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Abstract

Many organizations develop clear strategies yet struggle to translate strategic
intent into sustained organizational action. This conceptual study develops a
Strategy-to-Action Framework explaining how strategic intent becomes recur-
ring, aligned decisions and behaviors that persist across execution cycles and
adapt through feedback. Drawing on contemporary strategy implementation
literature and practice-oriented execution principles, the framework distin-
guishes sustained organizational action from implementation consistency, stra-
tegic progress, and organizational performance. It treats five mechanisms as
differentiated but mutually recursive. Behavioral translation mediates the con-
version of intent into role-specific action; system alignment, accountability,
and ownership enable that conversion; execution cadence reinforces action
over time; and feedback and measurement support learning and can prompt
revisions to execution mechanisms or strategic intent. The study also distin-
guishes behavioral translation from communication, sensemaking, goal clarity,
and managerial capability, and identifies contextual boundary conditions that
affect the framework’s operation. Five revised propositions specify this causal
logic for future empirical testing. Practical implications suggest that leaders can
strengthen execution by defining observable behaviors, aligning systems and
decision rights, assigning clear ownership, maintaining purposeful review
rhythms, and using performance information to adapt. The framework con-
tributes a process-oriented explanation of how implementation mechanisms
combine to produce sustained organizational action rather than assuming that
visible activity or implementation consistency alone demonstrates strategic
progress.
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1. Introduction

Many organizations devote substantial resources to strategy formulation and
planning. Yet translating strategic intent into sustained organizational action re-
mains a persistent challenge (Holm et al., 2026). Strategy implementation is a
complex organizational process. Its success depends on both managerial capabil-
ities and the organizational mechanisms used to support execution (Holm et al.,
2026).

Recent scholarship continues to identify significant implementation challenges.
Holm et al. (2026) reviewed 160 peer-reviewed studies on strategy implementation.
They found that effective implementation depends on the interaction of managerial
and organizational levers. These include structures, internal processes, communi-
cation, learning, resource orchestration, and management capabilities. Their find-
ings reinforce the need to examine implementation as an integrated organiza-
tional process rather than as a single managerial activity.

The challenge extends beyond the strategy’s quality. A strategy may be logically
sound and clearly communicated but still fail to influence daily organizational be-
havior. Implementation depends on how managers and employees interpret stra-
tegic priorities and translate them into action. Christie and Tippmann (2024) found
that middle managers can shape whether implementation produces intended or
unintended strategic outcomes. Their findings demonstrate that operational in-
terpretation plays an important role in how strategy develops during implemen-
tation.

Middle-management capability is therefore central to strategy execution. Ngu-
yen Thi et al. (2025) found that managerial traits, knowledge and skills, behaviors,
and strategic competencies significantly affected strategy implementation. Their
study also identified differences across organizational levels. Behavioral compe-
tencies were especially important at the enterprise level, while strategic competen-
cies had greater influence at the functional level.

These findings highlight an important scholarly issue. Strategy implementation
does not occur only at the senior-management level. It also depends on the tactical
and operational activities through which strategic priorities become organiza-
tional practice (Holm et al., 2026). The implementation problem is therefore not
simply whether organizations formulate appropriate strategies. It is whether those
strategies become embedded in systems, responsibilities, routines, and measura-
ble actions.

This conceptual study referred to this disconnect as the strategy-action gap. The
strategy-action gap describes the distance between declared strategic intent and

the actions repeatedly performed to advance that intent. Organizations may re-
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main highly active without making meaningful strategic progress. Meetings, re-
ports, projects, and completed tasks can create visible activity. However, such ac-
tivity constitutes strategic execution only when it advances intended organiza-
tional outcomes.

This distinction is consistent with the argument advanced by Areguamen (2026)
in The Execution Blueprint. Turning Strategy into Daily Motion. He contends that
execution weakens when organizations possess clear strategies but lack practical
systems that convert strategic intent into repeatable action. He identifies systems,
accountability, rhythm, feedback, discipline, and visible progress as interconnected
mechanisms that sustain execution.

This conceptual study therefore addressed a specific scholarly gap. Existing re-
search has identified many factors associated with strategy implementation, in-
cluding managerial capabilities, organizational structures, resources, communi-
cation, routines, and monitoring mechanisms (Holm et al., 2026). However, a pro-
cess-oriented explanation of how these mechanisms work together to move strat-
egy from intent into sustained organizational action remains needed.

Accordingly, this conceptual study addressed the following research question:

How can organizations translate strategic intent into sustained organizational
action?

This conceptual study examined the mechanisms that support this transition.
The study developed a Strategy-to-Action Framework comprising five mutually
reinforcing mechanisms: behavioral translation, system alignment, accountability
and ownership, execution cadence, and feedback and measurement.

The study contributed to strategy implementation scholarship in three ways.
First, it positioned behavioral translation as the immediate link between strategic
intent and execution. Second, it integrated established implementation mecha-
nisms into a single process-oriented framework. Third, it emphasized execution
continuity by explaining how recurring routines, feedback, and measurement can
sustain action after implementation begins.

The practical contribution was equally important. The framework provided or-
ganizational leaders with a structured way to identify where execution may be weak-
ening. It focused attention on whether strategic priorities have been translated into
behavior, supported by systems, assigned to clear owners, reinforced through re-
curring routines, and evaluated through meaningful feedback.

The study reviewed relevant strategy implementation literature. It then exam-
ined the strategy-action gap and the mechanisms that connect strategic intent to
organizational action. The study then presented the Strategy-to-Action Framework
and its propositions. The final sections discussed theoretical implications, manage-

rial implications, limitations, and directions for future research.

2. Literature Review

Strategy implementation has long been recognized as a central challenge in stra-

tegic management. The difficulty does not arise only from poor strategy formula-
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tion. It also arises from the organizational work required to convert strategic de-
cisions into coordinated action. Tawse and Tabesh (2021) described strategy im-
plementation as a dynamic and iterative process involving activities by managers
and employees to turn strategic plans into reality. Friesl et al. (2021) similarly con-
ceptualized implementation as strategy work involving actors, activities, struc-
tures, tools, and temporal arrangements. More recently, Holm et al. (2026) con-
firmed that implementation depends on interactions among managerial and or-
ganizational levers. These findings suggest examining strategy implementation as
an integrated organizational process rather than a final stage that follows planning
(Friesl et al., 2021; Holm et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

The literature also indicates that implementation remains theoretically frag-
mented. Tawse and Tabesh (2021) found that strategy implementation research
consists of diverse recommendations, empirical findings, and theoretical perspec-
tives that are not always connected. Friesl et al. (2021) reached a similar conclu-
sion and organized implementation research around five practices: structure and
process matching, resource matching, monitoring, framing, and negotiating. Holm
et al. (2026) extended this discussion by identifying managerial and organizational
levers across 160 peer-reviewed studies. Taken together, these studies provide sub-
stantial knowledge about factors associated with implementation. However, these
studies also reinforce the need to explain more precisely how implementation fac-
tors interact to produce sustained organizational action (Friesl et al., 2021; Holm
et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

2.1. Literature Selection and Synthesis Approach

The literature base for this conceptual review was assembled through a purposive,
concept-driven search rather than a systematic-review protocol. The search logic
combined “strategy implementation” or “strategy execution” with terms corre-

sponding to the proposed mechanisms, including “middle manager,” “behavioral

» « » « » «

translation,” “sensemaking,” “organizational alignment,” “accountability,” “deci-

» <« » <«

sion rights,” “organizational routines,” “work rhythms,” “performance measure-
ment,” and “organizational learning.”

