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Abstract. The article examines the role of public administration in 

shaping corporate environmental security strategies under 

conditions of global environmental transformation. The study 

proceeds from the assumption that environmental security should 

be understood not only as an object of state regulation or corporate 

compliance, but as a systemic sphere of interaction among public 

institutions, business, financial actors, and society. The purpose of 

the article is to develop an integrated understanding of how public 

administration influences the formation and implementation of 

corporate environmental security strategies through regulatory, 

economic, and motivational instruments. The research is based on 

a qualitative and analytical methodology that combines literature 

review, problem-oriented analysis, comparative assessment of 

international practices, and conceptual synthesis. The study 

identifies the key barriers that hinder the ecological transformation 

of business, including weak alignment between state environmental 

priorities and corporate strategies, insufficient incentives for green 

innovation, fragmented regulation, limited access to green 

financing, and disparities in environmental standards across 

countries. It is substantiated that the most effective environmental 

governance systems are those that combine legal requirements, 

financial support, and reputational incentives within a coherent 

institutional framework. The comparative analysis shows that the 

European Union represents a regulator-oriented model, the United 

States reflects a market-oriented model, and selected Asian 

countries demonstrate hybrid approaches to environmental 

governance. The article concludes that public administration plays 

a decisive role in creating the institutional conditions under which 

environmental priorities become strategically relevant for 

business. It is argued that public administration and corporate 

environmental security strategies should be interpreted as 

elements of a single environmental transformation mechanism. The 

practical significance of the study lies in substantiating the need 

for integrated governance approaches, especially for countries 

undergoing structural transformation and post-crisis recovery. 
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Introduction. The intensification of global environmental threats has 

substantially changed the role of public administration in shaping sustainable 

development trajectories. Climate change, biodiversity loss, resource 

depletion, and industrial pollution require not only stricter state regulation 

but also a strategic rethinking of how governments interact with business. 

Under these conditions, environmental security becomes a cross-sectoral 

issue that cannot be addressed exclusively through traditional command-

and-control mechanisms. Instead, it requires coordinated action by public 

institutions, private companies, investors, and civil society. The state thus 

increasingly acts not only as a regulator but also as a coordinator, motivator, 

and institutional partner in the environmental transformation of the 

economy. This shift is especially visible in the growing emphasis on ESG-

oriented governance, green innovation, non-financial reporting, and long-

term environmental planning within corporate strategy. 

At the same time, the interaction between public administration and 

corporate environmental strategies remains uneven and often contradictory. 

In many countries, environmental policy still develops separately from 

business planning, which weakens the implementation of both state priorities 

and corporate sustainability goals. Insufficient alignment between public 

environmental policy and business strategy, weak incentives for green 

innovation, fragmented regulatory systems, limited financing for 

environmentally oriented modernization, and differences in environmental 

standards between countries continue to constrain progress. These 

challenges show that environmental transformation is not simply a technical 

issue of regulation, but rather a systemic governance problem. Therefore, the 

study of how public administration can shape favorable institutional 

conditions for the development of corporate environmental security 

strategies is of considerable theoretical and practical importance. 

This article proceeds from the assumption that public administration 

and corporate environmental security strategies should be understood as 

parts of a unified environmental transformation system. From this 

perspective, environmental policy is not merely an external framework for 

business compliance, but a mechanism that can influence corporate behavior, 

investment decisions, innovation trajectories, and long-term management 

models. The article aims to demonstrate how state institutions affect 

corporate environmental priorities through regulatory, economic, and 

motivational instruments, and how this interaction can produce synergies 

that support sustainable development and environmental security. 

Literature Review. The issue of public administration in the context 

of environmental security and sustainable transformation lies at the 

intersection of several scholarly traditions, including public governance, 

regional development, crisis management, environmental policy, and 

corporate sustainability. Existing studies provide important conceptual and 

practical foundations for understanding how state institutions influence 
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socio-economic systems under conditions of instability and structural 

change. At the same time, the literature remains fragmented, because many 

scholars examine either public administration mechanisms in general, or 

environmental and corporate sustainability issues separately, without 

sufficiently integrating these dimensions into a single analytical framework. 

