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BUSINESS MODEL TRANSFORMATION IN THE CONTEXT
OF GEO-ECONOMIC FRAGMENTATION: A DIFFERENTIATED
LANDSCAPE OF COMPETITIVE POSITIONS

B. I'. ITanuenxko,

A. €. H., AOI|eHT, npodecop KadeApy eKOHOMIKY Ta Mi>KHaPOAHUX €KOHOMIYHMX BiAHOCHH,
MapiynoabcsRuil Aep>KaBHMI YHiBepCHUTET

H. B. Pesnikosa,

A. e. H., mpodecop, npodecop Kadeapu CBITOBOrO rocoAapcTsa i Mi>KHapOAHMX eKOHOMIYHMX BiAHOCHH,
HH incturyTt miskHapoAHUX BiaHOCHH, KniBchkuit HanionaapHmit yaiBepcurer imeni Tapaca IlleByenka
A. B. ITopoabuyk,

AokTop (pirocodii 3i cneniaapHoCTi "MiskHapOAHI eKOHOMIYHI BiAHOCHHM", acuCTeHT KadeApy CBiTOBOTO
TOCIIOAAPCTBA i Mi>KHapOAHUX eKOHOMiYHMX BiaAHOCHH, HaBuyarpHO-HayKOBMIT iHCTUTYT

Mi>xHapoAHux BiaHocuH, KuiBchkuit HanjionHaabHMit yHiBepeuTet imeni Tapaca IlleBuenka

C. E. Biryenko,

MaricTp Mi>KHapOAHNUX eKOHOMIUYHMX BiaHOCUH, HaByaapHO-HayKOBMIT IHCTUTYT Mi>KHAPOAHNUX BiAHOCHH,
KuiBcpkuit HanjionaabHMit yHiBepcuTer imeni Tapaca IlleBuenka

TPAHC®OPMAIIS BIBHEC-MOAEAEN B YMOBAX FEOEKOHOM]‘IHOT OPATMEHTAIIII:
AVOEPEHIIMOBAHUN AAHAITAOT KOHKYPEHTHHUX ITO3ULIN

The purpose of this article is to investigate the patterns of business model transformation in
international business under the influence of geoeconomic fragmentation and to substantiate the
concept of a differentiated competitive landscape as an analytical framework for assessing corporate
adaptation strategies in a reconfigured global economic environment. The prevailing narrative that
equates geoeconomic fragmentation with deglobalization is conceptually misleading. An empirical
analysis of bilateral trade flows across 187 countries over 2015—2023 demonstrates that global
trade volumes grew rather than contracted during this period, including in the United States, China,
and the European Union. Fragmentation reconfigures the architecture of globalization by redirecting
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trade and investment flows rather than reducing their aggregate scale. This distinction carries direct
strategic implications: the optimal corporate response to fragmentation is not full regionalization of
value chains but the preservation of institutional flexibility across competing geopolitical blocs.

The asymmetric distribution of gains across three trading configurations confirms this logic
quantitatively. The conclusion for international business is unambiguous: institutional and logistical
flexibility constitutes a standalone competitive asset. Mergers and acquisitions in the IT sector and
in strategic industries are increasingly driven by the logic of technological sovereignty rather than
operational synergy alone, reflecting the new strategic calculus imposed by geoeconomic
competition and containment.

