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In a turbulent environment, an enterprise’s ability to change the parameters of its own organization becomes no less important than its ability to 
produce goods. Transformation projects often fail to achieve their stated results, not so much because of a lack of tools for designing change programs, 
but because the enterprise life cycle is represented without regard to its complex, holistic structure. The article aims to conceptualize organizational 
change management within the enterprise development life cycle. The methodological basis of the study is an ontology-oriented conceptual design 
procedure that reconstructs the domain's semantic structure by identifying basic concepts, establishing relations among them, and testing the 
concepts for semantic clarity and consistency. Organizational change management is defined as the adaptive configuration of a portfolio of 
interrelated transformation initiatives aligned with the elements of the enterprise’s multidimensional development profile and the parameters of 
transformation pressure acting on it. Based on the criterion of explanatory indispensability, a system of twenty-two basic concepts is identified and 
grouped into four semantic blocks (system, state and development; target configuration and portfolio; feasibility and management; responses, 
institutionalization and outcome), along with thirty-one generic semantic relations. An ontological model of the relationships among the basic 
concepts is developed, with the life-cycle profile as its central element. Conceptual propositions for change management are formulated, and the logic 
for deriving composite concepts is explained. The study's scientific contribution lies in further developing the conceptual foundations of 
organizational change management within the enterprise development life cycle. Unlike stage-deterministic and purely procedural approaches, the 
proposed framework separates the domain's semantic structure from its analytical formalization. 
Keywords: organizational change management, enterprise life cycle, ontological model, organizational configuration, change portfolio, 
transformation gap, conceptual engineering.  
 
В умовах турбулентного середовища здатність підприємства змінювати параметри власної організації стає не менш важливою, ніж 
здатність виробляти продукцію. Причиною недосягнення проєктами трансформацій заявлених результатів є не стільки брак 
інструментів розробки програми змін, скільки подання життєвого циклу підприємства без урахування його складної холістичної 
будови. Мету статті становить концептуалізація управління організаційними змінами на підприємстві в контексті життєвого 
циклу його розвитку. Методичною основою дослідження стала процедура онтологічно орієнтованого концептуального проєктування, 
яка передбачає реконструкцію смислової будови предметної області через виявлення базисних понять, установлення відношень між 
ними та перевірку концептів на змістовну визначеність і несуперечливість. Управління організаційними змінами ідентифіковано як 
адаптивне конфігурування портфеля взаємопов'язаних трансформаційних ініціатив, що відповідають елементам багатовимірного 
профілю розвитку підприємства та параметрам трансформаційного тиску на нього. За критерієм пояснювальної незамінності 
визначено систему з двадцяти двох базисних понять, згрупованих у чотири семантичні блоки (система, стан і розвиток; цільове 
конфігурування і портфель; здійсненність і управління; реакції, закріплення і результат), а також тридцяти одного семантичного 
родового відношення. Побудовано онтологічну модель зв'язків базисних понять, центральним елементом якої є профіль життєвого 
циклу. Сформульовано концептуальні положення управління змінами та розкрито логіку виведення похідних композитних понять. 
Наукова новизна дослідження полягає в подальшому розвитку концептуальних положень управління організаційними змінами в 
контексті життєвого циклу розвитку підприємства, які, на відміну від стадійно-детерміністичних і суто процедурних підходів, 
відокремлюють смислову структуру предметної області від її аналітичної формалізації. 
Ключові слова: управління організаційними змінами, життєвий цикл підприємства, онтологічна модель, організаційна 
конфігурація, портфель змін, трансформаційний розрив, концептуальна інженерія. 