Studies were included when they were peer-reviewed, addressed implementa-
tion processes or at least one proposed mechanism, and offered conceptual or em-
pirical evidence relevant to how strategic intent becomes action. Studies focused
solely on strategy formulation or on distal performance associations without ex-
plaining implementation processes were excluded. Integrative reviews by Friesl et
al. (2021), Tawse and Tabesh (2021), and Holm et al. (2026) provided the initial
conceptual categories and guided targeted follow-up searches for mechanism-spe-
cific studies. The author’s practitioner monograph served only as applied concep-
tual input and was not treated as peer-reviewed evidence. Because the purpose
was theoretical integration rather than exhaustive effect estimation, the retained
studies were synthesized narratively against the five mechanisms, their interac-

tions, the outcome construct, and relevant contextual conditions.
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2.2. Strategy Implementation and Execution

Strategy implementation becomes meaningful when strategic intent influences what
organizational actors actually do. Merkus et al. (2019) argued that implementation
occurs when strategy reshapes organizational practices and routines. Their per-
formative perspective moves the discussion beyond strategy as a written plan. It
instead focuses on how strategy is enacted through organizational behavior. Friesl
et al. (2021) similarly emphasized the activities, actors, and tools through which
strategic intentions are executed. These perspectives provide an important foun-
dation for this study because they locate implementation in recurring organiza-
tional action rather than in planning documents alone.

Recent evidence further supports this behavioral interpretation of implementa-
tion. Christie and Tippmann (2024) examined 122 strategy implementations re-
ported by 40 middle managers. They found that different implementation activi-
ties were associated with intended and unintended strategic outcomes. The find-
ing indicates that strategic intent does not pass unchanged from senior manage-
ment into operations. Instead, managerial actions influence how strategy is inter-
preted and enacted. This relationship creates a major challenge in turning strategy
into action. Organizations must translate strategic priorities into behaviors that
preserve their intended direction (Christie & Tippmann, 2024).

Middle managers play a particularly important role in this translation process.
Tawse et al. (2024) found that middle-manager leadership and work-team coor-
dination contribute to effective strategy implementation. Nguyen Thi et al. (2025)
also found that managerial traits, knowledge, skills, behavioral competencies, and
strategic competencies significantly influence implementation. Their results
showed that behavioral competencies were especially important at the enterprise
level. Strategic competencies were more influential at the functional level. These
findings suggest that implementation depends not only on communicating stra-
tegic priorities but also on building the managerial capacity needed to translate
those priorities into operational behavior (Nguyen Thi et al., 2025; Tawse et al.,
2024).

Wowerath (2026) provides further evidence of this translation process. The
study examined how objectives and key results can support middle managers dur-
ing strategy implementation. The findings showed that goal orientation, reflec-
tion, transparency, communication, and feedback can help managers translate
strategic objectives into actionable steps. These mechanisms also strengthened co-
ordination, commitment, and competency. Therefore, behavioral translation in-
volves more than communicating strategy. It requires mechanisms that connect

strategic intent to concrete actions and responsibilities (Wowerath, 2026).

2.3. System Alignment and Organizational Design

Strategic action also depends on alignment between organizational systems and
strategic priorities. Employees may understand a strategy but still face resistance

from structures, processes, controls, or resource-allocation practices. Holm et al.
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(2026) identified organizational structure, internal processes, resources, perfor-
mance management, and communication as important implementation levers.
Rowe and Nevmerzhytskyi (2025) similarly argued that effective implementation
requires internal alignment among strategy, structure, controls, rewards, culture,
leadership, resources, and capabilities. These findings indicate that organizations
cannot rely on individual effort to compensate for systems that run counter to stra-
tegic priorities (Holm et al., 2026; Rowe & Nevmerzhytskyi, 2025). Alignment mat-
ters because implementation crosses organizational levels and functional bounda-
ries. Strategic priorities established at senior levels often require coordinated re-
sponses from units with different responsibilities, incentives, and operating rou-
tines. Holm et al. (2026) emphasized that managers and organizations should con-
sider managerial and organizational levers together, not independently. This per-
spective strengthens the argument that system alignment is not merely an admin-
istrative support function. It can facilitate or constrain the execution of strategic
intent (Holm et al., 2026).

The literature on strategic alignment also identifies misalignment as a recurring
implementation problem. Research shows that structures, incentives, culture, and
other organizational arrangements can reinforce or weaken execution. Recent re-
views identify alignment as a key bridge between strategy formulation and imple-
mentation. This implies that strategic priorities require organizational systems
that consistently signal what matters, who is responsible, and how to use re-
sources. System alignment therefore provides the structural conditions for sus-
taining behavioral translation (Iskandar & Ardianto, 2024).

Organizational routines provide one mechanism for making this alignment du-
rable. Merkus et al. (2019) identified routinization as a way to embed strategy in
organizational practice. More recent routine research also emphasizes that stable
routines do not necessarily produce rigid behavior. Hodgson (2023) argued that
organizational routines can support varied behavioral outcomes when they func-
tion as organizational capacities. Kesting (2023) similarly demonstrated that rou-
tines can change through repeated organizational action. These findings matter
for strategy implementation because strategic priorities become more sustainable
when embedded in recurring patterns of organizational work rather than treated

as temporary initiatives (Merkus et al., 2019).

2.4. Strategic Intent and Behavioral Translation

Organizational actors must interpret strategic intent before it can guide behavior.
Employees and managers do not automatically respond to strategic statements.
They make sense of priorities through their roles, experience, interactions, and
perceptions of organizational conditions. Schuler et al. (2023) found that middle
managers develop shared and separate realities about new strategies. These per-
ceptions were associated with their implementation behavior. The findings sug-
gest that differences in interpretation can produce differences in implementation

behavior, even when organizational actors receive the same strategic message
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(Schuler et al., 2023).

This interpretive dimension helps explain why communication alone may be
insufficient. Managers must communicate strategic priorities in ways that clarify
expected action. Wowerath (2026) found that sensemaking and sensegiving help
middle managers translate goals into actionable steps. Christie and Tippmann
(2024) also demonstrated that middle-manager activities influence whether in-
tended or unintended strategies emerge. The evidence therefore suggests that be-
havioral translation requires clarity about both meaning and action. Strategic pri-
orities must clarify not only what the organization intends to achieve but also what
organizational actors are expected to do differently (Wowerath, 2026).

This distinction is central to the strategy-action gap this study examines. An
organization may achieve strategic awareness without achieving behavioral align-
ment. Employees can understand an objective at a general level while remaining
uncertain about its implications for daily decisions. The literature on middle man-
agers, sensemaking, and implementation activities indicates that this translation
problem occurs between strategic direction and operational behavior. Behavioral
translation therefore represents a distinct implementation mechanism that con-
nects strategic intent to executable organizational work (Holm et al., 2026).

Behavioral translation can also be distinguished empirically from adjacent con-
structs. Communication concerns the transmission and exchange of strategic mes-
sages; sensemaking concerns how actors interpret those messages; goal clarity con-
cerns the perceived specificity and understandability of desired ends; and mana-
gerial capability concerns an actor’s capacity to interpret, coordinate, and execute.
Behavioral translation concerns the observable mapping of a strategic priority into
role-specific decisions, actions, and behavioral standards. Future studies could op-
erationalize it through the proportion of priorities linked to explicit role behav-
iors, cross-role agreement about expected action, and observed congruence be-
tween those behaviors and enacted decisions. These indicators would test whether
translation occurred rather than merely whether a message was delivered, under-

stood, or supported by capable managers.

2.5. Accountability, Ownership and Decision Rights

Strategy implementation also requires clear accountability. Strategic priorities are
hard to sustain when ownership is unclear, or responsibilities overlap without clear
decision rights. Holm et al. (2026) found that breaking strategy into clear activities
can strengthen accountability and alignment. Their review also emphasized as-
signing responsibilities and clarifying mandates. These mechanisms reduce un-
certainty about who should act and who should be held accountable for progress.
Accountability therefore converts broad organizational intentions into clearly as-
signed responsibilities (Holm et al., 2026).

Accountability is closely related to coordination. Tawse and Tabesh (2021)
identified coordination as a condition that supports implementation effectiveness.
Tawse et al. (2024) later found that middle-manager leadership and team coordi-

nation contribute to effective implementation. Wowerath (2026) also reported
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that structured goal systems can strengthen coordination and commitment. The
collective evidence suggests that ownership alone is insufficient. Organizational
actors must also understand how their responsibilities connect with those of oth-
ers involved in implementation (Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

Recurring organizational routines can help maintain this coordination over
time. Strategy execution rarely occurs through a single implementation event. It
develops through repeated reviews, meetings, decisions, follow-up activities, and
adjustments. Fries] et al. (2021) emphasized the temporal arrangements within
which strategy work occurs. Merkus et al. (2019) also connected implementation
with routinization. These perspectives support the concept of execution cadence,
defined as the recurring rhythm through which strategically important actions are
reviewed, reinforced, and adjusted (Friesl et al., 2021).