The article identifies six new business models that represent structural responses of international
business to the differentiated competitive landscape: emotion-first products, network-driven
commerce, microsegments and microproducers, knowledge-driven customer acquisition,
Conglomerates 3.0, and Al-native consumer platforms. The scientific novelty of this typology lies in
its framing of these models as simultaneously globally scalable technological architectures and
regionally specific in their institutional realization. Each model converts regional specificity from a
constraintinto a competitive asset, which distinguishes them fundamentally from the business models
ofthe hyperglobalization era. The article further demonstrates that Conglomerates 3.0 derive market
power not from vertical production integration but from horizontal control over platform interaction
points, and that Al-native platforms generate entry barriers through the cumulative accumulation of
regional behavioral data rather than through product or price competition. Both findings point to a
fundamental methodological inadequacy in traditional antitrust frameworks when applied to platform
economy actors.
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Merta craTtri nonsirae y gocnipgXxeHHi 3aKOHOMipHocTeV TpaHcgopmauii 6iaHec-mogeneii MiXkHa-
poaHoro 6i3Hecy nig BNINMBOM reoeKOHOMIYHOI pparmeHTauii Ta o6rpyHTYyBaHHIi KOHUenuii ange-
PeHUiioBaHOIro NaHALWa@dTy KOHKYPEHTHUX NO3ULiN SK aHaniTU4HOT pamMkun 4151 OLiHKY agantayiiHnx
cTparerivi KoMnaHiii y pekoHgirypoBaHomy riiob6asibHOMy eKOHOMiIYHOMY cepenoBuLi. leoekoHOoMi-
YHa ¢pparmeHTaLisi € O4HUM i3 BU3Ha4YasIbHUX MPOLECiB Cy4aCHOro erarny po3BUTKY CBiTOBOi eKOHOM-
ikn, npoTe nowMpeHni HapaTUB NPOo ii OTOTOXHEeHHS 3 Aeryiobanisauieto € KOHYenTyanbHO XNOHUM.
PparmeHTauyis pekoH@irypye apxitektypy rnobanisauyii, 3MiHIOIOYN MapLUPYTN TOProBeJsibHUX i iHBe-
CTULIAHNUX NOTOKIB, ane He ix 3aranbHuii MacLuTab. Take po3mMeXxyBaHHS € NPUHLNITOBUM 4J151 PO3YM-
iHHSI TOrO, sIKi cTpaTterii aganTauyii € pauioHanbHUMU 47151 Mi>KHapoaHoro 6isHecy B yMoBax reonoJii-
TUYHOI O CYyNnepHULTBa BEJINKUX AepPIKaB.

AHani3 TpbOX TOProBesibHUX KOHIirypawiii, Lo CKnanncs 'y AoCnigxxyBaHuii nepiosn, A6 MOHCTPYE
YiTKy acuMeTpito BUrpaLuiB, i e pe3ysnbraT Ma€ npsiMe cTpatTeriyHe 3Ha4eHHs 4J1s1 Mi>XkKHapogHoro
6i3Hecy: iHcTUTYyLiiHa Ta noricTUYHa rHy4KicTb, TO6TO 36epexxeHHss auBepcudikoBaHOi NMPUCYTHOCTI
Ha puHkax 6e3 AOMiIHaHTHOT NPUB 'A3KN A0 O4HOIo reornoyliTU4HOro LEeHTPY, € CAMOCTIiHUM KOHKY-
PEHTHUM aKkTuBoM. BignoBigHo, 3nnTTsa i nornuHaHHs B IT-ceKkTopi Ta cTpateriyHux rany3ssx gegani
6inbLue nignopsaaKkoByOTLCS NIOTIiLi TEXHOJIONYHOro CyBepeHiTeTy, a He inLie onepawiiHivi cuHeprii.

MapanenbHo 3 pexkoHirypauieto ToproeesibHUX NOTOKIB BigbyBaeTbCA INGOKa TpaHCcPopmaLis
apxiTektypu 6izHec-mogeneii nig enansom ungposisauii. MpuHynnoeum € te, Wo yngposisayis
peani3yerbcsi yepe3 perioHasibHO AudepeHLUiRoBaHi iHCTUTYLIViHI cueHapii: nnatgopmMo-LeHTPUYHY
iHHoBauiiHy ekocuctemy y CLLIA, perynssTopHO opie HTOBaHWI €aNHNIA ungpoBnui puHok y €C i Mo-
Aenb nybniyHoi ungpoBoi iHppacTpykTypm sk OCHOBM NigNPneMHULbKOT iHKM03ii B A3ii. Lis ange-
PeHuialiss 00yMOBJIIOE HEMOXJIUBICTb MeXxaHiYHOro nepeHocy 6iaHec-mogesneii Mix perioHamm i no-
SICHIOE, YOMY KOHKYPEHLis1 M)k perioHamMmy BeeTbCsl He inLie Ha piBHIi TEXHOJIOrIiN | pUHKIB, a  Ha
PIiBHi IHCTUTYLINHNX CTaH[apPTIB: XTO 3aAa€ perysisiTopHi HOpMU 47151 N1aTtPoOpPMHOT eKOHOMIKU, TON
BU3Ha4Ya€ YyMOBU KOHKYPEeHLUii Ans pewTn y4acHUKIB.