Statement of the problem 

One of the main features of business activity is that enterprises operate amid continuous change, a shift from episodic 
events to a permanent mode of existence. Wartime and post-war challenges for the Ukrainian economy, technological shifts, 
the digitalization of management processes, supply chain restructuring, changes in labor and capital markets, and other factors 
have greatly increased the need for enterprises to transform their organizational parameters. This ability is now becoming no 
less important than the ability to produce goods or provide services. At the same time, there is considerable evidence that 
transformation projects are ineffective or fail to achieve their stated results. In many cases, the reason is not so much the 
absence of appropriate tools for designing and implementing a change program as the failure to account for the life-cycle stage 
of the business entity when it is treated as a holistic object, that is, without considering the complex architecture of the system 
undergoing change and the nested hierarchy of its subsystems. This omission creates a problem of insufficient semantic 
definition of the organizational change management domain and inadequate integration of life-cycle concepts into it. If this 
problem remains unresolved, several typical management gaps arise: organizational change is initiated by isolated signals 
without a full understanding of the architecture of the problem situation; the desired target state (the organization’s 
configuration after change) is equated with the next life-cycle stage without checking its maturity or attainability; readiness 
for change is assessed only through employee capabilities; and completion of a change project is equated with the 
institutionalization of new methods and practices without an adequate assessment of their effect on enterprise viability. 
Conceptualizing the stated domain provides the basis for overcoming these management gaps. 

Management research and practice comprise two widespread, largely self-contained bodies of knowledge whose 
alignment remains limited, primarily because each has developed independently. The first consists of organizational life-cycle 
models, which offer typologies of enterprise development states and associate each stage with characteristic problems and 
risks. This body of knowledge is examined in detail in the works of L. Mosca [10, pp. 4-15] (who provides a critical review, from 
an organizational design perspective, of five major life-cycle models and concludes that selecting a single organizational 
configuration is inappropriate, thereby rejecting rigid linear stage progression), B. Ahmed [1] (who, based on a study of 
corporate investment efficiency in 351 companies, demonstrates the need 
to differentiate investment policy according to the enterprise’s stage of 
development), F. Shahzad [13, pp. 52-65] (who shows how the life-cycle 
stage affects the nature of firms’ innovation decisions and on this basis 
substantiates a stage-dependent approach to innovation portfolio 
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management), J. Farr [5] (who describes the organization of total cost management for complex technical systems throughout 
their life cycle), J. Emblemsvag [3] (who examines the assessment of future costs and risks over the product life cycle), and 
many other authors. Although studies such as L. Mosca [10, pp. 4-15] emphasize the need for organizational configuration 
options that provide alternatives to deterministic approaches, researchers still tend to treat the life cycle as synonymous with 
stages and their sequence rather than as a multidimensional profile of enterprise development. In this study, 
multidimensionality is linked to viewing the enterprise as a holarchy in which different holons may be at different stages of 
development, an aspect that is usually overlooked in life-cycle research. 

The second body of knowledge consists of process models of change management that describe the sequence of steps 
in organizational transformation, from recognizing the need for change to institutionalizing its outcomes. This body of 
knowledge is also discussed extensively in I. Palmer [11] (who considers organizational change from several management 
perspectives and stresses that no universal model is suitable for all contexts), A. Hanelt [7, pp. 1160-1187] (who, based on a 
synthesis of 279 publications, presents digital transformation not as the introduction of new technologies but as a profound 
change in the organization’s entire architecture and its interaction with the digital business ecosystem), S. Bambale [2, pp. 42-
48] (who, by examining the relationships among trust, employee motivation and commitment to organizational transformation, 
highlights the importance of communication in change management), A. Errida [4] (who, based on an analysis of 37 change 
management models, identifies 74 success factors for organizational change grouped into 12 categories, with leadership, 
communication, stakeholder engagement, resource sufficiency and institutionalization of outcomes among the key factors), 
J. Phillips [12, pp. 190-196] (who identifies 15 general change management strategies based on an analysis of 16 organizational 
change models and conceptual frameworks and a survey of 49 professionals), A. Gutierrez-Iniguez [6] (whose bibliometric 
analysis of 493 scientific publications systematizes the main directions of organizational change management research and 
substantiates the leading role of managers in overcoming resistance to transformation, shaping organizational culture and 
ensuring successful change implementation), and many other authors. The purpose of selecting these examples is to show the 
breadth of organizational change management research synthesized in the cited studies. Most of this work implicitly 
acknowledges a life cycle, but the explicit, direct relationship between change management methods and the enterprise 
development cycle still requires further elaboration. 

The purpose of the research 

The article aims to conceptualize organizational change management in the context of the enterprise development 
life cycle by constructing a system of minimally sufficient basic concepts and semantic generic relations within the domain, 
thereby transforming the existing gap between stage-based life-cycle models and process models of organizational change 
management into a coherent semantic and formal-analytical foundation for change management. 

