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Abstract

In the context of information overload and the increasing complexity of social systems, the key problem is not a lack
of data, but a lack of mechanisms for interpreting it and transforming it into the basis for coordinated action. Information
overload exacerbates cognitive overload, reduces the quality of managerial decisions, and leads to a state of decision paralysis,
in which the presence of a large volume of information does not ensure strategic choice and sustainable development.

The aim of this article is to provide a philosophical-cognitive interpretation of Meaning as a mechanism of sense-making
that facilitates the transition from information to coordination and action, as well as to justify its role as a fundamental
element of the Strategic Capacity model.

It is argued that Meaning should be viewed not as the semantic meaning of a message, but as a mechanism for organizing
experience, reducing complexity, aligning interpretations, and initiating joint action. In the Strategic Capacity model (SC =
Meaning x Trust X Horizon — Limits), Meaning serves as the primary component, since neither trust nor the formation of a
strategic horizon is possible without a semantic structure.

An interpretation of the internal structure of Meaning is proposed through a meaning-formation formula, demonstrating
the dependence of strategic feasibility on the level of information noise and the multiplicity of interpretations.

Prospects for further research involve deepening the philosophical and epistemological foundation of the category of
Meaning and its operationalization in strategic management.

The study concludes that there is a need to transition from information management to meaning management, where
the system’s ability to organize collective understanding becomes the primary condition for sustainable development and
strategic decision-making. The key factor in strategic development is not the volume of resources, but the ability to form a
stable semantic structure that ensures coordinated action and the possibility of generating something new.

Keywords: philosophy of cognition, meaning, meaning formation, strategic management, strategic capability, public
administration, coordination

Meaning sik MexaHi3M KOOpAMHAILII:
Pis1ocoPcbKO-KOTHITUBHA MO/IeJIb CTPATErIYHOI TisIHOCTI

IBanoBa CeiTiiaHa', AHIijIoroB ApTem?
!Tninposcvkuit nayionanvnuil ynisepcumem imeni Onecs Ionuapa
’Hauionanvhuii mexniunuii ynieepcumem «/[Hinpoecvka nonimexuixay (/[ninpo, Yxpaina)

AHoTanis.

YV KOHTEKCTI iH(pOpMaifHOTO IepeBaHTaXKEHHS Ta 3pOCTAI0Y0] CKIATHOCTI COIiaTbHUX CHCTEM KITI0UOBOIO IIPOOIEMOI0
€ He Opak JaHUX, a BIJICYTHICTh MEXaHI3MIB X iHTeprpeTalii Ta NepeTBOPEHHS HAa OCHOBY JUIS CKOOPIUHOBAHUX Iii.
Indopmaniiine nepeBaHTAXEHHS MNOCHIIOE KOTHITMBHE IEPEBAHTAXKEHHS, 3HUXKYE SIKICTb YIPABIIHCBKUX pILIEHb 1
MPU3BOIUTH JIO CTaHy «Iapajidy TPUHHATTS PIlIeHbY», KOJIMW HAasSBHICTH BEIUKOTO 00cAry iH(popMmallii He TapaHTye
CTpAaTeriyHoro BUOOPY Ta CTAJIOr0 PO3BUTKY.

Meroro 1i€i cTarTi € HagaHHs (PLTOCOPCHKO-KOTHITUBHOI iHTeprpeTalii 3HaueHHs SIK MEXaHi3My CTBOPEHHSI CEHCY,
IO CIIpUsIE Tepexoay Bix iHdopmaii 10 KOOpAUHAIIT Ta /i, a TaKoXK OOIPYHTYBaHHS HOTO poIi SK (yHIaMEHTAIBHOTO
esieMeHTy Mozeni CTpareriyHol CIpOMOXKHOCTI.