Execution cadence is important because strategic priorities compete with rou-
tine operational demands. Without recurring attention, organizations may return
to established behaviors even after formally launching a new strategy. Routine
scholarship indicates that repeated patterns can provide stability while still allow-
ing adaptation (Hodgson, 2023; Kesting, 2023). Accordingly, cadence should not
be interpreted as rigid repetition. It represents structured recurrence that keeps
strategic priorities active while allowing managers to respond to changing condi-
tions (Hodgson, 2023).

2.6. Feedback, Measurement, and Organizational Learning

Feedback and measurement give organizations information on whether imple-
mentation is producing intended results. Performance measurement connects
strategic objectives with operational indicators and makes progress more visible.
Micheli and Mura (2017) found that comprehensive performance measurement
systems can mediate the relationship between strategy and organizational perfor-
mance. Holm et al. (2026) also identified performance measurement and manage-
ment as mechanisms that can improve accountability, coordination, and align-
ment. These findings indicate that measurement becomes strategically useful
when it informs action rather than merely records outcomes (Micheli & Mura,
2017).

Measurement also supports adaptation when organizations use information for
learning. Ssekiziyivu et al. (2026) found that knowledge acquisition, distribution,
interpretation, and organizational memory contributed to strategy execution
among transport firms in Uganda. Their findings demonstrate that implementa-
tion benefits when organizations capture and use knowledge generated during ex-
ecution. Wowerath (2026) likewise identified reflection and feedback as mecha-
nisms that support strategy implementation. Feedback therefore links perfor-
mance information to the organizational learning needed to adjust behavior and
systems (Ssekiziyivu et al., 2026).

A learning orientation is especially important in dynamic environments. Im-

plementation conditions can change after strategy formulation, making strict ad-
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herence to initial assumptions problematic. Organizational learning allows firms
to interpret new information and modify actions without abandoning strategic
direction. Ssekiziyivu et al. (2026) found that learning mechanisms helped organ-
izations respond to changing operational conditions during execution. This evi-
dence supports treating feedback and measurement as adaptive mechanisms
within strategy implementation rather than as a final stage of control (Ssekiziyivu
et al., 2026).

The relationship among measurement, feedback, and action is therefore cycli-
cal. Measures make progress and deviations visible. Feedback supports interpre-
tation of those results. Learning helps organizations decide whether behavior, sys-
tems, responsibilities, or priorities need adjustment. This cycle helps explain why
sustained implementation requires both control and adaptation. The literature
therefore supports treating feedback and measurement as mechanisms that recon-

nect organizational action with strategic intent (Holm et al., 2026).

2.7. Synthesis of the Literature and Conceptual Gap

The literature reviewed shows that strategy implementation depends on multiple
interacting mechanisms. Scholars have identified managerial capabilities, organi-
zational structures, routines, communication, coordination, accountability, meas-
urement, and learning as important elements of implementation (Friesl et al., 2021;
Tawse & Tabesh, 2021; Holm et al., 2026). Recent studies also provide stronger
evidence concerning middle-manager behavior, interpretation, alignment, goal
translation, and organizational learning (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Nguyen Thi
etal., 2025; Wowerath, 2026; Ssekiziyivu et al., 2026). The literature therefore pro-
vides a substantial foundation for understanding the individual components of
strategy implementation (Friesl et al., 2021; Holm et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh,
2021).

However, the literature remains less explicit about how these mechanisms func-
tion together as a continuous process that converts strategic intent into sustained
organizational action. Tawse and Tabesh (2021) described implementation re-
search as fragmented and lacking a cohesive framework. Friesl et al. (2021) simi-
larly noted the absence of a unified body of implementation research. Holm et al.
(2026) responded to this fragmentation by integrating managerial and organiza-
tional levers, but their review also identified opportunities for further research on
interactions across levels and implementation contexts. These observations indi-
cate that further conceptual integration of strategy implementation research re-
mains warranted (Friesl et al., 2021; Holm et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

Friesl et al. (2021) organize implementation research around five practices—
structure and process matching, resource matching, monitoring, framing, and ne-
gotiating—thereby describing major categories of implementation work. Tawse
and Tabesh (2021) instead integrate conditions for implementation effectiveness
with managerial actions that support those conditions. The Strategy-to-Action

Framework complements but differs from both contributions: it does not provide
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another inventory of practices or success factors; it specifies a conversion process
and a proximal outcome. Behavioral translation mediates the move from intent to
role-specific action, system alignment and accountability enable that conversion,
cadence sustains action across cycles, and feedback recursively updates execution
and, when warranted, strategic intent. The framework therefore explains how
practices and enabling conditions can combine over time to produce sustained
organizational action.

This conceptual study addresses this gap by examining the shift from strategic
intent to sustained organizational action. It integrates five mechanisms that recur
across the reviewed literature: behavioral translation, system alignment, account-
ability and ownership, execution cadence, and feedback and measurement. The
study does not present these mechanisms as isolated implementation factors. In-
stead, it examines how they can operate as an interconnected process. This syn-
thesis provides the foundation for the Strategy-to-Action Framework developed

in the subsequent sections.

3. The Strategy-Action Gap

The strategy-action gap describes the distance between declared strategic intent
and the repeated organizational actions needed to advance it. This gap mattered
because organizational activity did not always equal strategic execution. Employ-
ees could attend meetings, prepare reports, complete projects, and follow plan-
ning routines without making meaningful progress toward strategic outcomes.
The distinction, therefore, was not between action and inaction. It was between
general organizational activity and strategically aligned action.

Sustained organizational action is the framework’s outcome construct. It refers
to a recurring pattern of decisions and behaviors that remains aligned with stra-
tegic intent across successive execution cycles and is adjusted through feedback
without losing strategic coherence. It differs from implementation consistency,
which captures the regularity or fidelity of implementation activities; from strate-
gic progress, which captures movement toward interim objectives or milestones;
and from organizational performance, which captures more distal results such as
efficiency, growth, or service outcomes. Sustained organizational action is there-
fore a proximal process outcome: it indicates that strategy is enacted repeatedly
and adaptively, but it does not, by itself, establish that the strategy has achieved its
ultimate performance goals.

Recent research supported this distinction. Christie and Tippmann (2024)
showed that middle-manager activities could produce intended or unintended stra-
tegic outcomes. Stephenson et al. (2024) also demonstrated that organizational
members could adopt, adapt, resist, or only partially sustain new work rhythms
introduced during strategic change. Izar et al. (2025) further showed that agile
implementation depended on connected processes, communication, information
quality, and meeting structures. These findings indicated that movement from

strategy to action depended on the quality of the mechanisms that carried strategy
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into everyday work.

The interdependence of implementation factors also reinforced the gap. Lopez-
Torres et al. (2023) identified reinforcement, commitment, organizational culture,
managerial skills, communication, involvement, coordination, and management
mechanisms as important to effective strategy implementation. Their findings sup-
ported the argument that execution weakened when organizations treated imple-
mentation factors as isolated requirements rather than mutually reinforcing con-
ditions.

The strategy-action gap also had a structural dimension. Rowe and Nevmerzhyt-
skyi (2025) argued that strategy implementation depended on internal alignment
among structure, controls, rewards, culture, leadership, resources, and capabili-
ties. Asghar and Obloj (2025) similarly showed that delegated decision rights
could influence internal capital reallocation. These studies suggested that organi-
zations could understand strategic priorities but fail to act on them when author-
ity, resources, or organizational arrangements reinforced different patterns of be-
havior.

This study therefore treated the strategy-action gap as both a behavioral and
organizational problem. People needed behavioral translation because they had to
understand what strategy required them to do differently. Organizations needed
system alignment because organizational arrangements had to support those be-
haviors. They needed accountability and ownership because responsibility had to
be visible. They needed execution cadence because they had to sustain attention
over time. They needed feedback and measurement because they had to learn
whether action advanced strategic intent. These mechanisms formed the basis of

the Strategy-to-Action Framework.