Presentation of the main research material 

The aim of the article is pursued through an ontology-oriented conceptual design of the research domain. This 
procedure is used because simply systematizing existing definitions of change management and life-cycle management 
concepts is insufficient. Conceptual engineering involves reconstructing the internal semantic structure of the research domain 
by identifying the relevant basic concepts and establishing relations among them. According to Y. Jabareen [8, pp. 50-58], the 
presence of such concepts and relations makes it possible to organize the interpretation of a complex phenomenon. It provides 
a basis for further theoretical propositions. In other words, every element (concept) of the domain should have a clearly defined 
substantive meaning, boundaries of application, and a position relative to adjacent concepts. As R. Suddaby [16, pp. 346-355] 
emphasizes, establishing semantic relations among constructs is more important than defining individual constructs in 
isolation. The assumption here is that the theoretical value of a concept added to the domain depends on the extent to which it 
is integrated into a coherent system of domain elements. Because there is a natural tendency to cover every possible way in 
which the life cycle and organizational change may be related, D. Whetten’s [17, pp. 490-494] proposal to constrain conceptual 
expansion by balancing model completeness and parsimony is particularly relevant. Accordingly, the model should contain all 
elements needed to explain the phenomenon under study, but should not duplicate concepts, characteristics, indicators, 
information carriers, or process actions [17]. In addition, the list of domain concepts should avoid category errors, such as 
equating an enterprise with a model of the enterprise or equating the state of an enterprise with judgments about that state. 
Thus, as S. Staab et al. [15] argue, conceptual modeling should distinguish domain objects, their properties, states, relations, 
and descriptions, and should therefore be oriented toward ontology construction. This ontology-oriented use of conceptual 
engineering serves not only to identify a sufficient set of concepts but also to refine them to fit the problem under study. This 
approach is consistent with P. Makowski [9], who argues that concepts imported into a domain from earlier studies may need 
to be reconsidered. O. Solinger et al. [14] likewise caution against mechanically aggregating concepts within a domain, since the 
meaning of any concept continuously evolves as theory is balanced with empiricism and universality with specificity, making a 
final and immutable interpretation impossible. According to the authors [14], testing concepts for semantic clarity and 
consistency can increase the explanatory capacity of a theoretical domain model. Thus, conceptual design involves creating the 
minimum set of concepts needed to explain the research domain, such that adding further concepts would not yield a 
commensurate increase in explanatory power. At the same time, the requirement of “minimal sufficiency of the basis” is applied: 
removing any one of the concepts should disrupt the explanatory construction and make it impossible to produce all 
fundamentally necessary explanations. The resulting list of domain concepts, developed from the analysis of leading scholars' 
works and divided into four semantic blocks, is presented in Table 1.  

The set of concepts presented in Table 1 makes it possible to visualize the stable semantic structure of the domain, as 
shown in Fig. 1. The introduced relations can be divided into several groups: context-state relations (R1-R4), problem-pressure 
relations (R5-R7), portfolio-strategic relations (R8-R15), capacity-mechanism relations (R16-R23), and outcome-reproduction 
relations (R24-R31). Each influence of one concept on another, shown in Fig. 1, contributes to the conceptualization of the 
domain. At the same time, this conceptualization requires further substantiation for each element of the set {R}. One example 
is the hypothesis that the development phase archetype (P4 → R4 → P5) can be treated as an interpretive projection of the life-
cycle profile. 

Under the proposed approach, the central concept is the life-cycle profile (P4), whereas the phase archetype (P5) is 
merely an interpretable, similarity-based projection of that profile. The requirement of minimal sufficiency of the conceptual 
basis calls for a single generic concept of «organizational configuration», supplemented by analytical attributes that distinguish 
the actual configuration (P3) from the target configuration (P10). First, this distinction formalizes the transformation gap (P11) 
within the ontology as a mismatch between states. Organizational configuration is defined at a particular point in time t (for 
both P3 and P10). It treats the coordinated composition of selected elements as an independent characteristic with a certain 
degree of emergence, rather than as a simple sum of their states. Second, distinguishing the target configuration (P10) helps 
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prevent a potential management error: treating the next life-cycle stage (P5) as the target rather than designing an appropriate 
configuration.  