CTBepmKy€eThCs, 110 3HAYCHHS CJIiJ] PO3MIISAATH HE SIK CEMAHTHUHHI 3MICT TIOBIZIOMIICHHS, a SIK MEXaHi3M OopraHizarii
JOCBifly, 3MEHIIEHHS CKJIAIHOCTI, Y3TOIPKCHHs IHTepmnpeTalii Ta iHILiIOBaHHA CHUIBHHMX Oif. Y Mopmeni crpaTeriuynoi
cipomoxkHocTi (SC = Cenc x JloBipa x ['opuzont — O6mexeHHs1) CeHC BUCTYTIA€ K OCHOBHHI KOMITOHEHT, OCKiJIbKH 0e3
CEeMaHTUYHOI CTPYKTYPH HEMOXKIIMBI aHi OBipa, aHi (OPMyBaHHS CTPATEr1YHOTO TOPU3OHTY.

IIponoHyeThCs IHTEpIpeTalist BHYTPIHB01 cTpykTypu CeHcy depe3 dopMyry GopMyBaHHS CEHCy, IO AEMOHCTPYE
3aJICKHICTh CTPATEriuHOI 3A1HCHEHHOCTI Bifl piBHsI iHYOPMAIIIHOTO IIyMy Ta MHOKHHHOCTI IHTEpIpETAIliid.

INepcrnexTHBY NOAAIBIINX IOCTIPKEHD OJISTal0Th y HoNHOIeHH  (ioco(CchKUX Ta eMicTEMONIOrYHUX 3acaj KaTeropii
«CeHey Ta 1i onepanioHanisanii B CTpaTeriTHOMy MEHEUKMEHTI.

Y nocaipkenHti 3po0IeHO BUCHOBOK PO HEOOXiAHICTb EPEXOY Bi yNPaBIiHHs iHYOPMALI€IO 10 yIPABIIHHS CCHCOM,
Jie 3MATHICTb CUCTEMH OPraHi30ByBAaTH KOJIEKTHBHE PO3YMIHHS CTa€ OCHOBHOK) YMOBOKO CTJOr0 PO3BUTKY Ta IPUAHATTS
CTpareriuHux pimenb. KimouoBuM (akTopoM CTpaTerivyHOro PO3BUTKY € He 00CAT pecypciB, a 3HaTHICTH (OpMyBaTH
CTaOLIbHy CeMaHTHYHY CTPYKTYPY, 10 3a0e3Iedye CKOOPIMHOBAHI JIii Ta MOXKJIMBICTh T€HEPYBaHHS YOTOCh HOBOTO.
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JiepsKaBHE YIPaBIIiHHS, KOOpJUHALlIs
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Introduction.

Contemporary society is characterized not by
a shortage of information, but, on the contrary, by
its abundance. The growth of digital data flows, the
acceleration of communication processes, the expansion
of data transmission channels, and the constantly
increasing complexity of social systems have led to a
situation in which the mere presence of information no
longer guarantees the quality of understanding or the
effectiveness of decision-making. Information overload
creates a paradoxical situation: the more data becomes
available, the more difficult it becomes to identify what
is significant, maintain a coherent perception, and ensure
coordinated action.

Under conditions of high uncertainty, this leads to
the phenomenon of decision paralysis — a state in which
an individual or system possesses a significant amount of
information but is unable to transform it into a strategic
decision. A crisis of understanding arises: the problem
is no longer access to data, but the lack of mechanisms
for interpreting, structuring, and transforming it into the
basis for collective action.

In this context, the category of Meaning takes on
particular relevance, understood not as some linguistic
meaning or element of semantics, but as a mechanism
of meaning-making that ensures the transition from
information to the ability to carry out coordination
and action. Meaning functions as the system’s ability
to identify what is significant, form stable cognitive
constructs, and ensure coherence between perception,
interpretation, and practice.

The theoretical basis for this approach can be found
in philosophy, where thinking is viewed as a form of
organizing collective experience. Furthermore, cognition
is not a passive reflection of objective reality, but rather an
active structuring of a complex world to enable collective
action. It is precisely this logic that allows us to rethink
modern management: it is not information per se that
governs the system, but the ability to give meaning to
information that is crucial for organizational impact.

This framework takes on particular significance in
management research, where it is becoming increasingly
evident that sustainable development is determined not
only by resources but also by the quality of the system’s
semantic organization. This allowed for the integration
of the category of Meaning into the Strategic Capacity
model (Anpilohov, 2026): SC = Meaning x Trust x
Horizon — Limits, where Meaning serves as the primary
condition for strategic capacity, since without a semantic
structure, neither trust in the future nor the formation of a
long-term decision horizon is possible.