IT-cekTop HabyB 0CO6/INBOro cTpaTerivyHoOro 3Ha4eHHs y UbOMy KOHTEKCTi: MPOoAYKTH i nocnyru,
Lo BiH BUPOOISiE, NepeTBOPUINCS 3 HEATPasIbHOIro 00'eKTa Mi>kHapoaHOT TOPriBsli Ha KJIIO4YOBUI BUMIP
reoeKkoHOMIi4HOro CynepHuLTBa, Ae iHCTPYMEHTU CTPUMAHHS, 30KpeMa eKCOPTHUA KOHTPOJIb HaA
HaniBnpoBigHukamu, obmexeHHs1 R&D-koonepauii Ta caHKLUiHWIA TUCK Ha OKPeMi KOMnaHii, cTpyk-
TYPHO 3MiHIOIOTb JIAHLUIOrM 40AaHOi BAPTOCTi B TEXHOOridHux ranyssx. Ungposi koHrnomepartn Ha-
POLLYIOTb BepTukasbHy iHTerpauito Big R&D i Bupob6HuuTBa 4Yinie 4o kiHuesux IT-nocnyr, a IT-knacte-
py popmMyroTs HOBI BY3/1n AN epeHLinoBaHOro KOHKYPeHTHOro naHawagry nosa Mmexxamu Tpagu-
LiMHUX T@XHOJIONYHUX riraHTiB.
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HaykoBa HOBu3Ha gocnigxeHHs noasrae y po3pobui koHuenyii augpepeHuiriosaHoro naHgwagry
KOHKYPEeHTHUX No3uLii Tay cucTtemartun3adii uecTn HoBux 6isHec-moaeneii sk CTPYKTYPHUX BignoB-
inen mixxHapogHoro 6isHecy Ha reoeKOHOMIYHy pparmMeHTaLlilo: NPOAYKTU eMOLiAHOT NPUB'a3Ku;
MepeXxeBo KepoBaHa KOMepLUisl; MiKpOCerMeHTH i MiKpOBUPOOHUKN; 3aN1y4eHHS KNIEHTIB Yyepe3 eKo-
HOMIiKy 3HaHb; KoHrnomepartu 3.0; cnoxuB4i nnatgopmu Ha 6a3i LLI. Ha BigmiHy Big nonepeAaHix kna-
cudikauivi, 3anponoHoBaHa TUIMOJIOriss 6yAYyeTbCS HABKOJI0 ABOICTOi npupoAan unx Mmoaenen: BOHU €
O4HOYAaCHO r7106asibHO MacLUTaboBaHUMU TEXHOJIOTIYHUMU apXiTekTypamu i perioHasibHO cneyngiy-
HUMM y CBOIN iHCTUTYLIVHIV peani3auii. KoxHa Mmogenb nepeTBOpPIOE perioHanbHy cneuyngiky 3 oo6-
MeXeHHs1 Ha KOHKYPEHTHWUI aKTUB, L0 NPUHLMNIMOBO BiApi3Hs€ ix Big 6izHec-moaeneii enoxu rinepr-
nob6anisayii. O6rpyHTOBaHO, WO TPaANLiiHi aHTUMOHOMOIbHI IHCTPYMEHTN, PO3PO0NeHi ANs OLiHKN
BepTUKaJIbHOT KOHUeHTpaLii, € MeToao/IoriYHO He[goCTaTHIMu AJis1 BAMIpPIOBaHHSI PUHKOBOI Bragu
nnatrgopMHUX KOHIJIOMepariB, Ynsl Biaaa rpyHTYETbCSI Ha rOPU30HTasZIbHOMY KOHTPOJ1i Hag iHppacTt-
PYKTYpPOIO B3aemodii, a He Hag BUPOOHNYNMU NNaHLIOraMu.

Key words: fragmentation, deglobalization, geoeconomics, differentiation, shadowization, digitalization, inclusion,
competition, rivalry, international trade, business model, regulation, infrastructure, conglomerate, platform economy,
digital economy, IT sector, IT services, R&D, Al, cluster, innovation, ecosystem, global value chains, mergers and
acquisitions.

KaroyoGBi cnoBa: gppaemernmauis, deznobanizayis, 2e0eKoHOMIKa, OugepeHyiayis, minizayis, yugpoBizayis,
IHK /10351, KOHKYPEHYIs, cynepHHUYmBo, MixcHapooHa mopeiBas, 6i3Hec, 6isHec-modens, peaynoBaHHs, iHgpacm-
PYKMYypa, KoHes10MePam, n1ameopMHA eEKOHOMIKA, yugpoBa ekoHomika, IT cekmop, IT nocayeu, R&D, LI, kaac-

mep, iHHoBauii, ekocucmema, 2106aabHi AaHY 02U 00aH0 i Bapmocmi, 3Aumms [ N02/AUHAHHS.