This creates a need for a more systematic review of how the state shapes 

corporate environmental strategies through regulatory, economic, and 

institutional instruments. 

A significant strand of the literature focuses on the architecture of 

public administration itself. In this regard, Dykov (2016) proposed a 

structural understanding of public administration mechanisms and 

emphasized that public governance should be interpreted as a complex 

system composed of organizational, legal, economic, informational, and 

social components. This position is methodologically important for the 

present study because environmental transformation cannot be explained 

through a single policy instrument. Rather, it emerges from the interaction 

of formal regulation, administrative coordination, financial support, public 

communication, and institutional control. Similarly, Myrna (2010) argued 

that state regional policy requires an integrated mechanism combining 

strategic priorities, institutional coordination, and implementation 

instruments at different levels of governance. Although this research is not 

devoted specifically to environmental security, it reinforces the idea that 

complex public goals demand coherent and multi-level administrative 

systems. Bodelan (2013), in turn, explored the organizational and functional 

structures of public administration and demonstrated that the effectiveness 

of public mechanisms largely depends on how competences, responsibilities, 

and communication channels are distributed within institutional systems. In 

the context of environmental governance, this insight is especially relevant, 

because ineffective institutional design can hinder the implementation of 

even well-formulated environmental priorities. 

Another group of studies examines public administration under 

conditions of recovery, crisis, and systemic disruption. Taradenko (2026), 

analyzing the post-war modernization of Ukraine’s healthcare system, 

showed that public administration plays a decisive role in mobilizing 

investment, allocating resources, and coordinating the efforts of multiple 

stakeholders around long-term reconstruction goals. Although the sectoral 

focus of the study is healthcare, its broader contribution lies in demonstrating 

how the state can act as a strategic integrator in periods of systemic 

transformation. Delini (2026) reached similar conclusions in the sphere of 

urban infrastructure recovery, emphasizing that international financial 

support is effective only when it is embedded in national policy frameworks 

and linked to clear governance mechanisms. For the purposes of the present 

article, these studies are important because they show that the state’s role in 

transformation goes far beyond regulation. Public administration also shapes 
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investment environments, determines implementation capacity, and provides 

strategic direction for long-term structural change. These conclusions are 

highly relevant to environmental transformation, where ecological 

modernization also requires coordinated investment, institutional capacity, 

and stable policy signals. 

A further dimension of the literature concerns the normative and value-

based foundations of public administration. Maliuska (2010) emphasized 

that public governance should not be reduced to procedural efficiency alone, 

because its quality is also conditioned by transparency, ethics, responsibility, 

and trust. This argument has particular significance for environmental 

security, since ecological policy increasingly depends on the credibility of 

state institutions and on the level of public trust in environmental standards, 

monitoring systems, and sustainability claims. In practice, this means that 

environmental governance is not only a technical process of setting standards 

and enforcing compliance. It is also a legitimacy-based process in which 

state institutions must convince businesses and society that ecological 

transformation is necessary, fair, and strategically justified. This perspective 

is also closely connected with the growing importance of non-financial 

disclosure, ESG reporting, and public accountability mechanisms, which 

make environmental performance visible not only to regulators but also to 

investors, communities, and international partners. 

The literature that addresses the role of enterprises in environmental 

security is particularly important for linking public governance and corporate 

action. Zhyvko and Stadnyk (2021) argued that enterprises should be viewed 

not merely as sources of ecological pressure, but as active participants in 

ensuring freshwater and environmental security. This idea substantially 

broadens the traditional understanding of environmental responsibility. 

Instead of seeing business as an object of environmental control only, it 

presents companies as potential partners in environmental stabilization and 

sustainable development. This position is especially valuable for the present 

article because it supports the shift from a compliance-based model to a 

partnership-based model of environmental governance. In a related study, 

Zhyvko et al. (2021) examined adaptive and simultaneous state-business 

partnership strategies in conditions shaped by the COVID-19 pandemic, 

digitalization, and sustainability challenges. Their work demonstrated that 

cooperation between public institutions and private actors becomes 

especially important in situations of uncertainty and systemic pressure. 