Table 1. Basic concepts of the conceptual model of organizational change management in the context of the 
enterprise life cycle  

Basic concept Definition and distinguishing features Loss if removed 
Semantic block 1. System, state and development 

P1. Enterprise 
An open socio-economic system that maintains relative integrity and is 

capable of changing the way it is organized and its organizational 
parameters 

The entity that carries the state, changes, 
and maintains viability disappears. 

P2. Development 
context 

A set of external (including exogenous shocks) and internal conditions, 
constraints, opportunities, events and requirements that are not objects of 

change but influence the enterprise. 

Changes become decontextualized and 
universalistic. The role of exogenous 

shocks is lost. 
P3. Actual 

organizational 
configuration 

The current, interconnected and coordinated combination of roles, 
structures, processes, rules, competencies, technologies, coordination 

methods, culture, etc. 

It becomes impossible to identify the 
object of organizational change; changes 

become more local. 

P4. Life-cycle profile 
A multidimensional, time-specific description of the state of the enterprise 

and its subsystems across a defined set of development dimensions 
The life cycle is again reduced to size, 

age, or a stage label. 

P5. Development phase 
archetype 

An interpretive class of life-cycle profiles with similar configurational 
features, typical problems and risks. Membership in an archetype may be 

fuzzy and partial. 

The link with the life-cycle tradition and 
the possibility of typological 

interpretation are lost. 

P6. Problem situation 
A recognized mismatch, dysfunction, threat or opportunity that requires 

explanation and managerial interpretation 
A signal is converted directly into a 

prescription for intervention. 

P7. Transformation 
pressure 

The intensity and urgency of the requirement to change the current 
configuration (a measure of declining viability of the current 

configuration) under the influence of gaps, threats and the cost of inaction 

The need and urgency for change cannot 
be explained. Pressure is conflated with 

authorization to change. 
Semantic block 2. Target configuration and portfolio 

P8. Strategic 
orientation 

A system of desired outcomes, priorities, value orientations and 
constraints (distinct from those imposed by the context) that defines the 

admissible space of the future state 

The target configuration becomes 
arbitrary or purely reactive. 

P9. Transition mode 
A description of the allowable depth, speed, scale, reversibility, 

discontinuity and identity change involved in the enterprise’s transition 
from the actual to the target configuration 

The fundamental distinction between 
local and transformational changes is 

lost. 
P10. Target 

organizational 
configuration 

A strategically desirable and admissible combination of the same 
organizational elements and relations that form the actual configuration, 

specified for a defined time horizon 

There is no direction for enterprise 
transformation. The next life-cycle stage 

becomes the target. 
P11. Transformation 

gap 
A mismatch between the actual and target organizational configurations, 

structured by components (a set of dimensions) 
The target cannot be linked to the 

specific content of change. 

P12. Organizational 
change initiative 

A purposeful change to a defined element of the organizational 
configuration, identified and bounded by responsibility, resources and 

content (the smallest relatively independent unit of change) 

The change portfolio loses its elementary 
unit of composition and the basis for 

optimization. 
P13. Balanced 

organizational change 
portfolio 

A coordinated system of interdependent initiatives aimed at improving the 
actual organizational configuration, searching for new solutions and 
moving toward the target state while competing for shared resources 

Management is reduced to a single 
change or a list of measures without 

proper coordination. 
Semantic block 3. Feasibility and management 

P14. Change capacity 
The threshold of available resources, adaptive, information, and 

competence capabilities at which the enterprise can implement a certain 
class of changes irrespective of their portfolio 

It becomes impossible to distinguish a 
portfolio's desirability from its overall 

feasibility. 

P15. Readiness for 
change 

The state of preparedness of specific people and groups, the management 
system and the organization to begin particular change implementation 

work, assessed separately at different system levels 

Errors arise in identifying the actual level 
of preparedness, or the assessment is 

excessively reduced. 
P16. Managerial 

capacity to implement 
the change portfolio 

A multi-component capability, realized through an ensemble of dynamic 
capabilities of the management system, to design and make decisions for 

end-to-end support of the change portfolio 

Alignment between the complexity of the 
change portfolio and the capacity to 

manage it is lost 
P17. Management 
configuration 

A system of roles, role holders, decision rights, responsibilities, 
interactions, coordination loops and escalation paths 

The organizationally designated owner of 
change and responsibility is lost. 