PROBLEM STATEMENT

The transformation of business models in a fragmented
economy is taking place against the backdrop of a deeper
evolution of corporate logic itself [1—4]. The shareholder
capitalism model that dominated from the 1970s and placed
the maximization of shareholder value above all else is
increasingly giving way to a stakeholder model in which the
corporation bears responsibility toward a broader circle of
participants: employees, consumers, communities, and the
state. New-type digital conglomerates are accelerating this
transition: control over data, platform ecosystems, and
algorithmic infrastructure grants companies such market power
that the traditional criterion of shareholder value becomes
insufficient for assessing their impact on society. It is telling
that researchers have already identified the phenomenon of
Conglomerates 3.0, regional digital ecosystems that integrate
payment systems, logistics, retail, and digital services into a
unified platform architecture whose network effects operate
at the level of aregional rather than a global user base [3]. It is
precisely for this reason that regulatory systems, most
prominently in the European Union, are increasingly
incorporating data protection, competitive balance, and
consumer digital rights into the perimeter of corporate
responsibility, effectively institutionalizing stakeholder logic
as a condition for the functioning of the platform economy.

A simultaneous spatial reorientation of global economic
activity is underway [1; 2]. An empirical analysis of bilateral
trade flows across 187 countries over 2015—2023 reveals the
consolidation of three stable configurations: the US bloc (43
states, including the majority of European countries, India,
Japan, and South Korea), the China bloc (46 states), and the
neutral group (98 countries) that preserved flexibility in trade
relations with both centers[3]. Of particular significance is the

finding that neutral countries emerged as the largest
beneficiaries of fragmentation: their median real GDP gain was
0.8%, compared to 0.5% for countries in the US bloc and only
0.3% for the China bloc, with a portion of the latter's members
incurring absolute losses due to incomplete compensation for
rising external trade costs [3]. Asian economies play an
increasingly prominent role in contemporary transformation
processes, emerging as centers for the formation of new
production chains, technology clusters, and innovative business
practices. Active attraction of foreign direct investment, the
development of digital infrastructure, and large-scale state
programs supporting technology industries reinforce the Asian
region's role in shaping the new architecture of the global
economy[1; 3].

At the same time, the fragmentation of the global economic
space generates asymmetric pressure on companies across
different countries and sectors. Firms in advanced economies
face the need to rethink value chains amid intensifying trade
restrictions, while companies in developing countries gain new
opportunities to enter reconfigured production networks,
provided they adapt their organizational and technological
models in time. This asymmetry creates a differentiated
landscape of competitive positions in which the advantage lies
not with the largest players but with those capable of
restructuring their architecture most rapidly to meet the new
conditions of the geoeconomic environment. Under these
conditions, the study of new business models emerging as
corporate responses to the changing geoeconomic
environment becomes particularly relevant. It should be noted
that digitalization is not a technologically neutral process: in
different regions it is realized through fundamentally distinct
institutional scenarios, via platform inclusiveness across much
of Asia, innovative scaling in the United States, regulatory
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coordination in the European Union, or public digital
infrastructure in India [3]and it is precisely this differentiation
that determines the character of competitive rivalry in the digital
economy.

ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH
AND PUBLICATIONS

The structural context of this study is shaped by two
converging bodies of literature. The first concerns the
geopolitical reconfiguration of global trade. Industry-level
research documents a decisive reorientation of Asian
economies within global value chains, showing how the
region is emerging as the primary beneficiary of trade
realignment amid bloc formation [1]. Complementary
analytical work identifies six breakthrough business
models that are reshaping growth trajectories across
fragmented markets [2]. At the academic level, the
foundational tension between deglobalization and the
persistence of globalization is examined through the lens
of international trade flows, demonstrating that geopo-
litical friction does not necessarily contract aggregate
trade volumes but restructures their geography [3]. The
quantitative dimension of bloc-based decoupling, including
its welfare costs, adjustment asymmetries, and distri-
butional consequences across participating economies, is
rigorously modelled in [4], providing the empirical
backbone for assessing competitive differentiation at the
country level. The specific impact of armed conflict on
integration and polarization dynamics within the global
system is addressed in [5], extending the fragmentation
framework to include security-driven disruptions as a
distinct driver of structural change in international
business.

The second body of literature addresses technological
transformation and its institutional mediation. The concept
of smart specialization, particularly the design of
implementation strategies that avoid both targeting
failures and institutional lock-in, offers a normative
framework for how economies might position themselves
in knowledge-intensive sectors under conditions of rapid
technological change [6]. The scale and unevenness of
digital transformation, including its systemic risks for open
economies deeply integrated into global networks,
constitute a separate and increasingly prominent research
agenda[7]. The digital economy, as both an instrument of
globalization and a driver of structural change in
international trade in goods and services, is examined in
close connection with platform dynamics and data
governance [8]. Technological specialization as the
foundation of competitive advantage in high-technology
sectors, and the broader transition of the global
conjuncture from what has been termed the period of great
moderation toward conditions of global chaos, together
define the environment in which new industries and
business models acquire strategic importance [9, 10].