Thus, there is a need for a philosophical-cognitive
interpretation of Meaning as a coordination mechanism
that explains how systems transition from information to
action and why meaning-making specifically becomes
the foundation of strategic management.

The aim of this article is to study Meaning as a
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coordination mechanism and the development of a
philosophical-cognitive model of strategic action, as well
as in refining cognitive approaches to meaning-making
within the Strategic Capacity model.

Literature Review. The study of the category of
Meaning requires drawing on several academic traditions:
the philosophy of knowledge, cognitive psychology,
organizational theory, and strategic management.

The philosophical foundations for understanding
Meaning as an organizational mechanism trace back
to the works of Alexander Bogdanov (1873-1928). In
Empiriomonism (Bogdanov, 2019), he views thinking
as a specific form of organizing collective experience,
and cognition as a tool for ordering reality to ensure joint
action. In contrast to the classical opposition between
subject and object, Bogdanov shows that knowledge
arises not as a reflection of a ready-made world, but as
a means of coordinating practice. Reality is understood
not as a collection of things, but as a system of relations
and organizational connections. This position became
an important prerequisite for the further development of
systems thinking and organizational theory.

Similar ideas are found in the philosophy of
Martin Heidegger, where understanding is linked to the
unfolding of being and going beyond a mere description
of what exists (Heidegger, 1971). In Immanuel Kant’s
philosophy, productive imagination functions as a
mechanism for constituting experience (Kant, 2000),
while in Gilles Deleuze’s work, creativity is understood
as the production of difference and a move beyond given
structures (Deleuze, 1994). These approaches allow us to
view Meaning not as a secondary interpretation, but as a
primary condition for the emergence of the new.

In cognitive psychology, the problem of meaning-
making is linked to the processes of processing
experience and reducing complexity. L. S. Vygotsky
views creativity as the transformation of elements of
experience into new combinations, mediated by culture
and imagination (Vygotsky, 2004). J. Piaget links the
formation of new meaning structures to the restructuring
of cognitive schemas (Piaget, 1970). J. Guilford and E.
de Bono emphasize divergent and lateral thinking as
tools for going beyond standard models of interpretation
(Guilford, 1967; De Bono, 1992).

In management research, the category of “Meaning”
is increasingly viewed as a factor in strategic feasibility.
T. Amabile emphasizes the role of intrinsic motivation
and the environment in the emergence of creative
solutions (Amabile, 1996). M. Csikszentmihalyi links
creativity to a state of flow, in which action becomes
maximally aligned with the internal structure of meaning
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). Contemporary research in
strategic management shows that the effectiveness of
decisions is determined not only by resources but also by
the interpretability of the strategy, the level of trust, and
the length of the planning horizon.

Despite the significant contributions of these fields,
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existing research remains fragmented. Philosophical
approaches rarely translate into applied management
models, cognitive theories are limited to the analysis of
individual thinking, and strategic models often fail to
account for the mechanisms of meaning-making as the
basis for coordination.

This necessitates an integrative model in which
Meaning is viewed as a central condition of strategic
action, ensuring the transition from information to
coordination and the implementation of decisions.

Theoretical Framework.

1. Meaning in the Philosophy of Organization

The philosophical foundation for understanding the
category of Meaning as a mechanism of coordination is
provided by A. Bogdanov’s (2019) concept. Within the
framework of empiriomonism, cognition is interpreted
not as a reflection of reality, but as a form of organizing
collective experience. According to Bogdanov, thinking
structures the chaotic flow of perceptions to ensure joint
action and social coordination.

Thus, knowledge becomes not a “mirror” of
the world, but a tool for organizing complexity and
integrating individual practices into a unified system
(Bogdanov, 2019).

Thus, thinking primarily fulfills an organizational
function. It is necessary not for describing reality as such,
but for creating stable patterns of interaction with it.
Cognition becomes a means of reducing uncertainty and
maintaining collective coherence. Consequently, truth is
determined not only by correspondence to facts, but also
by the stability of collective coordination (Bogdanov,
2019). An important feature of this approach is the
understanding of knowledge as a temporal construct.
Error is not viewed as a deviation from ultimate truth,
but rather as a natural part of the cognitive process. If
the environment changes, previous patterns lose their
effectiveness, requiring a reconfiguration of meanings,
new forms of coordination, and new management models.