Although the focus of that study is broader than environmental security 

alone, its findings strongly support the argument that public-private 

coordination is a necessary precondition for effective strategic adaptation. 

At the international level, more recent studies increasingly consider 

ESG-oriented transformation as an important mechanism through which 

environmental priorities are integrated into corporate behavior. Pillai et al. 

(2025) conducted a comparative analysis of ESG ratings across sectors and 
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regions and showed that environmental, social, and governance evaluations 

differ substantially depending on institutional context, economic sector, and 

regional governance traditions. This finding is highly relevant because it 

demonstrates that corporate environmental behavior is shaped not only by 

internal company decisions but also by the broader institutional environment 

in which firms operate. Yoshida et al. (2024), analyzing companies in Asia, 

also confirmed that ESG performance and its financial implications vary 

across governance contexts and depend on regulatory expectations, market 

pressures, and institutional support mechanisms. These studies are useful 

because they highlight the growing importance of environmental 

accountability systems, cross-country comparability, and investor-oriented 

performance metrics. At the same time, they mostly focus on comparative 

ESG outcomes rather than on the specific mechanisms through which 

governments influence corporate environmental strategies. 

Thus, the reviewed literature provides several important insights. First, 

public administration scholarship confirms that complex policy goals require 

systemic, multi-level, and institutionally coordinated mechanisms. Second, 

crisis and recovery studies demonstrate that the state has a crucial role in 

shaping investment and transformation environments. Third, environmental 

and partnership-oriented studies indicate that enterprises should be seen as 

co-actors in ecological security rather than only as regulated entities. Fourth, 

ESG-related research shows that institutional context strongly influences 

environmental behavior and corporate sustainability outcomes. However, 

despite these contributions, the literature still lacks a sufficiently integrated 

explanation of how exactly public administration affects the formation and 

implementation of corporate environmental security strategies as a coherent 

system. 

The key limitation of the current body of research is its fragmentation. 

Studies on public administration often do not analyze corporate 

environmental strategy in sufficient depth. Conversely, studies on ESG, 

sustainability, or business environmental behavior often understate the 

structuring role of public institutions and policy mechanisms. In addition, 

many works focus either on crisis governance, regional policy, or enterprise-

level environmental responsibility without tracing the interactions among 

these dimensions. As a result, the literature does not yet provide a sufficiently 

developed framework for understanding how regulatory, economic, and 

motivational instruments of the state jointly shape corporate environmental 

transformation. This gap is especially noticeable in relation to countries 

undergoing structural change and post-crisis recovery, where environmental 

modernization must be aligned simultaneously with development goals, 

international integration, and investment needs. 
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Table 1. Main gaps in the literature on public administration and 