Industrial ecosystems and clusters, including
innovation parks and eco-industrial zones, are analyzed
as enabling structures for sustainable participation in
global value chains and supply networks [11]. The
platformization of the digital economy, and the question
of whether it represents genuine techno-globalism or
merely the global scaling of platform-specific archi-

tectures, is examined through the transformative potential
of digitized ecosystems for international business and
trade [12]. The transition from industrial ecosystems to
digital economy ecosystems, together with the emergence
of new models of competition under conditions of
digitalized international trade, is systematically concep-
tualized in [13]. Innovations as a driver of digital
transformation in the context of techno-globalism, along
with their cascading effects on the structure of inter-
national trade in both goods and services, are analyzed in
[14]. Conceptual approaches to researching the impact of
digital transformation processes on the global business
environment and practical aspects of reengineering
business operations within the digital economy are
developed, respectively, in [15]and [16].

Two further dimensions complete the analytical
framework of this study. The specifics of mergers and
acquisitions in international business, understood as an
instrument of market consolidation, technological acquisition,
and strategic repositioning under fragmentation, are
examined in [17], while the role of risk-oriented financial
systems in conditions of accelerating information technology
development is addressed in [ 18]. The theoretical foundations
of competitive leadership in the era of globalization, including
both the synthesis of competing theories and the
paradigmatic premises of global competitive leadership, are
developed in [19] and [20]. Taken together, this body of
research establishes that a systematic analysis of new
business models as an integrated adaptive response to
geopolitical fragmentation and digitally differentiated
competitive landscapes remains underdeveloped, and it is
precisely this gap that the present study addresses.

FORMULATION OF THE ARTICLE'S
OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the article is to investigate the patterns
of business model transformation in international business
under the influence of geoeconomic fragmentation and to
substantiate the concept of a differentiated competitive
landscape as an analytical framework for assessing
companies' adaptation strategies in areconfigured global
economic environment.

THE PAPER'S MAIN BODY

The central intellectual trap of contemporary
discussions about the world economy is the equation of
geoeconomic fragmentation with deglobalization. A large-
scale study by economists from US universities and the
IMF, covering the period 2015—2023, convincingly refutes
this narrative: despite the sustained formation of trading
blocs and the reorientation of a significant share of states
toward trade with geopolitical allies, global trade volumes
did not contract but grew, including in the United States,
China, and the European Union [3]. The choice of 2015 as
the starting point is methodologically justified: that year
preceded the key shocks that launched the fragmentation
cycle, namely the British referendum on EU membership,
the election of D. Trump, and the onset of trade rivalry
between the United States and China, while also allowing
researchers to separate the legacy of the global financial
crisis of 2008 — 2009 and the European debt crisis of 2010-
2012 from the effects under examination.
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The distribution of 187 states into three groups, the
US bloc, the China bloc, and the neutral group, reflects
not merely geopolitical preferences but fundamentally
distinct positioning strategies in a reconfigured global
environment. Within each bloc, trade costs declined;
between blocs, they rose. For the US bloc, the internal cost
reduction almost entirely offset its increase in cross-bloc
trade, yielding a neutral net effect for bloc members. For
the Chinabloc, this compensation proved insufficient, and
some participants incurred absolute losses. The neutral
group recorded declining costs simultaneously in trade
with all three blocs and emerged as the direct beneficiary
of fragmentation. The quantitative dimension of this
asymmetry is as follows: the median real GDP gain in the
global aggregate was 0.6 %. For countries in the US bloc,
the median gain was 0.5%, with variation from 0.1% to
0.7%; for the China bloc, approximately 0.3%, with some
states experiencing losses. Neutral countries increased
real GDP by an average of 0.8%, with a range from near
zero in the bottom quartile to 1.4% in the top quartile [3].

This picture carries fundamental implications for
international business strategy. Neutral countries became
beneficiaries of fragmentation not because of greater size
or technological advantage but because of the absence of
rigid geopolitical alignment in their value chains and sales
markets. From this follows the first structural conclusion:
institutional and logistical flexibility constitutes a
standalone competitive asset. Companies that preserved
a buffer between the blocs, maintaining diversified market
presence and supply networks without dominant
attachment to a single center, obtained a structural
advantage regardless of their sectoral specificity. Mergers
and acquisitions during this period increasingly follow this
logic precisely: the acquisition of assets in neutral
jurisdictions and regions has become an instrument of
insurance against bloc lock-in rather than merely a means
of expanding market share.

