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ABSTRACT: This article develops a cognition-
based explanation of strategic choice in traditional
power enterprises facing energy transition, market
reform and digital upgrading. It argues that
managerial cognition is not a private psychological
attribute of executives, but an organizational
mechanism through which ambiguous policy, market
and technological signals are noticed, interpreted and
converted into strategic judgement. Drawing on upper
echelons theory, managerial cognition, sensemaking,
the attention-based view, dynamic capabilities,
institutional theory and the resource-based view, the
article constructs an integrated strategy-formation
framework linking external environment, internal
capability, managerial cognition, strategic analysis
process and strategic choice. The framework specifies
four dimensions of managerial cognition:
environmental perception, risk perception, strategic
foresight and information-processing capacity. These
dimensions explain why enterprises exposed to
similar transition pressures may nonetheless select
different development pathways. The argument is
situated in traditional power enterprises in Guizhou,
China, where coal-related legacy assets, renewable-
energy expansion, carbon constraints, regional
energy-security responsibilities and market-oriented
reform coexist. The article further explains how
strategic analysis tools, including SWOT, IFE, EFE
and QSPM, can function as cognitive infrastructures
that discipline attention, organize evidence and make
strategic trade-offs explicit. Rather than treating
energy transition as an automatic environmental
shock, the article conceptualizes strategic choice as a
mediated and cognitively embedded process. The
study contributes to behavioral strategy by clarifying
the cognitive micro-foundations of strategic
transformation, to energy-transition research by
opening the enterprise-level black box of response
heterogeneity, and to engineering-management
practice by showing how cognition, analytical
routines and strategic tools can jointly support
adaptive transformation.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Traditional power enterprises are being
compelled to rethink the foundations of their
development strategy. Carbon constraints, renewable-
energy  substitution, electricity-market reform,
digitalized operation, energy-storage technologies
and grid intelligence do not merely add new tasks to
existing routines. Together they alter the assumptions
on which conventional power businesses have
historically relied: stable demand, predictable
regulation, asset-heavy operations, administrative
coordination and engineering reliability. Under such
conditions, strategic viability increasingly depends on
the ability to interpret discontinuous change and
translate it into coherent strategic action.

The challenge is particularly acute in
resource-based power regions such as Guizhou
Province. Guizhou has long combined coal-related
generation, hydropower resources, power-
transmission functions and industrial energy demand.
This history gives traditional power enterprises
valuable  engineering knowledge, operational
reliability, project-execution experience and local
institutional embeddedness. Yet it also creates path
dependence. Legacy assets may become rigid,
managerial routines may remain oriented toward
administrative  planning rather than  market
competition; and technological capabilities may lag
behind the requirements of renewable integration,
digital platforms and user-side energy services.

A puzzle follows from this transition.
Traditional power enterprises often confront similar
policy pressures and technological trends, but their
strategic responses differ. Some firms invest in digital
operation, renewable-energy integration, storage-
related services and market-trading capabilities. Some
remain defensive and wait for clearer policy signals
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before committing resources. Others pursue staged
transformation, combining efficiency improvement
with selective experimentation. These differences
cannot be explained by external pressure alone. They
also cannot be explained only by the quantity of
internal resources. The same policy signal may be
interpreted as a threat by one management team and
as an opportunity by another; the same technology
may be treated as a distant experiment by one firm
and as a strategic platform by another.

Managerial cognition provides a powerful
explanation for this heterogeneity. The upper
echelons perspective established that strategic choices
partially reflect the cognitive bases and values of top
managers [38]. Managerial cognition research further
shows that executives and managerial teams use
mental models, categories and interpretive frames to
make sense of complex environments [19], [80]. The
attention-based view adds that organizations act on
those issues to which decision-makers allocate
attention [62]. Dynamic-capability theory implies that
sensing, seizing and reconfiguring require not only
resources but also managerial interpretation [25],
[82]. In transition-intensive industries, these theories
converge: firms transform not simply because
conditions change, but because managers perceive,
frame, evaluate and process change in particular
ways.

This article therefore places managerial
cognition at the centre of a strategy-formation
framework for traditional power enterprises under
energy transition. Managerial cognition is defined as
the interpretive and information-processing capacity
through which decision-makers detect environmental
signals, assess uncertainty, imagine future trajectories
and evaluate strategic alternatives. It is not treated as
an informal executive trait. It is theorized as a
strategic mechanism that connects environmental
ambiguity with organizational analysis and strategic
choice.