4. The Strategy-to-Action Framework

The Strategy-to-Action Framework is the conceptual model developed in this
study to explain how organizations can translate strategic intent into sustained
organizational action. It organizes the execution process around five mutually re-
inforcing mechanisms: behavioral translation, system alignment, accountability
and ownership, execution cadence, and feedback and measurement. These mech-
anisms are not isolated implementation factors. They operate as a connected pro-
cess that makes strategy observable, supported, owned, repeated, and adjusted.
The framework treats the five mechanisms as differentiated but mutually recur-
sive rather than as five equivalent antecedents. Behavioral translation is the medi-
ating mechanism through which strategic intent becomes executable, role-specific
action. System alignment and accountability and ownership are enabling condi-
tions that strengthen or constrain that conversion. Execution cadence is a tem-
poral reinforcing mechanism that helps aligned action persist across successive
cycles. Feedback and measurement constitute a recursive learning mechanism
that can modify the other mechanisms and, when evidence challenges the assump-

tions or feasibility of the strategy, strategic intent itself. Sustained organizational
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action is the framework’s proximal outcome, whereas strategic progress and or-
ganizational performance are downstream outcomes that may follow when the
action remains appropriate to the context.

Behavioral translation is the first mechanism. It converts broad strategic prior-
ities into observable expectations, decisions, and role-specific actions. Research
on middle managers supports this position because implementation depends on
interpretation, sensemaking, and translating strategic goals into actionable steps
(Schuler et al., 2023; Wowerath, 2026). Behavioral translation therefore connects
strategic intent with the actions that organizational members can perform.

System alignment is the second mechanism. It ensures that structures, resources,
controls, incentives, communication channels, and performance systems reinforce
strategically required behavior. Holm et al. (2026) identified organizational levers
as central to implementation. Iskandar and Ardianto (2024) also positioned align-
ment as a key bridge between strategy formulation and implementation. Perfor-
mance-measurement-system design further strengthens this connection by link-
ing strategy formulation with purposeful use of performance information (John-
sen et al., 2024; Keathley-Herring et al., 2024). Table 1 summarizes the five mech-
anisms of the Strategy-to-Action Framework, their roles in execution, and the core

questions they address.

Table 1. Strategy-to-action framework mechanisms.

Mechanism Execution Role Core Question
Behavioral Converts strategic intent into What must people do
translation observable expectations. differently?

Ensures structures, resources,

System Do the systems reinforce

controls, and processes support
P bP the strategy?

alignment
& intended behavior.

Accountability ~ Assigns responsibility, authority,and ~ Who owns the result and
and ownership answerability for strategic priorities. the decisions?

Creates recurring rhythms for review,

Execution . How often is progress
follow-up, coordination, and .
cadence . reviewed and acted on?
adjustment.
What evidence shows
Feedback and Connects performance information whether action is
measurement with learning and correction. advancing strategic

intent?

Note: The table summarizes the five mechanisms of the Strategy-to-Action Framework and
their roles in translating strategic intent into sustained organizational action.

Accountability and ownership are the third mechanism. Strategy becomes dif-
ficult to execute when responsibility is ambiguous or when decision rights are sep-
arated from expected outcomes. Clear ownership identifies who is responsible for
progress, while decision rights determine whether responsible actors have author-

ity to act. Research on coordination, managerial action, and delegated decision
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rights supports this mechanism (Asghar & Obloj, 2025; Tawse et al., 2024; Tawse
& Tabesh, 2021).

Execution cadence is the fourth mechanism. It refers to the recurring rhythm
through which strategically important actions are reviewed, reinforced, coordi-
nated, and adjusted. Strategy implementation rarely occurs through a single
launch event. It requires recurring routines and temporal patterns that keep stra-
tegic priorities active. Routine research demonstrates that recurring patterns can
help implement innovation strategy and transfer strategic transformation across
organizational contexts (Frederiksen et al., 2024; Martinsuo et al., 2024). Work-
rhythm research also shows that cadence affects how employees engage with stra-
tegic change over time (Stephenson et al., 2024).

Feedback and measurement are the fifth mechanism. They connect organiza-
tional action to strategic intent by making progress, deviations, and learning visi-
ble. Micheli and Mura (2017) showed that comprehensive performance measure-
ment systems can support strategy execution. Johnsen et al. (2024) found that
measurement-system design links strategy formulation to purposeful use of per-
formance information. Ssekiziyivu et al. (2026) further showed that organizational
learning contributes to strategy execution. Feedback and measurement therefore
support adaptation rather than control.

The framework also draws on adaptive strategy research. Laamanen et al. (2025)
argued that artificial intelligence can support adaptive strategy creation and im-
plementation by broadening attention, improving transparency, and accelerating
feedback loops. This evidence reinforces the framework’s emphasis on continuous
monitoring and adjustment. Strategy-to-action movement should therefore be

understood as a dynamic process, not a one-time conversion of plans into tasks.

5. Conceptual Propositions

The Strategy-to-Action Framework leads to five conceptual propositions. These
propositions support future empirical testing. They reflect the study’s central ar-
gument that sustained organizational action emerges when strategic intent is trans-
lated into behavior, supported by systems, assigned to owners, reinforced through
cadence, and adjusted through feedback and measurement.

Proposition 1: Behavioral translation mediates the relationship between stra-
tegic intent and strategically aligned organizational action.

Behavioral translation is positioned as a mediator because strategic intent is too
abstract to shape coordinated action directly. Communication and sensemaking
may create awareness and interpretation, but the conversion of strategic priorities
into role-specific decisions and behaviors provides the intervening link through
which intent becomes executable. Research on middle-manager sensemaking and
objectives and key results supports this conversion from strategic meaning to ac-
tionable steps (Schuler et al., 2023; Wowerath, 2026).

Proposition 2: System alignment positively conditions the extent to which

translated strategic behaviors are repeatedly enacted and sustained.
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System alignment is an enabling condition: structures, incentives, controls, re-
sources, and performance systems can strengthen or constrain whether translated
behaviors recur. Alignment does not replace behavioral translation; it changes the
organizational support available for enacting translated expectations over time
(Holm et al., 2026; Iskandar & Ardianto, 2024; Rowe & Nevmerzhytskyi, 2025).

Proposition 3: Clear accountability, ownership, and decision rights posi-
tively condition the conversion of strategically aligned behavior into sustained
organizational action.

Accountability, ownership, and decision rights form a second enabling condi-
tion. They specify who is responsible for strategically aligned action, who owns
the outcome, and who has authority to decide. When responsibility and authority
are aligned, translated behavior is more likely to convert into sustained action;
when they are ambiguous or separated, follow-through is weakened (Asghar &
Obloj, 2025; Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

Proposition 4: Execution cadence reinforces the persistence of strategically
aligned action across successive implementation cycles.

Execution cadence supplies the temporal reinforcement required for persis-
tence. Recurring reviews, decision cycles, and follow-up routines reconnect cur-
rent behavior to strategic priorities and enable timely correction. Research on
work rhythms, routines, and routine transfer supports the role of structured re-
currence in maintaining strategic change without requiring rigid repetition (Fred-
eriksen et al., 2024; Martinsuo et al., 2024; Stephenson et al., 2024).

Proposition 5: Feedback and measurement create a recursive learning loop
that strengthens sustained organizational action by informing adjustments to
execution mechanisms and, when evidence challenges strategic assumptions,
to strategic intent itself.

Feedback and measurement provide the framework’s recursive link. Performance
information becomes strategically useful when it reveals deviations, supports learn-
ing, and triggers adjustments. Most feedback produces first-order changes in be-
havior, systems, ownership, or cadence; evidence that challenges underlying as-
sumptions, feasibility, or priorities can produce a second-order revision of strate-
gic intent itself (Johnsen et al., 2024; Laamanen et al., 2025; Micheli & Mura, 2017;
Ssekiziyivu et al., 2026).

Taken together, the propositions specify a differentiated causal sequence em-
bedded in a recursive process: intent is translated, enabled, sustained, evaluated,
and—when warranted—revised. The sequence is analytical rather than rigid be-
cause feedback can alter earlier mechanisms and contextual conditions can change
their relative importance. This logic supports empirical tests of mediation, condi-

tional effects, temporal reinforcement, and recursive adaptation.