P18. Adaptive 
organizational change 

management 
mechanism 

A reproducible system of methods, rules and management loops that 
ensures controlled implementation of the portfolio and combines 

execution adjustments with revision of initial assumptions 

Management is reduced to static 
matching of life-cycle stages with 
descriptions of their requirements. 

Semantic block 4. Responses, institutionalization and outcome 
P19. Participant 
responses and 
resistance 

Context- and time-dependent behavioral, substantive and structural 
expressions of how change recipients and implementers respond to 

change 

Diagnostic information about the 
change's adequacy is lost. 

P20. 
Institutionalization of 

change 

Embedding a new practice in roles, rules, resources, information systems, 
motivation, ownership and reproducible work 

Change is incorrectly equated with a 
sustainable outcome. 

P21. Evidence-based 
judgment of the 

outcome 

A statement about an actual change in configuration that is bounded by 
object, time, evidence base and reliability 

The outcome of change becomes 
unsupported by evidence or is replaced 

by a report and KPIs 

P22. Viability and 
configurational fit 

A two-dimensional characteristic of the ability to maintain critical 
functions and of the fit between the actual configuration, the context and 

development conditions without unacceptable losses 

The criterion for portfolio acceptability 
disappears, while target criteria lose 

their specificity. 
Source: developed by the authors. 
The central concept and the relations surrounding it enable the formulation of the set of conceptual propositions for 

organizational change management shown in Table 2. In addition to generating a set of conceptual propositions, the developed 
domain model enables the derivation of various second-level composite concepts, including analytical constructs, metrics, 
profiles, and operational tools. Such derived entities are obtained from the basic concepts through mathematical formalization 
and scaling (vectors, matrices, functions), analytical comparison of two or more concepts (gaps, mismatch indices), and 
projection of concepts onto a temporal process or decision-making mechanism (cards, gates, windows).  
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P4 (t+1)

P3 (t+1)

P1. Enterprise

P2. Development context
P3. Current 

organizational 
configuration

P4. Life-cycle profile

P5. Development phase 
archetype

P6. Problem situation

P7. Transformation 
pressure

P8. Strategic orientation

P9. Transition mode

P10. Target 
organizational 
configuration

P11. Trans-
formation gap

P12. Organizational change 
initiative

P14. Change capability

P15. Change readiness

P16. Managerial capacity for 
portfolio implementation

P18. Adaptive organizational 
change management mechanism

P20. Institutiona-lization 
of change

P21. Evidence-based judgment on the 
outcome

P22. Viability and configurational fit

R3 Describes 
temporal
evolution 
through

R26 Incor-
porates

a new practice 
into

R31 Determines
intensity

R6 Sets interpretation 
guidelines

R1 Functions within

R25 Conso-lidates
content

R11 Expresses
mismatch
between

R32 Restricts admissibility

R14 Consists of

R8 Defines acceptance
criteria

R28 Substantiates the assessment

R12 Acts as
a balance
criterion

R8 Defines
acceptance

criteria

R24 Diagnostically
characterizes fit

R23 Refines
the assessment

R18 Characterizes
readiness to engage

R19 Provides оrga-
nizational support

P17. Management 
configuration

R22 Ensures
controlled

implementation

P13. Balanced organizational 
change portfolio

P19. Participant responses 
and resistance

R33 Provides a typological 
interpretation of prerequisites

R7 Provides substantive
justification for

R2 Is organiza-
tionally

structured 
through

R27 Provides evidence-based
characterization of change

R20 Constructs
the governance

structure

 
Fig. 1. Ontological model of relationships among the basic concepts in the organizational change  

management domain. Source: developed by the authors. 
Table 2. Examples of conceptual propositions for organizing organizational change management  
Conceptual proposition Basis Rationale 

The enterprise life cycle should be viewed not as 
a deterministic normative sequence of discrete 
stages defined by age or growth rate, but as the 

evolution over time of a multidimensional 
organizational configuration profile. 