The article makes three contributions. First,
it  specifies  managerial cognition as a
multidimensional construct composed of
environmental perception, risk perception, strategic
foresight and information-processing capacity.
Second, it explains the mediating role of the strategic
analysis process. Cognition gives meaning to signals,
but strategic analysis organizes that meaning into
comparable alternatives. Third, it connects behavioral
strategy with engineering-management tools by
showing how SWOT, IFE, EFE and QSPM can
operate as disciplined cognitive infrastructures rather
than as mechanical templates. This integration is
important for energy enterprises, where strategic
decisions must balance reliability, low-carbon

transition, market reform and long-term capability
renewal.

The article proceeds as a standalone
conceptual research paper. Section II reviews the
theoretical foundations. Section III specifies the
dimensions and functions of managerial cognition.
Section IV develops the integrated framework and
propositions. Section V explains the strategic analysis
process as a decision architecture. Section VI
discusses the application of the framework to
traditional power enterprises in Guizhou. Section VII
develops implications for research and practice.
Section VIII concludes with limitations and future
research directions.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW AND

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
Strategic management has long examined
how firms align with changing environments.
Industrial-organization approaches emphasize
industry structure and competitive positioning [67],
[68]. Resource-based theory shifts attention inward
by arguing that valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable

and non-substitutable resources can generate
sustained advantage [9], [65], [87]. Dynamic-
capability theory extends this argument by

emphasizing the capacity to sense opportunities, seize
them and reconfigure resources in changing
environments [25], [82], [83]. These perspectives are
highly relevant to traditional power enterprises, but
they remain incomplete unless the interpretive role of
managers is brought into the explanation.

Upper echelons theory provides a
foundational link between managerial interpretation
and organizational outcomes. Hambrick and Mason
[38] argued that strategic choices reflect executives
cognitive bases and values. Later developments in
upper echelons research refined this logic by
recognizing that observable characteristics are only
proxies for deeper cognitive processes [15], [37]. The
decisive issue is not simply who managers are
demographically, but how they perceive uncertainty,
allocate attention, interpret strategic issues and
commit resources. In industries undergoing
discontinuous change, such cognitive differences can
produce markedly different strategic trajectories.

Managerial cognition research deepens this
argument. Decision-makers operate under bounded
rationality [77]. They cannot process every signal,
evaluate every alternative or forecast every
consequence. Instead, they rely on cognitive maps,
schemas, analogies and categories to simplify
complexity [27], [44], [80]. These structures make
action possible, but they can also generate inertia. A
cognitive frame that supports efficient action in a
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stable environment may become a constraint when
the environment changes. For traditional power
enterprises, the experience that historically supported
reliability and compliance may also make it difficult
to recognize the strategic importance of market
pricing, distributed energy, digital services and
carbon-constrained asset management.

Sensemaking  theory  clarifies  how
ambiguous signals become organizational issues.
Organizations do not merely discover environments;
they enact and interpret them [86]. A policy
document, a market reform or a technological trend
becomes strategically consequential only when
managers construct its meaning for assets, customers,
routines and future positioning. In energy transition,
this process is especially important because the same
signal can carry multiple meanings. Renewable-
energy expansion may be framed as a compliance
burden, an engineering challenge, a market
opportunity or a threat to legacy assets. Each frame
directs analysis and action differently.

The attention-based view explains why some
signals enter strategic decision-making while others
remain peripheral. Ocasio [62] argued that firm
behaviour depends on the distribution of attention
across issues and answers. Attention is scarce,
socially structured and shaped by organizational
routines. In conventional power enterprises, attention
has historically been oriented toward engineering
safety, dispatch stability, project completion and
regulatory compliance. Under energy transition,
attention must also include carbon costs, electricity
markets, storage economics, digital analytics,
customer  differentiation and  business-model
innovation. Firms that fail to redesign attention
structures may overlook precisely those issues that
determine future competitiveness.

Dynamic  capabilities  translate  these
cognitive  insights into  strategic-management
language. Sensing requires perceiving weak signals
and interpreting opportunities. Seizing requires
judgement  about  timing, investment and
commitment. Reconfiguring requires the willingness
and ability to redeploy resources and redesign
routines [25], [82]. Managerial cognition is therefore
a micro-foundation of dynamic capability [41], [43].
A firm cannot sense what its managers do not notice;
it cannot seize what its managers do not evaluate as
valuable; and it cannot reconfigure when managers
frame transition as temporary disturbance rather than
structural change.

