
ness and acceptance, explainability was included explicitly
in the methodological design rather than left as an implicit
derivative of digitalisation. In practical terms, this meant
that the review tracked how studies conceptualised the vis-
ibility of algorithmic logic, the accountability of automated
recommendations, the role of public engagement and the
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institutional conditions under which algorithmic support
was accepted or resisted. This step justified the later in-
clusion of adaptive-digital variables and the discussion of
procedural legitimacy in the results section.

The operational logic of the methodology was mul-
tilevel and nested rather than based on a single homoge-
neous dataset. Macro-level strategic variables, meso-level
co-ordination variables and micro-level behavioural var-
iables were not assumed to be measured simultaneously
through one instrument. Instead, the methodology speci-
fied which variables could be examined at which level and
through which method, thereby avoiding the false expecta-
tion that cognitive biases and strategic parameters had to
be captured in one empirical table. This multilevel nesting
also explained why some instruments in Table 1 were pre-
sented as indicative options rather than obligatory tech-
niques. The purpose of the article was thus analytical in-
tegration and methodological clarification, not statistical
generalisation or direct causal estimation.

o RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The comparative stage of the study showed that the re-
viewed literature converged on one point while differing in
its causal emphasis. Strategic-planning studies explained
outcomes primarily through alignment, implementation
routines and co-ordination structures. Behavioural studies
explained them through bounded rationality, framing, at-
tention limits and motivational context. Uncertainty-ori-
ented studies emphasised the instability of assumptions,
the revisability of indicators and the need for adaptive
safeguards. Digital-governance studies focused on explain-
ability, legitimacy and the redistribution of interpretive
authority through algorithmic systems. These clusters
therefore did not contradict one another; rather, they illu-
minated different mechanisms through which strategising
succeeded or failed.

This comparison made it possible to reconstruct the
internal causal logic of the proposed methodology. Stra-
tegic parameters shaped what counted as relevant objec-
tives and feasible trade-offs. Institutional settings influ-
enced how those objectives were translated into authority,

co-ordination and accountability structures. Behavioural
mechanisms affected how actors interpreted information,
prioritised alternatives and responded to incentives. Infor-
mational-analytical routines determined which signals be-
came visible and which remained excluded from manage-
rial attention. Adaptive-digital arrangements conditioned
how quickly feedback was incorporated and whether algo-
rithmic support strengthened or weakened legitimacy. In
this sense, the methodology linked outcomes not to a sin-
gle factor but to a chain of mutually conditioning relations.

Methodologically, these dimensions should be trans-
lated into observable or at least traceable indicators
through a nested research design. Strategic variables may
be examined through priority density, horizon length, re-
source concentration and explicit trade-off rules in policy
documents. Behavioural variables may be studied through
risk preferences, heuristic reliance, tolerance for ambigui-
ty, trust and perceptions of procedural legitimacy, but they
should be examined at the level where such evidence can
be credibly observed, for example through surveys, exper-
iments, process tracing or administrative diagnostics. In-
stitutional variables may be traced through distributions
of authority, formal accountability rules, co-ordination
burdens and procedural rigidity. Informational-analytical
variables may be assessed through data timeliness, scenar-
io diversity, model transparency and monitoring frequen-
cy. Adaptive-digital variables may be analysed through ex-
plainability, the pace of revision, the degree of algorithmic
support and the formal status of automated recommen-
dations. This clarified that macro-level strategic parame-
ters and micro-level behavioural mechanisms were not ex-
pected to be measured through one instrument; they were
connected analytically within one multilevel framework.
To make this logic operational, Table 1 presents an illus-
trative mapping between major strategising parameters,
recurrent behavioural mechanisms, their developmental
implications and the methodological options most appro-
priate for their identification. The table should be read as
a heuristic and recommendatory device derived from the
comparative synthesis, not as an empirical finding based
on a single dataset.