This givesrise to Bogdanov’s key formula (Bogdanov,
2019): to understand is to organize.

It is precisely this idea that allows us to translate
the philosophy of Meaning into a modern management
context: Data — Meaning — Coordination — Action.

Here, Meaning is not an interpretation following the
receipt of information, but rather the primary condition
for the possibility of action.

2. Meaning as a cognitive mechanism

From a cognitive perspective, Meaning can be viewed
as a mechanism for reducing complexity, allowing the
subject to navigate an excessive and uncertain reality.
Human thinking is incapable of handling the full
complexity of the world; therefore, it inevitably selects,
simplifies, and structures incoming information.

This is precisely the cognitive function of meaning-
making: not the accumulation of data, but the identification
of what is meaningful. Meaning arises as a result of the
organization of perception, when a chaotic stream of
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signals is transformed into stable images, schemas, and
interpretive models.

L. S. Vygotsky viewed creativity as the reprocessing
of elements of experience into new combinations,
mediated by culture and imagination (Vygotsky,
2004). The new does not emerge in a vacuum — it is
formed through the reconfiguration of existing meaning
structures. Imagination serves as a tool for the transition
from perception to a new organization of reality.

J. Piaget explains this process through the mechanisms
of assimilation and accommodation. The subject either
integrates new experience into existing cognitive schemas
or is forced to restructure the schemas themselves if the
previous models cease to function (Piaget, 1970). Thus,
meaning becomes not a static content but a dynamic
process of cognitive adaptation.

Images and schemas play a special role as forms
of the primary organization of experience. The image
precedes the text: first comes a holistic, intuitive grasp
of the situation, followed by its rational articulation in
concepts, rules, and procedures (Ivanova, 2026). In
conditions of uncertainty, it is the image that allows one
to navigate where a ready-made normative structure is
currently lacking.

This is particularly important for managerial
decisions: text captures what has already been mastered,
whereas imagery helps us work with a reality that is not
yet structured (Ivanova, 2026). In this sense, Meaning
represents a transitional zone between the chaos of
perception and formalized knowledge.

Thus, meaning-making performs three cognitive
functions:

- reduces the complexity of the environment;

- creates stable interpretive frameworks;

- enables the transition from perception to action.

Without this mechanism, information overload does
not enhance manageability but instead causes cognitive
overload and decision paralysis.

3. Meaning as a Condition for Coordination

If, at the philosophical level, Meaning functions as
the organization of experience, and at the cognitive level
as a mechanism for reducing complexity, then at the level
of social practice it becomes a condition for coordination.

Coordination is impossible without a shared
interpretive space. Joint action requires not only the
transmission of information but also the alignment of
meanings. People may possess the same data but make
different decisions if their interpretive models do not
coincide.

This is precisely why communication is not the
transmission of information, but the alignment of
conceptual frameworks. Effective interaction arises
only when there is an overlap of semantic fields among
participants. Otherwise, information does not translate
into action but remains a set of unconnected signals.

This is particularly evident in management systems.
A formally correct strategy may prove ineffective if its
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participants understand the goals, risks, and rationale for
action differently. The absence of a shared Meaning leads
to a disconnect between planning and implementation,
creating the phenomenon of the “strategy illusion”
(Anpilohov, 2026) — a situation where a concept exists
but is not put into practice.

Meaning facilitates the transition from individual
understanding to collective action through three levels:

- interpretation of the situation;

- recognition of shared significance;

- coordination of actions.

Here, a close connection arises between Meaning
and Trust. Meaning creates the foundation for trust: an
individual is ready to act only when the situation becomes
interpretable and predictable. In turn, trust allows
Meaning to be translated from a cognitive structure into
a practical decision.

Consequently, coordination arises not from
formal control, but from the alignment of meanings.
Management becomes not the distribution of commands,
but the organization of a space of interpretation in which
joint action is possible.

In modern strategic management logic, this signifies
a transition: from information management — to meaning
management.