Institutional theory is also necessary because
traditional power enterprises operate in regulated
environments. Policy, regulation, administrative
coordination and legitimacy expectations shape

strategic possibilities [22], [56], [63], [81]. However,
institutional pressure does not determine one unique
response. Firms may conform symbolically, adjust
incrementally, or pursue substantive transformation
[63]. The difference depends partly on managerial
interpretation. Managers must assess whether policy
pressure is temporary or durable, whether compliance
can become competitive advantage, and whether
institutional change creates new markets or merely
new constraints.

The resource-based view remains
indispensable because cognition does not operate
without material foundations. Managers interpret
change through their understanding of resources,
operational capabilities and management
mechanisms. A technical workforce may be seen as a
legacy constraint or as a platform for renewable
integration. Local institutional embeddedness may be
interpreted as dependence or as a basis for green-
energy partnerships. Operational reliability may be
defended as an old advantage or redeployed as a
credibility asset in new service markets. Cognition
and resources therefore interact: resources shape what
managers consider feasible, while cognition shapes
how resources are valued and recombined.

Energy-transition research provides the
wider context. Sustainability-transition  studies
emphasize socio-technical reconfiguration, multi-
level change and the interaction of technologies,
institutions and markets [32], [34], [55], [78].
Environmental strategy research shows that firms
differ in ecological responsiveness and proactive
environmental strategy [8], [11], [76]. Yet much
transition research remains focused on macro-level
pathways, policy instruments or technological
systems. Less attention is given to the enterprise-level
cognitive mechanisms through which traditional
firms interpret transition and select development
strategies. This article addresses that gap by linking
energy transition to managerial cognition and
strategic analysis.

Taken together, the literature suggests that
strategic choice in traditional power enterprises is not
a direct outcome of external pressure or internal
capability. It emerges through a sequence of
interpretation, analysis and prioritization. External
pressure creates the need for change; internal
capability defines feasible pathways; managerial
cognition gives meaning to uncertainty; strategic
analysis organizes that meaning; and strategic choice
expresses it as a development direction.

III. MANAGERIAL COGNITION:
DIMENSIONS AND FUNCTIONS
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For a strategy-formation framework to be
empirically useful, managerial cognition must be
specified with sufficient precision. This article
conceptualizes managerial cognition through four
interrelated dimensions: environmental perception,
risk perception, strategic foresight and information-
processing capacity. These dimensions correspond to
the core cognitive tasks facing traditional power
enterprises under energy transition: detecting change,
evaluating uncertainty, anticipating trajectories and
integrating dispersed information.

Environmental perception refers to the
capacity of managers to notice and interpret policy,
market and technological changes as strategically
relevant signals. In the power sector, this includes
recognizing  how  carbon-neutrality  policies,
renewable-energy targets, electricity spot markets,
ancillary services, distributed energy, digital grids
and storage technologies alter competitive
boundaries. Environmental perception is not mere
awareness. It is the ability to identify which external
changes matter, why they matter, and how they may
affect the firms asset base, cost structure, customers
and legitimacy.

Risk perception refers to how managers
judge uncertainty, vulnerability and the cost of
inaction. Energy transition generates several forms of
risk: policy-compliance risk, stranded-asset risk,
market-price risk, technology risk, investment risk,
operational-reliability risk and organizational-change
risk. Risk perception is valuable when it is calibrated.
Excessive risk aversion can delay transformation until
opportunities are lost. Excessive optimism can lead to
premature expansion into businesses for which the
firm lacks capabilities. Strategic risk perception
therefore requires proportional judgement, not risk
avoidance or risk seeking.

Strategic foresight refers to the capacity to
anticipate future industry evolution and position the
enterprise accordingly. Traditional power investments
often have long asset lives, which makes foresight
indispensable. Managers must assess not only current
regulation but also the likely trajectory of carbon
constraints, renewable penetration, market rules,
storage economics, customer preferences and digital
operation. Foresight allows firms to treat transition
not only as compliance pressure but also as a field of
future positioning.