6. Discussion

This conceptual study aimed to explain how organizations can translate strategic

intent into sustained organizational action. The literature indicates that imple-

DOI: 10.4236/ajibm.2026.1610070

1457 American Journal of Industrial and Business Management


https://doi.org/10.4236/ajibm.2026.1610070

D. O. Areguamen

mentation failure rarely results from a single organizational deficiency. Instead,
execution depends on the interaction of managerial capabilities, organizational
structures, routines, communication processes, accountability mechanisms, and
performance systems (Friesl et al., 2021; Holm et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).
The Strategy-to-Action Framework integrates these elements into a process-ori-
ented explanation of execution. It proposes that sustained action emerges when
strategic intent moves through behavioral translation, system alignment, account-
ability and ownership, execution cadence, and feedback and measurement.

A central implication of the framework is that strategy implementation should
not be treated as a discrete stage that begins after formulation. Implementation
unfolds through recurring organizational activities and managerial interactions
(Friesl et al., 2021; Holm et al., 2026). Strategic intent must therefore remain con-
nected to operational behavior throughout implementation. This position extends
the implementation discussion beyond the traditional distinction between formu-
lation and execution. It emphasizes the mechanisms through which strategy be-

comes embedded in everyday organizational work.

6.1. Behavioral Translation as the First Execution Mechanism

The framework’s first contribution concerns behavioral translation. Strategic pri-
orities cannot influence organizational outcomes unless employees understand
what those priorities require in practice. Communication is necessary, but com-
munication alone does not ensure execution. Organizational members must in-
terpret strategic priorities and translate them into behaviors, decisions, and ac-
tions they can perform.

Recent research supports this distinction. Christie and Tippmann (2024) found
that middle managers influence whether implementation activities produce in-
tended or unintended strategic outcomes. Schuler et al. (2023) also showed that
managers can interpret the same strategic direction differently. These differences
can influence implementation behavior. Wowerath (2026) further found that
mechanisms such as goal orientation, reflection, communication, and feedback
help managers translate strategic objectives into actionable steps.

These findings suggest that behavioral translation deserves greater attention as
a distinct implementation mechanism. Strategic intent may be understood at an
abstract level while remaining unclear at the behavioral level. Employees may
know the organization’s priorities but still lack clarity about what they should do
differently. This creates a gap between strategic awareness and strategic action.

The Strategy-to-Action Framework addresses this problem by positioning be-
havioral translation immediately after strategic intent. This ordering is deliberate.
Strategic priorities must first be converted into observable expectations before sys-
tems, accountability, routines, and measurement can reinforce them. Behavioral
translation therefore provides the operational meaning the remaining mecha-
nisms need to function.

This interpretation is also consistent with Areguamen’s (2026) argument in The
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Execution Blueprint: Turning Strategy into Daily Motion. Areguamen contends
that execution requires organizations to move beyond strategic intention and cre-
ate practical conditions for repeatable action. The present study develops that ar-
gument conceptually by linking behavioral translation to established strategy im-

plementation scholarship.

6.2. System Alignment as an Enabling Condition

Behavioral clarity alone does not guarantee sustained execution. Organizational
systems can reinforce desired behaviors or make them hard to sustain. Structures,
processes, resources, controls, incentives, and communication mechanisms shape
how organizations enact strategic priorities (Holm et al., 2026). Strategy imple-
mentation therefore depends on alignment between what the organization intends
to accomplish and how the organization is designed to operate.

The framework treats system alignment as an enabling condition rather than as
a separate administrative activity. This distinction is important. Employees may
understand a strategic priority and remain willing to act, yet established systems
may reward different behaviors. Decision processes may slow action. Resource
allocation may favor legacy priorities. Reporting structures may create ambiguity.
Performance measures may also emphasize activities that are inconsistent with
the new strategy.

Research on strategic alignment supports the importance of this relationship.
Iskandar and Ardianto (2024) identified alignment as a bridge between strategy
formulation and implementation. Holm et al. (2026) similarly found that struc-
tures, internal processes, resources, communication, and performance manage-
ment operate as organizational levers during implementation. These findings in-
dicate that strategy becomes more executable when organizational arrangements
support the behaviors the strategy requires.

The framework therefore proposes that behavioral translation and system align-
ment should operate together. Behavioral translation clarifies what organizational
actors should do. System alignment creates conditions that enable those actions
to occur consistently. When the two are disconnected, implementation can be-
come dependent on extraordinary individual effort. Such dependence is difficult
to sustain.

This relationship also explains why implementation problems should not auto-
matically be attributed to employee resistance or weak commitment. In some cases,
organizational actors may understand and support the strategy while operating
within systems that constrain implementation. A process-oriented perspective

therefore requires leaders to examine both behavior and organizational design.

6.3. Accountability and Ownership as Mechanisms of Execution
Discipline

The framework identifies accountability and ownership as the third mechanism

connecting strategic intent with sustained action. Once strategic behaviors have
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been clarified and organizational systems aligned, responsibility must become vis-
ible. Strategic priorities can lose momentum when responsibility is shared too
broadly or when decision authority remains unclear.

Holm et al. (2026) emphasize breaking strategy into activities, assigning respon-
sibilities, and clarifying implementation mandates. Tawse and Tabesh (2021) also
identify coordination as an important condition for implementation effectiveness.
These findings suggest that strategy execution requires both individual responsi-
bility and coordinated ownership.

Accountability in this framework is not limited to evaluating performance after
an outcome has occurred. It operates throughout implementation. Actors must
know what they own, what decisions they can make, what outcomes they are ex-
pected to influence, and when to review progress. Ownership therefore connects
intention with identifiable responsibility.

Decision rights are particularly important in this relationship. Responsibility
without sufficient authority can create delay and frustration. Authority without
clear accountability can produce inconsistent action. The framework therefore links
accountability, ownership, and decision rights rather than treating them as sepa-
rate implementation concerns.

This integration strengthens the framework’s process logic. Behavioral transla-
tion defines expected action. System alignment supports that action. Accountabil-
ity and ownership then identify who must act and who is responsible for main-
taining progress. Together, these mechanisms reduce ambiguity between strategic

intention and operational responsibility.

6.4. Execution Cadence and the Continuity of Strategy
Implementation

A major contribution of the framework is its emphasis on execution cadence.
Strategy implementation is often discussed in terms of activities, structures, and
capabilities. Less attention is sometimes given to the recurring temporal rhythm
that sustains those elements. Yet implementation occurs over time and competes
with routine operational demands.

Friesl et al. (2021) identify temporal arrangements as part of strategy imple-
mentation practice. Merkus et al. (2019) also emphasize routinization in the pro-
cess through which strategy becomes embedded in organizational practice. Hodg-
son (2023) further demonstrates that stable routines can support varied and adap-
tive behaviors. Together, these perspectives provide support for treating recur-
rence as an important element of sustained execution.

Execution cadence refers to the structured rhythm through which strategically
important activities are reviewed, reinforced, coordinated, and adjusted. Exam-
ples may include recurring progress reviews, implementation meetings, milestone
checks, decision cycles, and feedback sessions. The defining feature is not the
meeting itself. It is the regular reconnection of strategic priorities with current

organizational action.
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This distinction is important because organizations can launch strategic initia-
tives with considerable energy and still lose momentum over time. Initial commu-
nication can generate awareness. Formal plans can establish targets. However,
competing operational demands can gradually push strategic priorities aside. Ex-
ecution cadence helps prevent this drift by creating recurring opportunities to
reestablish focus.

Cadence should not be confused with bureaucratic repetition. Repetition be-
comes counterproductive when routines continue without strategic purpose. Ef-
fective cadence should preserve strategic attention while allowing adjustment.
Hodgson’s (2023) work is useful here because it shows that stable routines can
coexist with behavioral variation. Structured recurrence can therefore provide
continuity without eliminating adaptability.

The framework consequently treats cadence as the mechanism that converts
isolated implementation activities into sustained organizational practice. It pro-
vides the temporal connection between accountability, action, review, and adjust-

ment.

6.5. Feedback and Measurement as Adaptive Mechanisms

The final mechanism concerns feedback and measurement. Organizations require
information about whether implementation activities are producing intended
outcomes. Measurement provides visibility. Feedback provides interpretation.
Organizational learning allows the resulting information to influence subsequent
action.