This is precisely why Meaning serves as the primary
element of the Strategic Capacity model (Anpilohov,
2026): SC = Meaning x Trust x Horizon — Limits

If Meaning is absent, Trust lacks a foundation,
Horizon loses its direction, and the system itself shifts
into a mode of reactive survival rather than strategic
action.

4. Meaning in the Strategic Capacity Model

A previous study (Anpilohov, 2026) on the cognitive
and institutional mechanisms of strategic capacity
demonstrated that strategic development is determined
not so much by the volume of resources as by the
alignment of three interrelated components — Meaning,
Trust, and Horizon — operating within the constraints
of Limits. In this article, the focus shifts specifically to
Meaning as the primary condition of the entire construct,
since without a meaningful framework, neither trust nor
the formation of a decision horizon is possible.

In the model

SC = Meaning x Trust X Horizon — Limits,

the Meaning component is understood as the
interpretability and structural clarity of the strategy — the
system’s ability to present its future in a form that reduces
perceptual uncertainty and creates stable expectations.
However, for a deeper explanation, it is necessary to
reveal the internal structure of Meaning itself.

In the previously proposed formula for meaning, it
was shown that Meaning is formed as a result of the ratio
of forces of influence to the number of interpretations
(Ivanova, 2025):

Meaning=) powers ofinterpretations/n interpretations
where the numerator reflects the set of factors that

100

distort or disperse meaning (information noise, competing
interpretations, perceptual  stereotypes, emotional
reactions, external associative fields), and the denominator
reflects the number of possible interpretations arising
among communication participants.

For strategic management, this means that meaning
does not exist as a given: it is constantly eroded by
external noise and the multiplicity of interpretations. The
higher the level of these factors, the lower the system’s
controllability and the weaker the strategy’s ability to
translate into action.

Given the logic of semantic purification, effective
Meaning emerges when two parameters decrease:

a reduction in the sum of influencing forces
(purification from noise);

areduction in the number of interpretations (increased
controllability of meaning).

This allows us to present an enhanced formula for
strategic Meaning as follows:

M* =1/(y powers of influence x n interpretations)

Thus, Meaning becomes inversely proportional to
information noise and the vagueness of interpretation.
The higher the cognitive clarity and the narrower the
scope for arbitrary interpretations, the higher the system’s
strategic capability.

This is precisely why Meaning comes first in the SC
model: it precedes trust. Trust does not arise in relation
to an unclear strategy; Horizon does not form without an
interpretable image of the future. Consequently, strategic
development begins not with resources and not even with
trust, but with the organization of meaning.

In this context, it can be argued that it is not strategy
that creates Meaning, but Meaning that makes strategy
possible.

Consequently, management becomes not the
management of information, but the management of the
meaning structure of the future.

5. Typology of the system’s meaning regimes

If Meaning serves as the basic element of Strategic
Capacity, then its level of development determines not
only the quality of strategy interpretation but also the
very mode of the system’s functioning. In a previous
work (Anpilohov, 2026), a typology of strategic states
was proposed based on a combination of Meaning, Trust,
and Horizon, where each configuration reflects a specific
type of managerial dynamics.

However, it is Meaning that sets the starting point for
diagnosis, since it determines whether the system has the
very possibility of coordinated movement.

At a high level of Meaning (Meaning 1), the strategy
becomes cognitively manageable: goals are interpreted
unambiguously, cause-and-effect relationships are
transparent, and participants are able to reconstruct the
logic of the future. It is this that creates the foundation
for trust and allows for the expansion of the planning
horizon. Under such conditions, the system transitions
into a mode of growth or sustainable development.
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If high Meaning is accompanied by a lack of Trust,
a “strategy illusion” mode emerges: the concept appears
convincing but fails to gain support from investors,
partners, or the organization itself. The vision exists but
does not translate into action.

If, on the other hand, a high level of Meaning is
combined with a limited Horizon, a state of turbulence
emerges: the strategy is clear and supported, but the
institutional environment allows only short-term
implementation cycles. The system is forced to constantly
adapt, without transitioning to sustainable development.

Alow level of Meaning (Meaning | ) is a more critical
state. Even with resources and trust, the absence of a
meaningful structure blocks development. A “locked-in
potential” mode emerges: opportunities exist, but the
strategy remains uninterpretable, and thus unmanageable.