Information-processing capacity refers to the
ability to collect, compare and integrate
heterogeneous information. Power enterprises must
combine engineering data, market signals, policy
documents, financial indicators, technology forecasts,
stakeholder expectations and internal capability
assessments. ~ Without  adequate  information-

processing capacity, strategic judgement may rely on
fragmented evidence or personal experience. With
stronger information processing, firms can compare
alternatives systematically and reduce the risk of
partial or intuitive decision-making.

The four dimensions are analytically distinct
but mutually reinforcing. Environmental perception
determines whether signals are detected. Risk
perception determines how uncertainty is evaluated.
Strategic foresight links present signals to future
possibilities. Information-processing capacity
determines whether dispersed evidence can be
transformed into structured analysis. Together they
create cognitive readiness for strategic
transformation. A firm may face powerful external
pressure and possess valuable resources, but without
cognitive readiness it may fail to build a coherent
response.

Managerial  cognition performs three
strategic functions. The first is issue recognition.
Environmental changes become strategic issues only
when managers define them as relevant. Renewable
integration, for example, may be labelled as a
technical requirement, a policy obligation, a market
opportunity or a threat to existing assets. The label
affects the subsequent decision path. The second
function is alternative generation. Cognitive frames
influence which options managers imagine, such as
efficiency improvement, digital operation, integrated
energy services, storage partnerships, market trading
or green-electricity products. The third function is
evaluative prioritization. Managers decide which
alternatives are feasible, urgent and aligned with
organizational identity.

The danger is cognitive inertia. Traditional
power enterprises may possess strong engineering
routines and administrative experience, but these
strengths can become anchors. Managers may assume
that future success will resemble past success, that
policy protection will remain sufficient, or that digital
transformation is a technical supplement rather than a
strategic shift. Such assumptions may appear
reasonable inside the old regime, but they become
risky when the regime changes. The strategic task is
not to discard experience, but to reinterpret it.

Cognitive renewal requires both individual
and organizational change. Individual managers need
exposure to new  knowledge, competing
interpretations and external benchmarks.
Organizations need routines that broaden attention
and test assumptions. Scenario analysis, policy
interpretation workshops, cross-functional strategy
meetings, market simulation, digital dashboards and
structured strategic tools can expand the range of
managerial cognition. In this sense, cognition is not
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only a trait to be observed; it is a capability that can
be developed.

IV. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND
PROPOSITIONS

The proposed framework positions external
environmental factors, internal capability and
managerial cognition as antecedents of strategic
analysis and strategic choice. External environment
includes  policy, market and technological
environment. Internal capability includes resource
capability, operational capability and management
mechanisms.  Managerial ~ cognition  includes
environmental perception, risk perception, strategic
foresight and information-processing capacity.
Strategic analysis process is conceptualized as the
organizational mechanism that converts signals and
interpretations into structured judgement. Strategic
choice refers to the selected development direction
and implementation pathway.

The first proposition concerns managerial
cognition and strategic analysis. Managers with
stronger environmental perception, calibrated risk
perception, strategic foresight and information-
processing capacity are more likely to conduct
systematic analysis. They can identify relevant
signals, evaluate uncertainty, anticipate future
scenarios and integrate information across functions.
Strategic tools such as SWOT, IFE, EFE and QSPM
require precisely these cognitive capabilities. Without
them, the tools may become ceremonial lists or
arbitrary scoring exercises. With them, the tools can
discipline interpretation and improve the quality of
strategic judgement.

Proposition 1:  Managerial  cognition
positively influences the strategic analysis process of
traditional power enterprises.

The second proposition concerns the direct
relationship between managerial cognition and
strategic choice. Even when formal analysis is
incomplete, managerial frames influence agenda
setting, investment preferences and strategic
commitment. A team that interprets energy transition
as a structural shift is more likely to pursue proactive
capability renewal. A team that interprets transition as
temporary policy pressure may emphasize defensive
compliance. A team with strong foresight may
prioritize staged capability upgrading before large-
scale expansion. Managerial cognition therefore
shapes strategic orientation through framing and
commitment.

Proposition 2:  Managerial  cognition
positively influences strategic choice in traditional
power enterprises.

The third proposition concerns the strategic
analysis process. Strategic analysis converts dispersed
information into comparable alternatives. It clarifies
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats;
evaluates internal and external factor weights; and
compares strategic options. A stronger analysis
process should lead to strategic choices that are more

coherent, adaptive and feasible. In transition-
intensive industries, this function is crucial because
decision-makers must balance low-carbon
requirements, reliability, market exposure and

internal capability constraints.