Micheli and Mura (2017) found that comprehensive performance measurement
systems can support strategy execution by linking strategic objectives with opera-
tional performance. Holm et al. (2026) also identify performance measurement
and management as important implementation mechanisms. These findings sup-
port including measurement within the framework.

However, measurement alone is insufficient. Metrics can record activity with-
out improving execution. Performance information becomes strategically useful
when decision makers use it to identify progress, deviations, constraints, and re-
quired adjustments. Feedback therefore connects measurement to action.

Organizational learning strengthens this relationship. Ssekiziyivu et al. (2026)
found that knowledge acquisition, distribution, interpretation, and organizational
memory contributed to strategy execution. Wowerath (2026) similarly identified
reflection and feedback as important mechanisms within implementation. These
findings suggest that execution benefits when organizations use performance in-
formation to learn, not merely to evaluate.

The framework therefore positions feedback and measurement as adaptive
mechanisms. They do not represent the end of implementation. Instead, they re-
connect organizational action with strategic intent. When performance information
indicates a problem, the organization can reconsider behaviors, systems, respon-

sibilities, or execution routines.
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The framework distinguishes two feedback effects. First-order feedback adjusts
behaviors, systems, ownership, or cadence while strategic intent remains stable.
Second-order feedback occurs when results challenge the strategy’s underlying as-
sumptions, feasibility, scope, or priorities and therefore prompt authorized lead-
ers to revise strategic intent. This distinction keeps the framework cyclical without
equating adaptability with unstructured drift: changes to intent should occur
through explicit strategic review and then be translated again through the other

mechanisms (Laamanen et al., 2025).

6.6. The Interdependence of the Five Mechanisms

The Strategy-to-Action Framework’s principal theoretical value lies in the inter-
action among its five mechanisms. Existing implementation research has identi-
fied many important factors. However, examining them independently can ob-
scure their interdependence (Friesl et al., 2021; Holm et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh,
2021).

Behavioral translation without system alignment can produce clarity without
organizational support. System alignment without accountability can provide re-
sources and structures without clear ownership. Accountability without cadence
can create responsibility without sustained follow-through. Cadence without mean-
ingful measurement can produce recurring activity without evidence of progress.
Measurement without feedback and learning can generate information without
adjustment.

The framework therefore proposes that sustained organizational action de-
pends on the reinforcing relationship among these mechanisms. Weakness in one
mechanism can reduce the effectiveness of the others. This explains why isolated
implementation interventions may produce limited results. Improving communi-
cation alone may not resolve unclear decision rights. Introducing performance
measures may not improve execution if strategic behaviors remain undefined. In-
creasing meeting frequency may also fail if meetings do not support accountabil-
ity, learning, or decision-making.

This interconnected perspective responds to concerns about fragmentation in
strategy implementation research. Tawse and Tabesh (2021) observed that the lit-
erature contains numerous recommendations and theoretical perspectives that
are not always integrated. Friesl et al. (2021) similarly identified multiple imple-
mentation practices across a dispersed body of research. Holm et al. (2026) ad-
vanced the field by integrating managerial and organizational levers. The Strategy-
to-Action Framework builds on this foundation by organizing selected mecha-
nisms according to their role in moving strategic intent toward sustained organi-

zational action.

6.7. Distinguishing Organizational Activity from Strategic Action

Another important implication concerns the distinction between activity and stra-

tegically aligned action. Organizations can generate considerable activity during
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implementation without producing equivalent strategic progress. Meetings can
occur. They can produce reports. Projects can remain active. Employees can also
complete assigned tasks. None of these activities automatically demonstrates that
strategic intent is advancing.

The Strategy-to-Action Framework provides a basis for making this distinction.
Organizational activity becomes strategically meaningful when it connects to be-
havioral expectations, aligned systems, clear ownership, repeatable execution pro-
cesses, and relevant performance information. Strategic action is therefore not de-
fined by the volume of work performed. The relationship between organizational
behavior and strategic intent defines it.

This distinction has both conceptual and practical significance. Conceptually,
it shifts attention from implementation activity to implementation alignment.
Practically, it encourages leaders to examine whether visible work is contributing
to intended outcomes.

Areguamen (2026) similarly distinguishes movement from activity in his dis-
cussion of execution. The current study extends that perspective by situating it
within the broader strategy implementation literature. The resulting framework
provides a conceptual explanation for why organizations can remain operationally

busy while experiencing weak strategic execution.

6.8. Contribution to Strategy Implementation Scholarship

The study contributes to strategy implementation scholarship in several related
ways. First, it provides a process-oriented account of how strategic intent can be-
come sustained organizational action. Rather than presenting another inventory
of implementation factors, the framework organizes selected mechanisms accord-
ing to their functional role in execution.

Second, the framework gives behavioral translation a distinct position within
the implementation process. Existing research demonstrates the importance of
managerial interpretation, sensemaking, competencies, and implementation ac-
tivities (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Nguyen Thi et al., 2025; Schuler et al., 2023;
Wowerath, 2026). The framework brings these insights together by emphasizing
the conversion of strategic intent into observable expectations.

Third, the framework explicitly incorporates temporality through execution ca-
dence. Strategy implementation unfolds over time. Recurring organizational prac-
tices therefore matter to the continuity of execution (Friesl et al., 2021; Hodgson,
2023; Merkus et al., 2019). Execution cadence captures this recurring dimension
within the broader implementation process.

Fourth, the framework treats feedback and measurement as adaptive rather
than terminal mechanisms. Performance information is not positioned merely as
a means of control. It becomes an input into organizational learning and recali-
bration (Holm et al., 2026; Ssekiziyivu et al., 2026).

Finally, the framework connects managerial and organizational dimensions of

implementation. Behavioral interpretation and ownership reflect managerial ac-
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tion. Systems, routines, decision structures, and measurement mechanisms reflect
organizational conditions. Sustained execution requires both. This integration is
consistent with recent calls for a more holistic understanding of strategy imple-
mentation (Holm et al., 2026).

Opverall, the discussion supports the central proposition of this conceptual study.
Strategic intent becomes sustained organizational action when organizations trans-
late priorities into behavior and reinforce those behaviors through aligned sys-
tems, clear ownership, recurring execution rhythms, and adaptive feedback. The
five mechanisms are analytically distinct, but their value lies in how they work
together. This interdependence provides the theoretical foundation for the man-

agerial implications that follow.

7. Managerial Implications

The Strategy-to-Action Framework has direct implications for managers respon-
sible for moving strategic priorities from planning to execution. The framework
suggests that implementation problems should not be diagnosed only as leader-
ship or communication fajlures. Managers should examine whether strategic in-
tent has been translated into behavior, supported by organizational systems, as-
signed to clear owners, reinforced through recurring routines, and evaluated
through feedback and measurement. This diagnostic approach is consistent with
research that identifies both managerial and organizational levers as important to
effective implementation (Holm et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

7.1. Translate Strategic Priorities into Observable Behaviors

Managers should begin by converting broad strategic priorities into specific be-
havioral expectations. Strategic statements often describe desired outcomes at a
high level, but employees may still be unsure what they should do differently. Re-
search on middle managers shows that interpretation shapes implementation be-
havior and can influence whether intended or unintended strategic outcomes
emerge (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Schuler et al., 2023).

Managers should therefore define the behaviors, decisions, and actions that
support each strategic priority. For example, a strategy centered on customer re-
sponsiveness should clarify the daily behaviors that demonstrate responsiveness,
such as faster escalation, shorter decision cycles, or more frequent reviews of cus-
tomer feedback. Wowerath (2026) found that goal orientation, reflection, com-
munication, and feedback can help translate strategic objectives into actionable
steps. Managers should therefore verify whether organizational actors can explain
the actions the strategy requires, rather than assuming that communication alone

creates execution clarity.

7.2. Align Organizational Systems with Strategic Priorities

Managers should examine whether organizational systems support the behaviors

the strategy requires. Employees may understand what they should do and still
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encounter structures, policies, controls, or processes that discourage the desired
behavior. Holm et al. (2026) identified structures, internal processes, resources,
communication, and performance systems as important organizational levers in
strategy implementation.