Table 1. Correspondence between economic development strategising parameters
and behavioural decision-making mechanisms

Strategising Behavioural {nechamsms Implications for economic T e T T
parameters and biases development

Goals and priorities

framing effect, loss aversion,
overconfidence

formation of unrealistic or politically
driven goals; strategic imbalances

content analysis of strategic
documents; expert coding;
scenario analysis

Resource provision

mental accounting,

reorientation towards short-term
results; underfunding of long-term

medium-term expenditure analysis
programme-budget comparison;

)

and co-ordination

limited attention

lack of co-ordination; imitation
of policy implementation

and budgeting present bias development programmes expenditure tracking
N . . . reduced investment activity; institutional indices;
ﬁztﬁg:gﬁfsl trl:ssrtc/ Slizgisg’fr;ﬂ(cgne;iign’ expansion of shadow practices; macroeconometric modelling;
percep Y limitations in institutional capacity analysis of regulatory quality
Implementation status quo bias, implementation delays; process tracing; implementation

diagnostics; administrative
process analytics

Monitoring
and adjustment

confirmation bias,
escalation of commitment

persistence of ineffective policies;
delayed or absent policy adjustment

monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
systems; ex post policy evaluation;
analysis of alternative hypotheses

Source: compiled by

the author
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The correspondence presented in Table 1 shows that
strategic errors should be interpreted as systematic inter-
actions between classes of strategising parameters and re-
current behavioural mechanisms. It also clarifies that the
proposed methodological toolkit is selective rather than
universal: its function is to guide the choice of methods ac-
cording to the level and nature of the problem under study,
not to prescribe one uniform design for all cases of eco-
nomic development strategising.

On the basis of the literature synthesis, the pro-
posed framework contains six structural components. The
goal-setting component defines the hierarchy of strategic
objectives, the relationship between long-term orienta-
tion and medium-term programmes, and the criteria of
trade-off resolution. The analytical component converts
raw information into interpretable evidence through indi-
cators, diagnostics, scenarios, and models. The behaviour-
al component captures how decision-makers and target
groups interpret signals, assess risk, and choose among
alternatives under cognitive and emotional constraints.
The institutional component formalises roles, authority,
accountability, and procedures of co-ordination. The im-
plementation component translates selected decisions
into operational programmes, routines, and organisational
action. The feedback and adaptation component evaluates
outcomes, detects deviations, and supports correction.

This six-component architecture clarifies why strate-
gic failure is often misdiagnosed. In many settings, failure
is attributed either to incorrect policy ideas or to poor im-
plementation. The framework developed here shows that
failure may emerge at any interface: between goals and
data, between data and interpretation, between interpre-
tation and institutional selection, or between implementa-
tion and learning. A methodologically adequate study must

therefore examine not only decisions themselves but also
the channels through which they are produced, legitimised,
translated, and revised.

Akey contribution of the framework was the placement
of behavioural mechanisms inside, rather than outside, the
strategic process. Behavioural effects did not arise only at
the stage of citizen response or organisational resistance;
they also affected agenda-setting, metric selection, prior-
itisation, scenario evaluation and monitoring. Overconfi-
dence could distort target-setting, present bias could weak-
en long-term commitments, status quo bias could delay
adjustment, and confirmation bias could reduce corrective
learning. This explained why formally consistent strategies
often remained practically weak.

A useful way to interpret these components is through
classes of strategic error and their causal transmission.
Goal-setting errors emerged when priorities became over-
extended or detached from feasible implementation ho-
rizons. Analytical errors emerged when indicators were
poorly selected or when a single model was treated as if it
exhausted uncertainty. Behavioural errors emerged when
decision-makers underestimated inertia, overestimated
compliance or assumed a shared cognitive map across ac-
tors. Institutional errors emerged when responsibility was
fragmented or co-ordination costs ignored. Implementa-
tion errors appeared when operational routines did not
translate strategic intent into action, whereas feedback
errors appeared when monitoring captured outputs but
missed adaptive capacity. This causal differentiation made
the framework diagnostic rather than merely descriptive.
Figure 1 integrates the proposed methodological logic into
one analytical scheme and shows how strategising parame-
ters,behavioural decision models and multilevel implemen-
tation were linked through a unified decision architecture.

Research Methodology in Economics
(as a system of principles and procedures)
v
Strategising Parameters of | (Interaction of Parameters Behavioral Decision-Making
Economic Development . choice environment — Models

. goals priorities - decision
. resources
- policy instruments

- institutional conditions

. implementation

- bounded rationality

- cognitive biasos

- expectations and trust

- social norms

- organisational procedures

v

Economic Decision-Making System

- analytical and modelling block

. coordination
- implementation

- control and feedback

Multi-level Structure

- national
- regional
- micro level

Effectiveness of Economic Development Strategising
(effectiveness / deviations)

Figure 1. Logical-structural framework of the research methodology for the relationship between economic
development strategising parameters and behavioural decision-making models

Source: compiled by the author
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As summarised in Figure 1, the methodology should
be interpreted as a connected process rather than a linear
sequence of isolated procedures. In this scheme, the effec-
tiveness of economic development strategising refers to
a combined outcome: developmental effects in the form
of more coherent priorities, better implementation and
stronger adaptive capacity, together with procedural quali-
ty expressed through accountability, explainability and the
legitimacy of decision-making routines.