Proposition 3: The strategic analysis process
positively influences strategic choice in traditional
power enterprises.

The fourth proposition concerns mediation.
Managerial cognition affects strategic choice partly
because it strengthens strategic analysis. Cognition
determines which issues are recognized, which
information is collected and which assumptions guide
evaluation. Strategic analysis then converts these
cognitive inputs into formal judgement. This
mediated relationship avoids two errors: it does not
reduce strategy to subjective intuition, and it does not
assume that analysis is purely objective calculation.
Strategic choice is both cognitive and procedural.

Proposition 4: The strategic analysis process
mediates the relationship between managerial
cognition and strategic choice.

External environmental factors also shape
the framework. Policy pressure, market reform and
technological change create the need for strategic
analysis. In regulated energy industries, firms must
interpret policy direction, anticipate regulatory
implementation and identify opportunities arising
from market restructuring. External conditions
stimulate analysis and influence strategic choice, but
their effects are filtered through cognition and
internal capability.

Proposition 5: External environmental
factors positively influence the strategic analysis
process and strategic choice of traditional power
enterprises.

Internal capability affects both analysis and
choice because strategy must be feasible. Resource
capability enables investment and learning.
Operational capability supports implementation and
reliability. Management mechanisms coordinate
change, incentives and execution. Strong internal
capability also improves the accuracy of strategic
analysis because firms can assess strengths,
weaknesses and constraints more realistically.

Proposition 6: Internal capability positively
influences the strategic analysis process and strategic
choice of traditional power enterprises.
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The framework integrates institutional,
resource-based, cognitive and process theories.
External environment creates pressure and

opportunity; internal capability defines feasibility;
managerial cognition interprets meaning; strategic
analysis structures judgement; and strategic choice
expresses the outcome. The framework therefore
explains why similar transition pressures may
produce different enterprise strategies.

V.STRATEGIC ANALYSIS AS DECISION
ARCHITECTURE

Strategic analysis is often treated as a
technical planning activity. This article treats it as a
decision architecture. A decision architecture shapes
how information is collected, categorized, weighted,
compared and converted into action. In transition-
intensive settings, such architecture is essential
because environmental signals are ambiguous,
strategic alternatives are interdependent, and the cost
of misjudgement is high.

SWOT analysis organizes the relationship
between internal  conditions and  external
environment. Its value is not the production of four
lists, but the disciplined comparison of strategic fit.
For traditional power enterprises, strengths may
include operational reliability, engineering expertise,
project experience, local institutional embeddedness
and established customer relationships. Weaknesses
may include path dependence, rigid management
mechanisms, limited digital capacity, insufficient
market-trading expertise and weak innovation
routines. Opportunities may include renewable-
energy growth, green-electricity demand, digital-grid
development, storage technologies and integrated
energy services. Threats may include carbon
constraints, market-price  volatility, renewable
substitution, asset-stranding risk and intensifying
competition.

The External Factor Evaluation matrix
supports a more disciplined evaluation of
opportunities and threats. By assigning weights and
ratings, managers are required to judge which
external factors matter most and how effectively the
enterprise is responding. In a transition context, this
prevents environmental analysis from becoming a
general description of policy and technology. It forces
the enterprise to ask which changes are strategically
decisive and whether current responses are adequate.

The Internal Factor Evaluation matrix
performs a parallel function for strengths and
weaknesses. It requires managers to evaluate
resources, operations and management mechanisms
in relation to strategic requirements. A firm may
possess strong engineering capability but weak digital

integration. It may have stable assets but limited
flexibility. It may possess local legitimacy but lack
market-oriented customer capability. IFE analysis
clarifies these tensions and prevents transformation
strategies from being detached from implementation
capacity.

QSPM extends analysis into strategic
prioritization. It compares alternative strategies by
combining factor weights with attractiveness scores.
For traditional power enterprises, relevant alternatives
may include digital-intelligent capability upgrading,
renewable and integrated energy expansion, market-
trading capability development, low-carbon asset
optimization and defensive improvement of
conventional operations. QSPM does not replace
managerial judgement; it makes the logic of
judgement explicit. It also allows managers to
examine whether an attractive opportunity is feasible
under existing capability conditions.