System alignment requires managers to compare strategic priorities with the
conditions surrounding execution. Reporting structures should support timely de-
cisions. Resource allocation should reflect current strategic priorities. Performance
measures should reinforce desired outcomes. Communication systems should make
relevant information available to those who need it. Managers should also identify
contradictions between stated priorities and incentives. A strategy may encourage
collaboration while performance systems reward isolated departmental results.
Such contradictions can weaken implementation even when employees support
the strategy. Managers should therefore treat system alignment as part of execu-

tion rather than as a separate administrative concern (Iskandar & Ardianto, 2024).

7.3. Establish Clear Accountability and Ownership

Clear accountability is another important managerial requirement. Strategic pri-
orities can lose momentum when responsibility remains broadly shared or poorly
defined. Managers should clarify who owns each strategic outcome, who performs
the required actions, and who has authority to make related decisions. Holm et al.
(2026) emphasized assigning responsibilities and clarifying implementation activ-
ities.

Ownership should extend beyond task completion. Managers should distin-
guish between being assigned an activity and being accountable for an outcome.
Organizations should also align decision rights with accountability. Responsibility
without authority can delay action, while authority without accountability can
produce inconsistent execution. Managers should therefore ask three questions
for each strategic priority: Who owns the outcome? Who performs the required
actions? Who has authority to make the necessary decisions? These questions can
reveal gaps hidden in broad implementation plans. Because implementation also
requires coordination, managers should ensure organizational actors understand

how their responsibilities connect with others (Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

7.4. Build an Execution Cadence

Managers should create recurring rhythms that keep strategic priorities visible
over time. Strategy implementation rarely sustains itself through a single launch
meeting or annual review. Competing operational demands can gradually reduce
attention to strategic priorities. Friesl et al. (2021) emphasized the temporal di-
mension of implementation, while Merkus et al. (2019) highlighted the importance
of routinization.

An execution cadence can include progress reviews, milestone checks, imple-
mentation meetings, decision forums, and feedback sessions. The purpose is not

to increase meetings but to create structured opportunities to reconnect strategic
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intent with current action. Review routines should focus on movement, barriers,
required decisions, and necessary adjustments. Cadence should also support
adaptability. Hodgson (2023) explained that organizational routines can support
varied and adaptive action. Managers should therefore maintain a review rhythm

while allowing decisions to respond to changing conditions.

7.5. Use Measurement to Support Action

Managers should select measures that show whether strategic action is producing
meaningful progress. Measurement systems support execution when they connect
strategic objectives with operational performance (Micheli & Mura, 2017). How-
ever, too many or poorly chosen measures can obscure progress rather than clarify
it.

Useful measures should be relevant, visible, timely, and actionable. They should
help managers determine whether implementation is moving in the intended di-
rection and what requires adjustment. Measures should also distinguish activity
from progress. Meetings held, reports produced, or tasks completed may provide
operational information, but they do not necessarily show movement toward stra-
tegic outcomes. Holm et al. (2026) identified performance measurement and man-
agement as important implementation mechanisms. Managers should therefore
use measurement to maintain alignment and accountability, not simply to docu-

ment results.

7.6. Convert Feedback into Organizational Learning

Managers should treat feedback as an input to learning and adjustment. Perfor-
mance information has limited value if it does not influence subsequent action.
Ssekiziyivu et al. (2026) found that organizational learning contributes to strategy
execution through knowledge acquisition, distribution, interpretation, and organ-
izational memory.

Managers should create opportunities to discuss what implementation results
mean. When progress is slower than expected, the first response should not be
increased pressure. Managers should determine whether the problem lies in un-
clear behavior, system misalignment, weak ownership, ineffective routines, or in-
accurate assumptions. Feedback should support recalibration rather than blame.
This does not eliminate accountability. It helps employees identify implementa-
tion problems early. Wowerath (2026) identified reflection and feedback as mech-
anisms that strengthen strategy implementation. Managers should therefore use
review routines to capture lessons, identify obstacles, and adjust implementation

approaches.

7.7. Diagnose Execution Problems by Mechanism

The Strategy-to-Action Framework gives managers a practical diagnostic structure.
Instead of asking broadly why execution is failing, managers can examine each

mechanism separately. A strategy may fail because employees do not understand
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the required behavior. In other cases, the behavior may be clear, but organizational
systems may create barriers. Responsibility may be unclear. Review routines may be
inconsistent. Performance information may be unavailable or unused.

These differences matter because each problem requires a different managerial
response. Additional communication will not resolve weak decision rights. New
performance measures will not correct unclear ownership. More meetings will not
improve execution if strategic behaviors remain undefined. Managers should there-

fore diagnose the execution problem before taking corrective action.

7.8. Avoid Confusing Activity with Strategic Progress

Managers should distinguish organizational busyness from strategic progress. High
levels of activity can create the appearance of implementation even when strategic
outcomes remain unchanged. Areguamen (2026) emphasized this distinction in
The Execution Blueprint. Turning Strategy into Daily Motion by arguing that ex-
ecution requires visible movement toward intended outcomes.

The Strategy-to-Action Framework helps managers make this distinction. They
can assess whether current activities connect to strategic behaviors, receive sup-
port from aligned systems, belong to accountable owners, operate within execu-
tion rhythms, and receive evaluation through meaningful measures. If an activity
cannot connect to these elements, managers should question its strategic value.
The key managerial question should shift from “What are we doing?” to “What

strategic result is this activity advancing?”

7.9. Strengthen the Role of Middle Managers

Middle managers deserve particular attention because they operate between stra-
tegic direction and operational execution. They interpret senior-level priorities,
coordinate teams, allocate attention, and resolve implementation problems. Re-
cent research confirms their importance to effective strategy implementation
(Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Nguyen Thi et al., 2025; Tawse et al., 2024).

Senior leaders should avoid treating middle managers as passive transmitters of
strategic decisions. They should involve them in translating priorities, identifying
implementation barriers, clarifying responsibilities, and designing execution rou-
tines. Middle managers also require appropriate competencies. Nguyen Thi et al.
(2025) found that behavioral and strategic competencies influence implementa-
tion across organizational levels. Organizations should therefore develop mana-
gerial capability in communication, coordination, decision-making, strategic in-
terpretation, and problem-solving. Supporting middle managers can also improve
upward feedback because they often encounter execution problems before senior

leaders notice them.

7.10. Treat Execution as an Ongoing Management System

The broader managerial implication is that strategy execution should be treated

as an ongoing management system rather than as a temporary implementation
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campaign. The literature consistently indicates that implementation depends on
interconnected managerial and organizational mechanisms (Friesl et al., 2021;
Holm et al., 2026; Tawse & Tabesh, 2021).

Managers should integrate execution into normal organizational operations.
Strategic priorities should influence decisions, resource allocation, routines, per-
formance discussions, and learning processes. The objective is to reduce the sep-
aration between strategy work and daily work. The Strategy-to-Action Framework
supports this integration. Behavioral translation clarifies what must change. Sys-
tem alignment supports the required behavior. Accountability establishes owner-
ship. Execution cadence sustains attention. Feedback and measurement support
learning and adjustment. Together, these mechanisms give managers a practical

structure for connecting strategic intent with repeatable action.

8. Limitations and Future Research

This conceptual study has several limitations. First, the Strategy-to-Action Frame-
work was developed by conceptually integrating existing strategy implementation
literature rather than through primary empirical data. As a result, the relation-
ships among behavioral translation, system alignment, accountability and owner-
ship, execution cadence, and feedback and measurement remain theoretically de-
rived. Their strength, sequence, and interaction require empirical testing.

Second, the study focused on literature most directly related to the framework’s
mechanisms. Strategy implementation draws from strategic management, organ-
izational behavior, leadership, performance management, organizational learn-
ing, and routine theory. Other perspectives, such as change management, dynamic
capabilities, organizational design, and institutional theory, may provide addi-
tional explanatory value.

Third, the framework’s operation is bounded by context. Under high environ-
mental uncertainty, shorter execution cycles and more frequent feedback may be
necessary, and second-order feedback may revise strategic intent more often. In
decentralized organizations, local behavioral translation and decision rights may
improve responsiveness, but cross-unit alignment becomes more demanding. Un-
der severe resource constraints, organizations may need to sequence or selectively
activate the mechanisms rather than align all systems at once. In regulated set-
tings, formal controls and approval requirements may strengthen accountability
while limiting local discretion and slowing adaptation. These conditions do not
negate the framework; they alter the configuration, timing, and relative influence
of its mechanisms. Future studies should test these contingencies across indus-
tries, organizational sizes, ownership structures, and national settings.