The framework was explicitly multilevel. At the nation-
al level, strategising dealt with high uncertainty, long im-
plementation horizons and structurally incomplete infor-
mation. Here the methodological emphasis was placed on
scenario construction, model pluralism, robustness anal-
ysis and institutionalised revision of assumptions. Long-
lag effects meant that even analytically justified choices
required adaptive safeguards. At this level, the greatest
risks arose from oversimplified models of the environment,
weak anticipation of agent responses and insufficient at-
tention to systemic feedback.

At the regional level, the central challenge was trans-
lation. National priorities had to be transformed into pro-
gramme portfolios, investment packages and governance
arrangements compatible with local capabilities and con-
straints. Therefore, the methodology had to emphasise
co-ordination, prioritisation, inter-organisational align-
ment and resource design. Regional strategising was espe-
cially vulnerable to composition errors: goals might be for-
mally aligned with national policy but poorly synchronised
with implementation capacity, institutional incentives or
stakeholder expectations.

At the micro level, the problem shifted towards oper-
ational behaviour. Firms, service units, local authorities
and frontline public organisations responded to strategies
through routines, heuristics, learning patterns and selec-
tive compliance. The methodological focus therefore had
to move to implementation behaviour, practical incentives,
organisational attention and the dynamics of feedback. In
this sense, micro-level analysis was not a reduced or sec-
ondary layer of strategising; it was the level at which stra-
tegic logic was confirmed, adapted or silently neutralised
by real decision behaviour.

The multilevel perspective also helped distinguish
the dominant time structure of decision-making. National
strategies usually operated with long-range causal assump-
tions and delayed outcomes, so the methodology had to
remain robust to model uncertainty and structural breaks.
Regional strategies combined medium-term programming
with negotiation among multiple implementers, which
made co-ordination, sequencing and portfolio balance an-
alytically central. Micro-level strategies, by contrast, were
shaped by short feedback loops, frontline discretion and
local routines, so observation of actual behaviour became
especially important. This difference in temporal archi-
tecture explained why the same formal strategic priority
might produce different outcomes across levels even when
it was nominally preserved.

The framework also clarified how digital transforma-
tion modified strategising. Artificial intelligence and dig-
ital government tools expanded the analytical capacity of
organisations by accelerating diagnosis, pattern detection
and scenario generation. However, they simultaneously
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altered the behavioural and institutional conditions under
which decisions were accepted. Digital systems influenced
who saw what information, how options were ranked, how
quickly correction occurred and whether procedural fair-
ness was perceived as legitimate. Therefore, the methodo-
logical study of strategising could not treat digital tools as
neutral technical add-ons.

A particularly important implication concerned ex-
plainability and acceptance. Where algorithmic decision
support was rule-driven and contextually familiar, deci-
sion-makers and citizens tended to perceive it as fairer
and more legitimate. Where data-driven systems were
opaque, the same efficiency gains could produce distrust,
resistance or selective avoidance. In strategic terms, this
meant that digital augmentation improved decision qual-
ity only when technical sophistication was matched by in-
stitutional accountability and behavioural acceptability.
The practical lesson for economic development strategis-
ing was that digital infrastructure, analytical models and
governance routines had to be designed together rather
than sequentially.

The same conclusion applied to the use of intelligent
systems in strategic foresight and policy co-ordination.
Digitalisation enabled higher-frequency data collection,
simulation and pattern recognition, but it also raised the
risk of false precision. A methodologically sound strat-
egy framework therefore had to combine model-based
analysis with explicit reflection on uncertainty, data bias,
interpretive limits and the social conditions of imple-
mentation. In other words, algorithmic capacity could
strengthen strategising only if it was embedded in a re-
flexive governance architecture.

For economic development policy, this insight had
immediate consequences. If digital dashboards, automat-
ed scoring systems or predictive tools were introduced
without clarifying their institutional status, they could
silently shift decision rights from accountable actors
to opaque procedural defaults. Conversely, when digi-
tal tools were explicitly embedded in review procedures,
combined with transparent criteria and supplemented
by human judgement, they could improve the speed and
coherence of strategic correction. Methodologically, re-
searchers therefore had to examine not only whether
digital tools were present but also how they redistributed
attention, responsibility and interpretive authority inside
the strategising process.