A cognition-based interpretation suggests
that strategic tools are not neutral instruments.
Environmental  perception  influences  which
opportunities and threats enter the analysis. Risk
perception influences the weights assigned to
uncertainty and vulnerability. Strategic foresight
influences the range of alternatives considered.
Information-processing  capacity influences the
quality of evidence and the consistency of scoring.
The same tool may produce different outcomes
depending on the cognitive quality of the
management team. Therefore, the adoption of tools
without cognitive renewal is unlikely to produce
strategic transformation.

This perspective also clarifies sequencing.
Under energy transition, firms may be tempted to
expand rapidly into renewable projects, digital
platforms or integrated energy services. Such
expansion may be necessary, but it can create risk if
the firm lacks analytical capability, digital
infrastructure, market understanding or management
flexibility. In many cases, capability upgrading and
analytical  institutionalization = should precede
aggressive expansion. Strategic foresight must be
balanced by risk perception and resource feasibility.

Strategic analysis is thus the mechanism
through which cognition becomes organizational
judgement. It transforms individual interpretations
into shared categories, weighted evaluations and
comparable alternatives. It also reduces the risk that
strategy will be driven only by habit, personal
intuition or short-term policy pressure. For
engineering-management practice, the implication is
clear: strategic tools should be embedded in regular
decision routines, supported by reliable data and
linked to managerial learning.
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VI. APPLICATION TO TRADITIONAL
POWER ENTERPRISES IN GUIZHOU

Guizhou provides a meaningful context for
applying the framework because its power enterprises
operate within a hybrid transition environment. Coal-
related resources and conventional generation remain
important for energy security and regional industrial
stability. At the same time, renewable-energy
expansion, carbon constraints, digital technologies
and electricity-market reform are reshaping the future
of the sector. Managers must therefore navigate
continuity and discontinuity simultaneously.

The first implication of the framework is
that Guizhou traditional power enterprises need
stronger environmental perception. Policy and market
signals should not be read only as administrative
requirements. They should be interpreted as strategic
signals that affect asset structure, investment
direction, service design and capability renewal. This
requires systematic scanning of national policy,
provincial implementation measures, power-market
rules, renewable-energy trends, storage economics
and customer demand.

The second implication is the need for
calibrated risk perception. Traditional power
enterprises face risks from both action and inaction.
Rapid expansion into unfamiliar businesses may
produce financial and operational risk. Delayed
transformation may produce stranded assets,
declining competitiveness and loss of legitimacy.
Managers must therefore compare the risks of
different timing choices rather than treating risk as a
reason for postponement.

The third implication is the importance of
strategic foresight. Because power-sector investments
have long horizons, strategic choices made today may
determine competitiveness for many years. Guizhou
enterprises should develop multiple scenarios
concerning carbon prices, renewable penetration,
electricity-market maturity, storage costs, user-side
services and digital-grid architecture. Scenario-based
foresight can reduce overreliance on a single
expected future and strengthen adaptive capacity.

The fourth implication concerns
information-processing capacity. Traditional power
enterprises must integrate information across
technical, financial, market, policy and organizational
domains. This requires cross-functional data systems
and decision routines. Technical departments may
understand operational feasibility; market
departments may understand customer demand;
finance departments may understand investment
constraints; policy teams may understand regulatory
direction. Strategic analysis should integrate these

perspectives rather than allowing each department to
produce isolated reports.

The framework also suggests a staged
transformation logic. The first stage is cognitive and
analytical renewal: building scanning routines,
improving managerial learning, strengthening data
integration and institutionalizing strategic analysis.
The second stage is capability upgrading: digital
operation, market-trading competence, innovation
routines, flexible management mechanisms and talent
development. The third stage is strategic expansion:
renewable-related  business, integrated energy
services, storage partnerships, green-electricity
products and regional energy-service platforms. This
sequence does not imply slow action; it implies
disciplined action.

For Guizhou traditional power enterprises,
the most defensible strategy is unlikely to be pure
defensive preservation or unselective diversification.
Defensive preservation may maintain short-term
stability but risks long-term decline. Unselective
diversification may create capability mismatch. A
more robust pathway is adaptive transformation:
preserving operational reliability while building
cognitive, digital, market and organizational
capabilities for low-carbon development. Managerial
cognition is the mechanism that allows firms to
recognize which legacy capabilities should be
preserved, which should be reconfigured and which
should be replaced.