With a simultaneous decline in Meaning, Trust, and
Horizon, the system enters a state of stagnation, where
the logic of survival dominates over development. Here,
management becomes reactive, and decisions are made
in response to external pressure rather than as a result of
strategic planning.

Thus, the typology shows that the key problem is
more often not a shortage of resources, but a shortage
of Meaning. Strategic development is determined not by
the absolute level of individual parameters, but by their
coherence; however, it is Meaning that serves as the entry
point into the system.

This leads to an important practical conclusion:
transformation should begin not with tightening control
or seeking external funding, but with restoring clarity of
meaning — structuring goals, visualizing cause-and-effect
logic, and reducing cognitive overload.

It is in this sense that Meaning becomes not merely a
component of the model, but the primary mechanism for
coordinating strategic action.

The proposed typology of meaning regimes
allows us to return to the approaches discussed in the
literature review and see that the category of Meaning
unites several lines of research. In the philosophy of
organization, Meaning is revealed as a way of organizing
experience and overcoming the chaos of perception. In
cognitive theories, it acts as a mechanism for reducing
complexity and constructing interpretive frameworks. In
management research, Meaning manifests as a condition
for coordination, trust, and strategic action.

Thus, Meaning can be viewed as an integrative
concept that connects the philosophical, cognitive, and
managerial levels of analysis. While in Bogdanov’s work
thinking performs an organizational function, in the
Strategic Capacity model, Meaning becomes the element
that translates information into coordinated action. In this
sense, the Meaning 7 / | typology reveals not only the
state of communication but also the depth of the system’s
organization (Table 1).

Table 1

Theoretical Approaches to Meaning and Their Connection to the Strategic Capacity Model

Approach / Kev idea How Meaning is Connection to the typology of Significance for
Author y understood Meaning 1/ | management
A. Bogdanov Thinking as the Meaning as a way of | Meaning 1 — experience Management begins
em iri%) monism organization of organizing experience | is organized; Meaning | — with the organization
P collective experience | for collective action experience is fragmented of meaning
Productive Meaning as a Meaning 1 — there is a holistic A solution is possible if
I. Kant imagination synthesis of schema; Meaning | — perception | a cognitive structure is
structures experience | representations remains disconnected present
Imagination Meaning as a Meaning 1 — reconfiguration of
L. Vyeotsk processes culturally mediated experience is possible; Meaning | Meaning creates the
- VYBolsky experience into new | processing of | —experience does not transform | basis for creative action
combinations experience into something new
The new emerges Meanine as adantation Meaning T — the system
J. Piaget through the and mogi ﬁcatiog of restructures schemas; Meaning Management requires
- riag restructuring of schemas | — the system gets stuck in old cognitive flexibility
cognitive schemas models
. . Meaning as a
H. Simon ?r?&nilr?ff(:) (ir;a;t;i(:;ahty mechanism for Meaning 1 — complexity reduced; | Management should
’ overload selecting what is Meaning | — decision paralysis reduce cognitive load
significant
Sensemaking as the 1;/[:5%2%3: Meaning 1 — participants align Coordination
K. Weick creation of meaning | : ) their understanding; Meaning | — | depends on a shared
: P interpretation of a . - : .
in an organization L interpretations diverge understanding
situation
Creativity depends Meaning as a Meaning 1 — participants
T. Amabile on the environment, con. ditiogn for internal understand the significance of the | Meaning supports
) motivation, and encacement action; Meaning | — motivation is | creativity and action
competence gag not sustained
A GRANI ‘o1
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depends on the
alignment of
Meaning, Trust, and
Horizon

Strategic

Capacity component of

strategic capacity

Approach / Kev idea How Meaning is Connection to the typology of Significance for
Author y understood Meaning 1/ | management
Flow as the . . .
. Meaning as the Meaning 1 — action becomes . .
Cikszenmiblyi | puspose, etion, and | el coherence of | purposeful: Meaning | ~action | (2t N Pl iee s
feedback > action falls apart
Development

Meaning as a primary

Meaning 1 — growth, trust, and
horizon are possible; Meaning | —
blockage, stagnation, reactivity

Meaning is the entry
point to strategic
transformation

Source: author's elaboration

A comparison of approaches shows that the category
of Meaning goes beyond the mere content of a message.
In an environment of permanent transformation, meaning
becomes a critical mechanism for adaptive survival,
compelling the subject to remain in a state of continuous
interpretation of the new reality. In this context, cognition
shifts from a static fixation on the world to a dynamic
process of constructing stable connections between
chaotic perception and action. Thus, knowledge can no
longer serve merely as a reflection of reality; it becomes
a tool for the operational organization of complexity,
enabling a person to develop relevant ways of interacting
with an accelerating environment and to ensure the
coordination of joint practice.