Equally important is the conclusion regarding the
nature of fragmentation itself: it does not cancel globali-
zation but reconfigures its architecture, redirecting flows
rather than reducing their scale. For international business,
this means that a strategy of reshoring or full regio-
nalization of supply chains carries risks no smaller than
those of the preceding hyperglobalized model. The
differentiated competitive landscape that is taking shape
rewards flexibility rather than maximum concentration at
either pole.

Geoeconomic fragmentation unfolds in parallel with
another transformation: a deep restructuring of business
model architecture driven by digitalization. Digitalization,
however, is not a technologically neutral process. In
different regions, it is realized through distinct institutional
scenarios determined by combinations of regulatory
environments, infrastructural capabilities, and market
structures. This differentiation explains why successful
business models from one region cannot be mechanically
transferred to another, and why competitive rivalry in
digital markets acquires a pronounced regional dimension.

The American model is built on a platform-centric
innovation ecosystem. Powerful IT clusters, where
universities, technology companies, venture funds, and
small and medium-sized enterprises form dense interaction

networks, create an environment for the rapid deployment
of innovations across production and service activities.
R&D in artificial intelligence occupies a central place: US
technology companies develop algorithmic systems for
large-scale data analysis, automated managerial decision-
making, and digital service personalization, transforming
algorithmic models into a key source of economic value
alongside software products. Notably, these solutions
diffuse horizontally: small and medium-sized businesses
are increasingly integrating IT services into their own
processes, promoting innovation diffusion across a broad
range of sectors and raising the overall productivity of the
ecosystem.

The EU model unfolds according to a regulatory-
oriented scenario. The cross-border spread of business
models is enabled through the construction of a shared
digital space with unified approaches to digital trade,
platformregulation, data governance, and the protection
of consumer digital rights. Regulation here functions not
as a constraint but as a condition for scaling: inter-
operability standards, common requirements for digital
infrastructure, and unified mechanisms for financial
inclusion create a predictable environment for international
business, reducing the transaction costs of entering the
markets of 27 states. International organizations serve
as institutional intermediaries between global
technological unification and regional specificity,
accounting for differences in levels of digital development
and the structure of national markets. Their coordinating
function acquires strategic significance as digital
platforms and payment systems increasingly operate
across jurisdictional boundaries and require suprana-
tional institutional support.

The Asian model, represented most prominently by
India, demonstrates a third scenario: public digital
infrastructure as the foundation of entrepreneurial
inclusion. The rapid spread of mobile payment systems
shifted a substantial share of financial transactions to
digital formats, stimulating the development of fintech and
new e-commerce business models. This public
infrastructure serves as a point of entry for small and
medium-sized businesses, lowering barriers to digital
markets and enabling broad financial inclusion without
requiring them to build a technological base in-house.
Active attraction of foreign direct investment, large-scale
state programs supporting the IT sector, and the
development of technology clusters reinforce the Asian
region's role in shaping the new architecture of the global
digital economy.

The IT sector occupies a distinctive place in this
architecture: it serves simultaneously as an infrastructural
foundation, an innovation core, and a catalyst for business
model transformation in a fragmenting geoeconomic
environment. Competition among the United States, the
European Union, and Asia for leadership in artificial
intelligence, cloud computing, and semiconductors has
acquired the character of technological rivalry with
pronounced containment dimensions. Export controls on
chips, restrictions on access to international R&D
networks, and sanctions pressure on specific companies
have transformed IT services from a neutral traded good
into an instrument of geopolitical competition. In response,
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international business is accelerating the restructuring of
value chains: mergers and acquisitions in the IT sector are
increasingly motivated not only by operational synergy but
by the need to secure technological sovereignty within
one's own bloc. Digital conglomerates are expanding
vertical integration from R&D and chip production to
platform economy operations and end-user IT services,
converting network effects and ecosystem control into the
primary structural barrier for competitors. At the same
time, IT clusters in Bangalore, Shenzhen, Warsaw, and
Tallinn demonstrate that open innovation ecosystems are
capable of forming powerful centers of technological
development beyond the perimeter of traditional giants,
and it is precisely these centers that are becoming new
nodes of the differentiated competitive landscape, where
regulation, digital infrastructure, and human capital
determine who captures the benefits of digitalization and
achieves genuine inclusion in the global platform economy.
A comparison of the three regional models confirms that
digitalization restructures relations among the market, the
state, technology companies, and small and medium-sized
enterprises, but does so through regionally specific me-
chanisms. It is this differentiation that explains why the
differentiated landscape of competitive positions repro-
duces itself not only at the country level but also at the
firm and industry levels.