The framework also assumes that the five mechanisms can be analytically dis-
tinguished, although they may overlap in practice. Accountability may be embed-
ded in performance systems. Execution cadence may influence feedback quality.
Behavioral translation may depend on routines and managerial communication.

Future studies should examine these interaction effects and determine whether
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some mechanisms have stronger influence than others.

Causality also requires further investigation. The framework proposes that the
five mechanisms contribute to sustained organizational action, but the direction
of influence may also be reciprocal. Strong execution outcomes may reinforce ac-
countability, routines, and confidence in performance systems. Repeated organi-
zational action may also reshape strategic intent over time. Longitudinal studies
would be useful for examining these reciprocal relationships.

Future research should also examine the framework’s sequencing. Some organ-
izations may need system redesign before they can clarify behavioral expectations.
Others may begin with ownership, cadence, or measurement reforms. Compara-
tive studies could determine whether different sequences produce different im-
plementation outcomes.

Each mechanism also offers opportunities for empirical testing. Researchers
could examine whether behavioral translation predicts implementation consistency;
whether alignment among structures, incentives, resources, and decision pro-
cesses improves execution; whether clearer decision rights strengthen accounta-
bility; and whether execution cadence improves continuity without creating ad-
ministrative burden. Future studies could also distinguish measurement systems
that merely report outcomes from those that actively support learning and adjust-
ment.

The distinction between organizational activity and strategically aligned action
also warrants empirical testing. Researchers could develop measures that differ-
entiate activity volume from strategic progress and examine whether activity bias
contributes to weak execution. The role of middle managers should remain central
to this agenda because they shape interpretation, coordination, accountability, ca-
dence, and upward feedback (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Nguyen Thi et al., 2025;
Tawse et al., 2024).

Methodologically, future research could use quantitative, qualitative, longitu-
dinal, and mixed-method designs. Surveys could test relationships among the
mechanisms, while case studies and interviews could explain how the mechanisms
operate in practice. Cross-country studies could also examine whether managerial
authority, accountability expectations, communication patterns, and decision
rights shape the framework differently across institutional environments.

Overall, the study’s limitations identify a clear empirical research agenda. The
Strategy-to-Action Framework provides a structured foundation for examining
how strategic intent becomes sustained organizational action. Future research can
strengthen that foundation by testing its mechanisms, interactions, contextual

conditions, and outcomes.

9. Conclusion

This conceptual study aimed to explain how organizations can translate strategic
intent into sustained organizational action. The study addressed a persistent chal-

lenge in strategy implementation: organizations may formulate clear strategies yet
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struggle to embed those strategies in daily behavior, systems, responsibilities, rou-
tines, and performance processes. Recent scholarship confirms that implementa-
tion depends on the interaction of managerial and organizational mechanisms,
not on strategy formulation alone (Friesl et al., 2021; Holm et al., 2026; Tawse &
Tabesh, 2021).

The study identified the strategy-action gap as the distance between declared
strategic intent and the actions repeatedly performed to advance that intent. This
distinction matters because organizational activity does not automatically trans-
late into strategic progress. Meetings, reports, projects, and completed tasks may
demonstrate effort. However, they contribute to execution only when they remain
connected to intended strategic outcomes.

To address this gap, the study developed the Strategy-to-Action Framework.
The framework assigns differentiated but mutually recursive roles to five mecha-
nisms: behavioral translation mediates movement from intent to action; system
alignment, accountability, and ownership enable that conversion; execution ca-
dence reinforces continuity; and feedback and measurement adapt the mecha-
nisms and, when warranted, strategic intent. Sustained organizational action is
the proximal outcome, with strategic progress and organizational performance po-
sitioned downstream.

Behavioral translation provides the first connection between strategy and exe-
cution. Organizations must convert strategic priorities into observable behaviors,
decisions, and expectations. Research on middle managers and implementation
activities demonstrates that interpretation influences how strategy is enacted in
practice (Christie & Tippmann, 2024; Schuler et al., 2023; Wowerath, 2026). Stra-
tegic awareness alone is therefore insufficient. Organizational actors must also un-
derstand what the strategy requires them to do differently.

System alignment provides the organizational conditions that support those be-
haviors. Structures, processes, resources, communication mechanisms, incentives,
and performance systems can either facilitate or constrain implementation (Holm
etal., 2026; Iskandar & Ardianto, 2024). The framework therefore emphasizes that
execution cannot depend solely on individual commitment. Organizational sys-
tems must reinforce, not obstruct, strategic priorities.

Accountability and ownership strengthen execution by making responsibility
visible. Strategic priorities require clearly assigned outcomes, responsibilities, and
decision rights. Ambiguity weakens follow-through, while responsibility without
authority can delay action. The study therefore links accountability with owner-
ship and decision rights as complementary implementation mechanisms.

Execution cadence provides continuity. Strategy implementation unfolds over
time and competes with routine operational demands. Recurring reviews, mile-
stone checks, decision cycles, and feedback sessions help maintain strategic atten-
tion and reinforce follow-through. Cadence should remain purposeful and adap-
tive, not bureaucratic. Its value lies in sustaining attention to strategic priorities

while allowing adjustment as conditions change (Friesl et al., 2021; Hodgson,
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2023; Merkus et al., 2019).

Feedback and measurement complete the framework by reconnecting organi-
zational action with strategic intent. Performance information makes progress
and deviation visible. First-order feedback adjusts behavior, systems, ownership,
or cadence; second-order feedback can revise strategic intent when evidence chal-
lenges underlying assumptions. Measurement therefore becomes strategically val-
uable when it informs learning and authorized adaptation rather than merely re-
cording outcomes (Holm et al., 2026; Laamanen et al., 2025; Micheli & Mura,
2017; Ssekiziyivu et al., 2026).

The framework also emphasizes how these mechanisms depend on one another.
Behavioral clarity without aligned systems may produce understanding without
support. Aligned systems without ownership may provide resources without re-
sponsibility. Accountability without cadence may create expectations without sus-
tained follow-through. Cadence without meaningful measurement may generate
recurring activity without evidence of progress. Measurement without feedback
and learning may produce information without adaptation.

This interdependence explains why isolated implementation interventions of-
ten produce limited results. Strategy execution is more likely to be sustained when
the mechanisms operate as a connected system. The Strategy-to-Action Frame-
work therefore shifts attention from individual implementation factors toward the
process through which those factors reinforce one another.

The study also contributes to the distinction between organizational activity
and strategically aligned action. High levels of activity can create an appearance
of execution. Yet activity becomes strategically meaningful only when it advances
intended outcomes. This distinction is consistent with Areguamen’s (2026) argu-
ment in The Execution Blueprint: Turning Strategy into Daily Motion. Areguamen
emphasizes that execution requires systems, accountability, rhythm, feedback, dis-
cipline, and visible progress rather than activity alone.

From a managerial perspective, the framework provides a practical diagnostic
structure. Leaders can assess whether strategic priorities have been translated into
behavior, supported by systems, assigned to clear owners, sustained through re-
curring routines, and evaluated through meaningful feedback. This approach helps
identify where execution is weakening before managers introduce corrective ac-
tion.

The study is conceptual and therefore requires empirical validation. Future re-
search should test the five mechanisms across industries, organizational sizes, na-
tional contexts, and levels of environmental uncertainty. Researchers should also
examine the sequencing, interaction effects, and boundary conditions associated
with the framework. Longitudinal and mixed-method studies may be especially
useful for examining how the mechanisms evolve.

The central conclusion of this study is that sustained organizational action
emerges as recurring, strategically aligned decisions and behaviors that persist

across execution cycles and adapt through feedback. Planning alone does not pro-
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duce this proximal outcome, nor does implementation consistency alone demon-
strate strategic progress or organizational performance. Sustained action becomes
more likely when organizations translate strategic priorities into role-specific be-
havior, support that behavior with aligned systems, connect accountability with
decision rights, reinforce action through execution cadence, and use feedback to
adjust execution or revise strategic intent when evidence warrants. The Strategy-
to-Action Framework provides a conceptual foundation for examining that dif-

ferentiated and recursive process.
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