For researchers, the proposed framework offered a way
to operationalise the relationship between strategising and
decision-making without reducing one to the other. It en-
abled the design of empirical studies that tested specific
interfaces, such as the link between risk perception and
prioritisation, or between monitoring routines and adap-
tive correction. It also created a basis for combining qual-
itative inquiry, econometric modelling, process tracing,
simulation and comparative institutional analysis within
one coherent research design.

For practitioners, the framework highlighted sever-
al design principles. First, strategic documents had to be
evaluated not only by the clarity of objectives but also
by the realism of the behavioural assumptions built into
them. Second, monitoring systems had to track deviations
in implementation behaviour, not just deviations in target
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indicators. Third, adaptive revision procedures had to be
formalised in advance rather than activated only after vis-
ible failure. Fourth, digital tools had to be selected accord-
ing to both analytical usefulness and procedural legitimacy.
When these conditions were met, strategising became less
a formal planning exercise and more a structured capabil-
ity for co-ordinated, evidence-informed and behaviourally
realistic development management.

The framework was also compatible with mixed-meth-
od research designs. Comparative case studies could iden-
tify how similar strategic documents performed differently
under distinct institutional and behavioural conditions.
Survey and experimental methods could test how manag-
ers, experts and citizens responded to alternative framing
of priorities, risks and algorithmic support tools. Econo-
metric and panel-data approaches could estimate whether
strategic capacity, digitalisation or accountability struc-
tures affected implementation outcomes over time. Pro-
cess tracing could reconstruct how specific strategic choic-
es were formed and revised. Simulation models could then
test how heterogeneous agents reacted under alternative
governance settings. This complementarity was particular-
ly valuable for doctoral-level and policy-oriented research,
where explanation, measurement and design often needed
to be combined.

A final implication concerned the normative interpre-
tation of strategising. In economic development debates,
strategic coherence was often treated as a sign of policy
quality. The present analysis suggested a more demand-
ing criterion: a strategy was methodologically strong only
when its internal logic was behaviourally realistic, insti-
tutionally executable, analytically revisable and digitally
accountable. This criterion did not reject formal plan-
ning; it redefined planning as one element of a broader
decision system. In that sense, the proposed framework
supported a move from document-centred assessment
towards architecture-centred assessment of economic
development strategies.

The proposed methodology should also be compared
with studies that examine decision-making in more con-
crete empirical settings. This comparison is useful because
the same methodological problem appears in different
forms depending on the context of action. A.A. Ahiadu et
al. (2024) showed that investment decisions under eco-
nomic uncertainty were shaped by risk perception, mar-
ket expectations and financial conditions. C.M. Cumpat et
al. (2024), in the case of public hospitals, demonstrated
that managerial choice depended on resource constraints,
information availability and administrative routines.
G. Sun et al. (2023) linked stakeholder behaviour in pub-
lic-private partnerships to benefit distribution, strategic
expectations and incentive configurations. These studies
do not analyse economic development strategising as such,
but they confirm that strategic decisions cannot be reduced
to formal choice. They are formed at the intersection of un-
certainty, organisational constraints and expectations re-
garding the behaviour of other actors.

This comparison specifies the multilevel logic of the
article. At the national level, uncertainty is linked mainly
to the instability of assumptions, long-term consequences
and the need to revise indicators when the environment
changes, which is close to the argument of A. Medne et

al. (2022) on sustainable strategy development under un-
certainty. In sectoral and organisational settings, the same
problem appears through resource limitations, adminis-
trative routines and stakeholder bargaining. At the micro
level, it becomes visible through risk perception, selective
compliance and heterogeneous reactions to incentives.
Therefore, the proposed methodology does not replace sec-
tor-specific explanations. It arranges comparable decision
mechanisms within one analytical sequence: goal-setting,
institutional co-ordination, implementation, monitoring
and adaptive correction.

The digital dimension follows the same methodolog-
ical logic. G. Caiza et al. (2024) showed that artificial in-
telligence in governmental decision-making could increase
analytical capacity while also creating risks of bias, opac-
ity and accountability gaps. E. Papagiannidis et al. (2023)
linked AI governance to organisational practices and gov-
ernance arrangements, while Y. Gong & X. Yang (2024) ex-
amined digital government transformation as dependent
on configurations of actors, institutional conditions and
transformation stages. E. Vigoda-Gadot & Mizrahi (2024)
interpreted digital governance through the interaction of
humans, machines and organisations. These arguments are
consistent with the position of this article; however, the
present article applies this argument specifically to strat-
egising: algorithmic tools are considered as elements of
strategising because they change not only how information
is processed, but also how responsibility, legitimacy and
feedback are organised within the strategic decision cycle.