The differentiated competitive landscape carries one
systemic side effect that rarely enters the analytical focus
of business model research: it generates structural
incentives for the shadowization of international trade. The
phenomenon in question is not traditional smuggling or
customs evasion but institutionally motivated shado-
wization that emerges as a rational response of
international business to asymmetric regulatory and trade
regimes between blocs. Fragmentation raises trade costs
between blocs through tariffs, sanctions, export controls,
and non-tariff barriers, yet it does not eliminate demand
for goods and technologies subject to restrictions. Under
these conditions, schemes of re-export, transit trade
through neutral jurisdictions, and multi-stage supply
arrangements with obscured end recipients emerge as

operating norms. Research records a sharp increase in
trade flows through the UAE, Turkey, Kazakhstan, and
Armenia in commodity categories subject to sanctions
control, pointing directly to institutional arbitrage as the
driving force of this process. The platform economy and
network-driven commerce reinforce this tendency:
decentralized trading channels complicate the
identification of the end consumer, while IT services and
digital content have no physical border, rendering
traditional customs and sanctions enforcement
mechanisms structurally insufficient. Al-native platforms
are capable of optimizing logistics routes in real time by
selecting jurisdictions with the lowest regulatory burden,
which constitutes a digital form of regulatory arbitrage.
The regulatory response must be systemic: requirements
for supply chain transparency and end-user verification
should become an integral condition of platform operator
licensing, and the European Union is advancing in this
direction through its Due Diligence instruments and the
expansion of sanctions compliance obligations to platform
operators. Accordingly, the shadowization of international
trade is not an anomaly but a structurally embedded
consequence of geoeconomic fragmentation and a distinct
node within the differentiated competitive landscape,
where regulatory asymmetry between blocs is converted
into a source of quasi-rent for companies and jurisdictions
that navigate it effectively.

At the intersection of geoeconomic fragmentation and
regionally differentiated digitalization, qualitatively new
business models are taking shape. Their defining
distinction from previous waves of corporate innovation
lies in a dual nature: they are simultaneously globally sca-
lable technological architectures and regionally specific in
their institutional realization. This duality allows them to
be understood not merely as technological phenomena but
as forms of institutional adaptation of international
business to a differentiated competitive landscape, an
adaptation that converts regional specificity from a
constraint into a strategic asset.

The six models presented in Table 1 share a com-
mon strategic logic: each converts regional specificity,

Table 1. The emerging business models as globally scalable technological architectures

. Connection with local or regional . . Competitive effect in conditions
Business model Economic mechanism .
markets of fragmentation
Emotion-first Cultural proximity, local identity, | Demand is driven by emotional | Stabilizes demand and strengthens loyalty
products and regional consumer symbols attachment and cultural within regional markets even as global market
meaning rather than purely conditions shift
functional attributes
Network-driven |[Local digital communities, Sales channels integrate Reduces dependence on global intermediaries
commerce regional influencers, and social communication and commerce |and increases resilience to external trade
commerce ecosystems inside regional digital networks | restrictions
Microsegments | Targets narrow consumer niches [ Data analytics enables rapid Enhances the flexibility of supply chains and
and emerging within specific countries | adaptation of production to reduces risks associated with global
microproducers | or regional markets local demand patterns disruptions
Knowledge- Uses localized educational content | Information reduces uncertainty | Facilitates market entry and strengthens long-
driven customer |adapted to regulatory, linguistic and builds trust between firms | term relationships with clients
acquisition and cultural contexts and consumers
Conglomerates | Regional service ecosystems Platform integration creates Reduces reliance on external partners and
3.0 digital integrating payments, logistics, network effects within a increases control over customer data
ecosystems retail, and digital services regional user base
Al-native Regional behavioral data, Algorithms enable mass Generate cumulative barriers to entry through
consumer languages, and consumption personalization while the accumulation of regional behavioral data
platforms patterns maintaining scale efficiency that competitors find difficult to replicate

Source: compiled by the authors.
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whether cultural, institutional, or behavioral, into a
competitive asset. This distinguishes them fun-
damentally from the business models of the hyper-
globalization era, which sought to neutralize regional
differences in pursuit of scale. In the reconfigured
geoeconomic environment, the advantage belongs not
to those who achieved the greatest standardization,
but to those who most effectively capitalized on local
specificity through a globally scalable technological
architecture.