VII. DISCUSSION

The framework developed in this article
reframes strategic transformation in traditional power
enterprises. Much discussion of energy transition
begins with the assumption that policy pressure and
technological change should lead firms to transform.
This assumption is incomplete. Pressure creates the
necessity for change, but it does not specify how
firms interpret that necessity, which alternatives they
imagine, how they compare options or when they
commit resources. Transformation is therefore not
only a response to the external environment; it is an
internal process of strategic formation.

The first theoretical insight is that
managerial cognition is an interpretive core of
strategy. In stable environments, established routines
may be sufficient because signals and responses are
familiar. In transition-intensive environments, signals
are ambiguous and routines may be obsolete.
Managerial cognition determines whether firms
recognize discontinuity or misread it as temporary
disturbance. This insight extends upper echelons
theory by moving from demographic proxies toward
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specific cognitive capabilities relevant to energy
transition.

The second insight is that strategic analysis
functions as a conversion mechanism. Cognition
without analysis can remain subjective and
fragmented. Analysis without cognition can become
mechanical and ceremonial. Their interaction is the
source of strategic quality. This view explains why
the mere adoption of strategic tools cannot guarantee
good strategy. Tools become valuable only when
managers use them to test assumptions, discipline
attention and make trade-offs explicit.

The third insight concerns strategic
heterogeneity. Firms exposed to similar policy and
market pressures may diverge because they construct
different interpretations. One firm may frame carbon
neutrality as compliance and choose defensive
adjustment. Another may frame it as opportunity and
build new capabilities. A third may adopt staged
transformation. Such differences are not random; they
reflect variation in cognition, capability and analysis.
This helps explain uneven enterprise responses within
the same energy-transition context.

The framework also enriches dynamic-
capability theory. Sensing depends on environmental
perception and attention allocation. Seizing depends
on risk perception, strategic foresight and
commitment. Reconfiguring depends on information
processing, learning and coordination. Managerial
cognition therefore provides micro-foundations for
dynamic capability in regulated, capital-intensive and
technically complex industries.

For institutional theory, the framework
suggests that institutional pressure is interpreted
rather than mechanically obeyed. Policy may induce
symbolic compliance, incremental adjustment or
substantive transformation depending on how
managers understand legitimacy, opportunity and
feasibility. This means that policy effectiveness
depends partly on enterprise-level cognition and
learning. Policymakers seeking transformation should
therefore support not only mandates and incentives,
but also information transparency, pilot learning and
managerial capability building.

For resource-based theory, the framework
shows that resources become strategic through
interpretation and  recombination.  Traditional
capabilities are not necessarily obsolete. Engineering
reliability can support renewable integration. Project
experience can support storage and grid projects.
Local embeddedness can support integrated energy
services. Yet these transformations require managers
to reinterpret legacy assets as platforms for renewal
rather than as reasons for inertia.

The practical paradox is that traditional
power enterprises may be both advantaged and
constrained by their experience. Their accumulated
routines provide safety, reliability and execution
capacity, but the same routines may narrow attention.
Strategic transformation  therefore  requires
ambidexterity: exploitation of existing strengths and
exploration of new possibilities [71]. Managerial
cognition is the bridge between these modes because
it determines whether managers can see continuity
and discontinuity at the same time.

VIII. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

First, traditional power enterprises should
build cognitive infrastructure. This includes policy-
scanning teams, market-analysis routines,
technology-monitoring mechanisms, cross-functional
strategy forums and scenario-based discussions. The
goal is to ensure that weak signals are detected early
and debated systematically rather than being filtered
out by established routines.

Second, strategic analysis should be
institutionalized as a regular management process.
SWOT, IFE, EFE and QSPM should not be used only
to prepare occasional reports. They should be
embedded in annual strategy reviews, investment
decisions, transformation projects and risk
assessments. Weights, ratings and assumptions
should be transparent, evidence-based and open to
revision.

Third, capability upgrading should often
precede aggressive expansion. Renewable-energy
projects, integrated energy services and digital
platforms may be attractive, but premature expansion
can generate risk if the enterprise lacks data systems,
market-trading  expertise, flexible management
mechanisms or customer-service capability. A staged
pathway that first strengthens cognitive and analytical

capacity = may  produce  more sustainable
transformation.
Fourth, managers should avoid both

complacency and panic. Complacency assumes that
traditional assets and policy protection will remain
sufficient. Panic pursues every emerging opportunity
without strategic discipline. Strong managerial
cognition offers a middle path: it recognizes the
urgency of transition while evaluating timing,
feasibility and risk.