This is why the methodological framework includes
not only analytical capacity, but also procedural legitimacy.
G. Wang et al. (2023) found that rule-driven and data-driv-
en algorithmic systems are perceived differently in terms
of fairness and acceptability. M.C. Decker et al. (2025) em-
phasised that procedural fairness depends on public en-
gagement and the social conditions under which algorith-
mic decisions are assessed. S. Sharma et al. (2024) similarly
demonstrated that digital participation becomes mean-
ingful only when accountability and the quality of partic-
ipation are ensured. For economic development strategis-
ing, this means that monitoring and correction cannot be
treated as technical operations only. They also depend on
explainability, acceptance and the perceived legitimacy of
decision procedures.

The role of feedback is also clarified by studies on
agility, crisis decision-making and collective cognition.
H. Looks et al. (2024) associated public-sector agility with
iterative learning and feedback capacity. I. D’Alessio et
al. (2024) demonstrated that emergency contexts make
adaptive and multi-actor governance especially visible.
Z. Kowalczuk & M. Czubenko (2023) argued that intelli-
gent decision-making systems required explicit cognitive
foundations, whereas A.N. Tump et al. (2024) proposed a
cognitive-computational view of social and collective de-
cision-making. These studies differ in their empirical do-
mains, but they point to a common conclusion relevant to
this article: decision quality depends on the interaction of
cognition, institutional rules, information flows and feed-
back mechanisms. The contribution of the proposed meth-
odology is therefore to connect these elements within a
methodological architecture for analysing economic devel-
opment strategising.
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e CONCLUSIONS

This article substantiated a methodology for studying the
interrelations between economic development strategising
and behavioural decision models. The study showed that
the explanatory power of strategising research increased
when the normative logic of goals, priorities and resource
allocation was analysed together with bounded rationality,
cognitive heterogeneity, institutional constraints, uncer-
tainty management and algorithmic mediation. In meth-
odological terms, the paper demonstrated that strategic
decisions had to be interpreted not as isolated acts of for-
mal choice but as cyclical and multilevel processes in which
information, incentives, routines and behavioural respons-
es interacted over time.

The article also showed that a viable methodology re-
quired explicit differentiation between levels of analysis
and classes of variables. National-level strategising de-
manded attention to uncertainty, long time horizons and
the revisability of assumptions; regional strategising de-

A further contribution of the paper lay in demonstrat-
ing that digital transformation and algorithmic support
had to be integrated into the methodology as substantive
analytical dimensions. The study showed that digital tools
influenced not only the speed of diagnosis and scenario
generation but also the explainability, legitimacy and pro-
cedural fairness of decision-making. For that reason, the
effectiveness of strategising was defined in the article as a
combined outcome that included developmental results, im-
plementation coherence, adaptive capacity and procedural
quality. The practical value of the proposed methodology
therefore lay in its applicability to the design of economic
development strategies, management architectures, moni-
toring systems and adaptive decision mechanisms in pub-
lic administration and digital governance. Future research
should test the framework in comparative, sectoral and
regional settings, as well as develop operational indicators
and mixed-method designs for measuring the interaction
between strategic parameters and behavioural mechanisms.
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MeToponoria pocnig)XeHHs B3aEMO3B’A3KY CTpaTeryBaHHS
€KOHOMIYHOro po3BUTKY Ta NoBefiHKOBUX MoAesien pilleHb

rni6é Maxkapa

[okTop dinocodii y ranysi eKOHOMiKUK, OOLEHT, CTapLIMIA HAayKOBUI CMIBPOBITHMK

[ep>kaBHa yCTaHOBa «|HCTUTYT EKOHOMIKM Ta MPOrHo3yBaHHA HauioHanbHoi akageMii HayK YKpaiHW»
01011, Byn. NaHaca MumpHoro, 26, M. Kuis, YKpaiHa