P1 - P5 

The proposition is derived through the relation R1 → R2 → R3 → R4. The 
enterprise (P1), within its context (P2), is organized as a configuration of 

structures and processes (P3, R2). The dynamics of P3 over time are 
represented by a multidimensional profile (P4, R3), while the life-cycle phase 

(P5) is not an objective state but an interpretation (R4). 
Organizational change is justified only when initial 
environmental signals are interpreted as a problem 
situation that, together with the current development 

profile, generates pressure for transformation. 

P1 - P6 
P22 

The proposition is derived from the synthesis of relations R5, R6, R7, and the 
constraint R29. The problem situation (P6) is localized in particular 

subsystems (P1, P3, R5), while the context (P2) determines the scale and 
severity of the problem (R6). 

The transition mode characterizes the systemic 
form and the allowable depth, scale, speed, 

reversibility, and continuity of the transformation 
of the enterprise as a whole. 

P4, P7, 
P9, P10, 
P12, P14 

The proposition is derived from the superposition of constraints R9 and R10, 
together with property R13. The transition mode (P9) is shaped by a balance 
among the need for change (P7), the current state (P4), and adaptive capacity 

(P14, R9). P9 defines the macro-level approach to the target P10. 
The target configuration is not formed as an 
image of the “next stage of the cycle”, but as a 

strategically acceptable combination of 
structures, processes, and technologies that 

minimizes the transformation gap. 

P3, P8,  
P9, P10 
P11, P22 

The proposition is derived through the cascade of relations R8, R10, R11, and 
R29. Strategic orientation (P8) sets the criteria for the admissibility of the 

future state (R8). P10 is defined as the target configurational state, while the 
path toward it is constrained by mode P9 (R10) 

The acceptability and success of implemented 
changes are assessed not by a formal list of 

measures or local KPIs, but through an evidence-
based judgment of the vector of multidimensional 

consequences and configurational fit. 

P3, P4 
P20, P21, 

P22 

The proposition is derived through evidence-based closure of the cycle in R27, 
R28, R29, and R30. The evidence-based judgment (P21) records confirmed 

facts of change in P3 and the sustainability of practice P20 (R27). P2 provides 
the empirical basis for assessing viability (P22, R28). 

Source: developed by the authors. 
For example, the concept of «change management architecture» is defined as the combination of P16, P17, and P18 as 

a coordinated combination of managerial capabilities, roles, decision rights, coordination, escalation, and learning loops. 
Similarly, the «manageability of the change portfolio» is defined through the combination of P13, P16, P17, and P18. It can 
therefore be interpreted as the property of a portfolio that allows it to be implemented and adjusted under the existing 
management configuration and available levers of influence within the relevant mechanism. 

Conclusions and prospects for further research 

The study develops a conceptual model of enterprise organizational change management within the development life 
cycle. The key contradiction addressed by conceptual modeling is that stage-based life-cycle models associate a stage label with 



ISSN 2415-8453. Український журнал прикладної економіки та техніки. 2026 рік. Том 11. № 3.  
558 

clear, uniform recommendations for how organizational change should proceed, which is inconsistent with a nonlinear view of 
enterprise development. To resolve this contradiction, organizational change management is defined as the adaptive configuration 
of a balanced portfolio of interrelated initiatives aligned with the elements of the enterprise’s multidimensional development 
profile and the parameters of transformation pressure acting on it. Based on the criterion of explanatory indispensability, a system 
of twenty-two minimally sufficient basic concepts is identified and grouped into four semantic blocks (system, state and 
development; target configuration and portfolio; feasibility and management; responses, institutionalization and outcome), 
together with thirty-one semantic generic relations. These concepts and relations describe a stable semantic structure without 
conflating it with the temporal sequence of work. Their inclusion enables the establishment of the logic for formulating conceptual 
propositions on the organization of organizational change management and the description of how the composite concepts needed 
for management are derived. At the same time, the proposed set of derived concepts and relations requires empirical verification 
of its sufficiency and of the feasibility of its implementation in management loops, which defines the direction for further research. 
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