Fifth, firms should develop scenario-based
foresight. Energy transition involves uncertainty in
carbon policy, renewable costs, market rules, storage
technologies and customer demand. Multiple
scenarios can broaden managerial cognition, reduce
dependence on a single forecast and prepare the
enterprise for alternative futures.
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Sixth, management mechanisms must
support cognitive renewal. Incentive systems that
reward only short-term output may discourage long-
term transformation. Departmental silos fragment
information processing. Excessively hierarchical
decision routines may prevent weak signals from
reaching strategic discussions. Firms should align
incentives, reporting systems and decision routines
with transformation goals.

Seventh, talent development should combine
engineering, market, digital and strategic capabilities.
Traditional power enterprises need managers who
understand reliability and safety, but also market
logic, data analytics, customer services, carbon
management and strategic decision-making. Rotation,
external benchmarking, joint projects and executive
education can strengthen cognitive range.

Finally, transformation should be managed
as a portfolio. Enterprises should maintain reliability,
improve efficiency, build digital capability, explore
renewable-related opportunities and develop market-
oriented services in a sequenced manner. Managerial
cognition helps identify the right sequence; strategic
analysis helps evaluate trade-offs; strategic choice
becomes disciplined prioritization rather than a
slogan.

IX. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH

This article develops a conceptual framework
and propositions. Future research should test the
framework with survey data, longitudinal evidence
and multi-source measures. A cross-sectional survey
can examine relationships among managerial
cognition, strategic analysis and strategic choice, but
longitudinal data are needed to assess how cognition
changes over time and how such change affects
transformation outcomes.

Future studies should also use richer methods
to examine cognition. Surveys can measure perceived
cognition, but cognitive maps, interviews, text
analysis of strategic documents, meeting records and
archival evidence can reveal how managers frame
issues in practice. Combining these methods would
strengthen the validity of cognition research in energy
enterprises.

Comparative research is also needed.
Guizhou represents a resource-based and transition-
intensive region, but other provinces may differ in
renewable resources, market maturity, industrial
structure and policy implementation. Comparing
regions would reveal whether the cognition-analysis-
choice mechanism operates similarly across different
power systems.

Future research can further examine
moderation and heterogeneity. Managerial cognition
may strengthen the effect of external pressure on
analysis. Internal capability may enhance the effect of
cognition on strategic choice. Different dimensions of
cognition may also play different roles: information-
processing capacity may be most important for
strategic analysis, whereas strategic foresight may be
most important for strategic direction.

Finally, future studies should connect
cognitive mechanisms to performance outcomes.
Strategic choice is an important intermediate
outcome, but the ultimate question is whether

cognition-driven  strategic  analysis  improves
transformation performance, financial resilience,
carbon reduction, innovation capability and

organizational learning. Longitudinal performance
data would make this framework more practically and
theoretically powerful.

X. CONCLUSION

This article has developed a cognition-based
explanation of strategic choice in traditional power
enterprises under energy transition. It argues that
managerial cognition functions as an interpretive
mechanism through which environmental ambiguity
becomes strategic judgement. In Guizhou traditional
power enterprises, policy pressure, market reform,
renewable-energy expansion and digital
transformation create strategic uncertainty. These
pressures do not automatically determine enterprise
strategy. They must be perceived, interpreted,
evaluated and processed by managers and
organizations.

The framework specifies managerial
cognition through environmental perception, risk
perception, strategic foresight and information-
processing capacity. These dimensions shape how
managers detect change, assess uncertainty, imagine
future pathways and integrate information. The
strategic analysis process then converts cognitive
interpretation into structured alternatives and strategic
choice. The article therefore links cognition and
analysis rather than treating them as separate
domains.

The central  implication is  that

transformation requires more than investment,
compliance or technology adoption. It requires
cognitive renewal and analytical discipline.

Traditional power enterprises must build the capacity
to notice relevant changes, judge risks
proportionately, think beyond the present and process

information  systematically. They must also
institutionalize strategic analysis so that cognition
becomes organizational judgement rather than
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individual intuition. In this way, managerial cognition
becomes not only a way of thinking, but a strategic
mechanism for survival and renewal under energy
transition.
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