The Conglomerates 3.0 model deserves particular
analytical attention. Unlike traditional diversified
corporations, which are also characterized by broad
sectoral reach and active mergers and acquisitions,
new digital conglomerates build dominance not through
vertical integration of production chains but through
horizontal control over platform interaction points:
payment gateways, logistics hubs, loyalty systems, and
consumer data. Network effects here operate at the
level of a regional rather than a global user base, ma-
king such structures resilient to external competition
while remaining difficult to replicate outside their
natural regional environment. For regulators, this
poses a fundamental methodological problem:
traditional antitrust instruments that assess market
power through vertical concentration and market share
are inadequate for measuring power grounded in
control over interaction infrastructure. The digital
economy requires a new regulatory framework, and it
is the European Union that has advanced furthest in
this direction through the Digital Markets Act and the
Digital Services Act.

The phenomenon of Al-native platforms equally
warrants separate analysis. Unlike companies that add
artificial intelligence to existing processes, these
structures are designed from the outset around an
algorithmic core: competitive advantage is embedded
not in the product or price but in the quality and volume
of regional behavioral data. This resource is cumulative
in nature; it accumulates over time and is difficult to
replicate by new entrants, even technologically
sophisticated ones. Combined with network effects,
this generates structural barriers to entry whose
resilience to competitive pressure and regulatory
containment represents one of the central challenges
of the contemporary digital economy. Notably, Al-
native platforms are the most active in leveraging
regional differentiation as an advantage: algorithms
trained on local behavioral data deliver a level of perso-
nalization that global competitors without equivalent
regional presence cannot match.

Taken together, the six models reflect the tran-
sition of international business from universalized
global operating schemes toward adaptive, segmen-
ted, and technologically controlled modes of orga-
nizing economic activity. Emotion-first products and
the knowledge-driven customer acquisition model
strengthen companies' ties to domestic and regional
markets; network-driven commerce creates alternative
channels of market access; microsegmentation and
microproduction enhance production flexibility amid
the restructuring of supply chains; Conglomerates 3.0

and Al-native platforms provide higher levels of control
over data, infrastructure, and customer interaction.
Each of these models is, in essence, a response to a
specific node within the differentiated landscape of
competitive positions.

CONCLUSIONS

The analysis conducted allows for the formulation
of several interconnected conclusions that reveal the
scientific novelty of the concept of a differentiated
competitive landscape.

First, geoeconomic fragmentation is not a sym-
metric shock and does not signify deglobalization. It
transforms the architecture of the global economy by
redistributing gains according to participants’
capacity to preserve strategic flexibility. Empirical
evidence is unambiguous: neutral countries that
avoided hard bloc alignment achieved a median real
GDP gain of 0.8%, higher than the participants of
either major bloc. This result refutes the logic of
forced alignment and substantiates strategic
neutrality as a rational positioning in conditions of
great power rivalry.

Second, digitalization unfolds through regionally
differentiated institutional scenarios: platform-centric
in the United States, regulatory-oriented in the
European Union, and grounded in public digital
infrastructure across Asia. This differentiation
precludes the mechanical transfer of business models
across regions and implies that competition between
regions is conducted not only at the level of
technologies and markets but also at the level of
institutional standards. The actor that sets regulatory
norms for the platform economy and digital markets
effectively determines the conditions of competition
for all others.

Third, the IT sector has been transformed from a
neutral traded good into a key dimension of
geoeconomic rivalry. Containment instruments,
including export controls, sanctions, and restrictions
on R&D cooperation, structurally reshape value chains
in technology industries and accelerate consolidation
through mergers and acquisitions driven by the logic
of technological sovereignty rather than operational
synergy.

Fourth, the six identified business models, from
microsegments and microproducers to Conglomerates
3.0 and Al-native consumer platforms, represent
structural responses of international business to the
differentiated competitive landscape rather than
merely technological innovations. They capitalize on
regional specificity as a strategic asset and generate
new types of market power for the assessment of
which traditional regulatory frameworks require
fundamental conceptual revision.

Fifth, the differentiated competitive landscape
simultaneously places new demands on corporate
strategy, in the direction of preserving institutional
flexibility, diversifying value chains, and building
regionally embedded ecosystems, and on the industrial
and regulatory policy of states seeking to benefit from
neutrality in the reconfigured global economy. Future
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research should focus on the quantitative assessment
of regulatory arbitrage between blocs, the dynamics
of mergers and acquisitions in strategic digital sectors,
and the mechanisms through which new competition
standards in the platform economy are formed and
diffused.
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