This is precisely why, in the Strategic Capacity
model, Meaning precedes Trust and Horizon: trust and
strategic horizon can only emerge when the situation
becomes understandable, structured, and interpretable.

Prospects for further research.

Prospects for further research are primarily linked
to deepening the philosophical and epistemological
foundation of the category of Meaning and its further
operationalization in strategic management. While this
paper considers Meaning as a mechanism for coordinating
and structuring collective experience, the next step is
to study it as an independent epistemic framework that
determines not only decision-making but also the very
architecture of managerial thinking.

Of particular interest is the development of the
connection between the philosophy of knowledge
and a creative approach to management. In classical
epistemology, knowledge was often interpreted as a
reflection of an already existing reality, whereas the
modern logic of strategic action requires a shift toward
understanding cognition as a process of constructing
a possible future. In this context, creativity ceases to
be exclusively a psychological characteristic of the
individual and becomes a systemic mechanism for
generating new managerial trajectories.

Apromising area of research is the further exploration
of the transition: information — meaning — imagination
— coordination — action, where imagination serves as
an intermediate link between cognitive interpretation and
strategic planning. This approach allows us to combine
the epistemology of Immanuel Kant, Martin Heidegger,
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Gilles Deleuze, and Alexander Bogdanov with the
cognitive psychology of Lev Vygotsky and modern
models of strategic feasibility (Ivanova & Anpilohov,
2025).

The empirical development of Meaning indicators,
which allow for measuring the level of semantic clarity
of a system, the degree of interpretive coherence ( ), and
the influence of cognitive noise on strategic decisions,
requires special attention. This will enable the translation
of the philosophical model into an applied diagnostic tool
for public administration, organizational development,
and investment strategy formulation.

Thus, further research should focus not only on
the analysis of information but also on the study of the
mechanisms of meaning-making as a central resource for
strategic action.

Conclusion.

The article argues that the category of Meaning
should be viewed not as an element of semantics or
a characteristic of a communicative message, but as
a fundamental mechanism for organizing experience,
coordinating actions, and forming a system’s strategic
capacity. In conditions of information overload and
growing uncertainty, it is precisely the ability to assign
meaning to information that becomes a key condition for
effective management.

Based on Alexander Bogdanov’s philosophy
of organization, cognitive approaches to meaning
formation, and the Strategic Capacity model, it is shown
that Meaning performs a primary function in relation
to Trust and Horizon. Without a semantic structure,
neither trust in the future nor the formation of a long-
term decision horizon is possible. This is precisely why
strategic development begins not with resources, but with
the organization of the interpretive space.

The proposed formula for Strategic Capacity: SC
= Meaning % Trust x Horizon — Limits allows us to
view management as a process of transition from the
potential to the actual through the alignment of semantic,
behavioral, and temporal parameters. Further exploration
of the internal structure of Meaning through the meaning-
formation formula shows that strategic feasibility
depends on reducing information noise and minimizing
the uncontrolled multiplicity of interpretations.

The developed typology of the system’s meaning
regimes demonstrates that the key problem is more often
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not a deficit of resources, but a deficit of Meaning. A management to the logic of meaning management. It
high level of clarity of meaning ensures growth, trust, is not information in and of itself that determines the
and strategic sustainability, whereas fragmentation of development of a system, but the ability to organize it
meaning leads to reactivity, stagnation, and the illusion into a stable structure of collective understanding and
of strategy. joint action.

Thus, the main conclusion of the study is that modern It is in this sense that Meaning emerges as the central
management requires a shift from the logic of information  category of the philosophy of strategic action.
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