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1860-756X

AHoTaLisl. AKTya/JIbHICTb TeMU 3yMOBJIEHA TUM, 1[0 B YMOBax TypOY/JIeHTHOrO, iHCTUTYLiifHO ¢hparMeHTOBaHOTO Ta
11(POBi30OBAHOTO CepefoBMILA SIKICTh CTpPATETiYHMX pillleHb BU3HAUAETbCS He juile (GopMaabHUMU IpoLesypaMu
IiJenoKIafaHHsl i PO3MOMiTy pecypciB, a ¥ TUM, K Cy6€KTM CIpUiiMaiOTh iHdoOpMaliio, PU3UKK, THCTUTYIiiHI
06MesKeHHSI Ta aITOPUTMIUHI iIHCTPYMEHTH MiATPUMKYM BUO60PY. MeTo1o po60TH 6y10 chopMyBaTH IiTiICHY METOLOOTiUHY
KOHCTPYKIIi0, 3[aTHY MOEAHATY HOPMATMBHMII KOHTYP CTpAaTEeryBaHHS 3 MOBeNiHKOBMUM, iHCTUTYLiTHUM, aHATiTUKO-
MOJENbHMM Ta IMGPOBO-aAANTUBHUM KOHTYPOM MPUIHSTTS pillleHb. Y OOCTiIkKeHHi 6y/I0 BUKOPUCTAHO CUCTEMHMUIA,
CTPYKTYPHO-KOMIIOHEHTHMIA, TOPiBHSJIbHMUI, IHCTUTYLiJiHMII Ta IOBENiHKOBO-KOTHITMBHMIA MiAXOOM, a TaKoX
MeTOA KPUTUUYHOTO OIVISIAY JIiTepaTypy, KOHLeNTYaJlbHOIO MOJET0OBaHHS, IPOOIeMHO-JIOTIYHOTO CTPYKTYPYBaHHS i
6araTopiBHEBOi aHaMITMUHOI iHTepripeTalnii. Y cTaTTi 6y70 0GIPYHTOBAHO METOMOJIOTIIO MOCTiIKEHHS B3aEMO3B 13Ky
MiK CTpaTeryBaHHSIM €KOHOMiUHOTO PO3BUTKY Ta MOBEIiHKOBMMM MOZENSIMU MPUAHATTS pillleHb. Y pe3ynbTati 6y/ao
3aMpOINIOHOBAHO iHTEIPOBAHY METO0JIOTiI0, B SIKilt CTpaTeryBaHHS iHTepIIPeTYBaIOCs SIK LIMKJI B3a€MO/Ii] 11ineit, JaHux,
aHaATITUYHMUX MOJeJieit, IpolleLyp Y3roIKeHHs, peaslizallii, MOHITOPMHTY Ta afganTailii. Byso mokasaHo, 1110 MOSICHEHHS
peaJibHUX CTpaTeriuHMx pillleHb BMMAra€ BpaxyBaHHSI 0OMekeHOi palliOHaJbHOCTi, KOTHITMBHUX BUKPUBIIEHD,
HeOIHOPiAHOCTI piBHIB MUCIEHHS, IHCTUTYLIAHMUX CTUMYJIiB Ta eheKTiB anropuTmiuyHoi Mefianii. Takosk 6y/io JOBe[eHO,
[0 METOMOJIOTisSI Mae GymyBaTucsl sIK OaraTopiBHEBA: Ha HAIliOHAJbHOMY DiBHi akileHT 6y/l0 3po6yiieHO Ha po6oTi 3
HEBM3HAUEHICTIO Ta JOBTMMM FOPM30HTAMM HACTiIKiB, HA PeriOHaJIbHOMY — Ha KOOpAMHAIIl mporpam i pecypcHOMY
JM3aiiHi, Ha MiKpOpPiBHi — Ha ITOBEIiHKOBUX MeXaHi3Max peaJisaiiii. [[pakTiuHa LiHHICTb pO6OTH MOJISITAE Y MOSKIMBOCTI
BUKOPMCTAHHS 3aIPOMOHOBAHOI METOHOJOrii Ajis TOoOYyIOBM CTpaTeTiii eKOHOMiUHOTO PO3BUTKY, apXiTeKTypu
VIIPaBJIiHCHKMUX TPOLIEAYP, CUCTEM MOHITOPMHTY Ta aJalTMBHMX MeEXaHi3MiB MPUIAHSTTS pilleHb y MyOIiYHOMY
yIpaBIiHHi i 1udGpoBoOMy cepemoBuILi

KimrouoBi c1oBa: apxiTekTypa TOMITUKM; OOMeEXeHa palliOHaJbHICTh; IHCTUTYIiiHA KOOPAMHAIIS; YIIPaBIiHHSI
HeBM3HAUEeHICTIO; aJTOPUTMiUHA MeJiiallisi; MpolielypHa JIeTiTUMHICThb
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