corporate environmental security 

Gap area 
What is sufficiently 

covered in the literature 

What remains 

insufficiently explored 

Relevance for this 

study 

Public 

administration 

mechanisms 

General structures and 

mechanisms of public 

governance, including 

organizational, legal, 

economic, and regional 

dimensions 

The direct application of 

these mechanisms to 

environmental security in 

relation to corporate 

strategy 

Helps connect 

governance theory with 

environmental 

transformation of 

business 

Crisis and 

recovery 

governance 

State coordination of 

reconstruction, 

modernization, and 

international financial 

support 

How recovery-oriented 

governance can be linked 

with long-term green 

corporate transformation 

Important for countries 

combining 

reconstruction and 

ecological 

modernization 

Role of 

enterprises in 

environmental 

security 

Recognition of enterprises 

as actors that may 

contribute to 

environmental and 

freshwater security 

Detailed explanation of 

how state policy can 

institutionalize and scale 

such corporate 

participation 

Supports the transition 

from control-based to 

partnership-based 

governance 

State-business 

partnership 

Adaptive cooperation 

between the state and 

business under crisis and 

uncertainty 

Specific partnership 

models focused on 

environmental security 

and ecological innovation 

Clarifies how public-

private cooperation 

may support 

environmental strategy 

implementation 

ESG and 

comparative 

sustainability 

assessment 

Cross-sectoral and cross-

regional differences in 

ESG performance and 

ratings 

The causal mechanisms 

through which 

governments shape ESG 

integration in companies 

Necessary for linking 

environmental 

reporting systems with 

public administration 

International 

standard 

harmonization 

Recognition that regional 

and sectoral contexts shape 

sustainability outcomes 

The effect of inconsistent 

international 

environmental standards 

on corporate strategic 

alignment 

Relevant for 

internationally active 

firms and countries 

aligning with EU 

norms 

Integrated 

conceptual 

framework 

Separate insights from 

governance, sustainability, 

ESG, and partnership 

studies 

A unified model 

explaining how regulatory, 

economic, and 

motivational state 

instruments shape 

corporate environmental 

security strategies 

Forms the central 

theoretical contribution 

of the article 

Source: systematized by the author based on Bodelan (2013), Delini (2026), Dykov (2016), Maliuska 

(2010), Myrna (2010), Pillai et al. (2025), Taradenko (2026), Yoshida et al. (2024), Zhyvko et al. (2021), 

and Zhyvko and Stadnyk (2021). 

 

 

Overall, the literature confirms that public administration, institutional 

design, investment coordination, and state-business interaction are essential 

for understanding large-scale socio-economic transformation. However, the 

relationship between these dimensions and corporate environmental security 

strategies remains underdeveloped in the existing scholarship. Most studies 

offer partial insights rather than an integrated explanation. Therefore, the 

present article addresses this gap by examining how public administration 

influences corporate environmental transformation through a coordinated 

system of regulatory, economic, and motivational instruments. 
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Aims. The aim of this study is to develop an integrated understanding 

of how public administration shapes corporate environmental security 

strategies under conditions of global environmental transformation, 

regulatory change, and increasing sustainability demands. 

To achieve this aim, the article pursues several interrelated objectives. 

First, it seeks to identify the principal theoretical and practical gaps in the 

existing literature concerning the relationship between public administration 

and corporate environmental transformation. Second, it aims to determine 

the main barriers that hinder the alignment of state environmental priorities 

with corporate environmental strategies. Third, it seeks to systematize the 

key groups of instruments through which public administration influences 

corporate environmental behavior. Fourth, it aims to compare international 

governance models in order to distinguish regulator-oriented, market-

oriented, and hybrid approaches. Finally, the article seeks to propose a 

conceptual framework in which public administration and corporate 

environmental security strategies are interpreted as elements of a single 

environmental transformation 

Methodology. The methodological basis of the study is qualitative, 

analytical, and integrative. The research is designed to address a complex 

theoretical problem that lies at the intersection of public administration, 

environmental governance, corporate strategy, and sustainability studies. 

Since the identified research gap concerns the absence of a sufficiently 

integrated conceptual framework, the methodological logic of the article is 

aimed not at narrow empirical measurement, but at analytical synthesis and 

structured comparison. The study therefore combines elements of systematic 

literature analysis, problem-oriented interpretation, comparative policy 

review, and conceptual modeling. This methodological combination is 

appropriate because the subject of inquiry involves interdependent 

institutional, strategic, and regulatory processes that cannot be fully 

understood through a single-dimensional approach. 

The first methodological stage consisted of a structured review and 

analytical interpretation of the scholarly sources relevant to the topic. At this 

stage, the selected literature was grouped into several thematic blocks: 

studies on the mechanisms and structures of public administration, research 

on crisis governance and reconstruction, works on value-based and 

institutional dimensions of public management, studies on the environmental 

role of enterprises and state-business partnerships, and comparative ESG-

related research. Such thematic grouping made it possible to identify which 

aspects of the problem had already been sufficiently elaborated in the 

literature and which remained underexplored. This stage provided the basis 

for the gap analysis presented in the literature review and helped justify the 

need for an integrated examination of public administration and corporate 

environmental security strategies. 

The second methodological stage involved problem-oriented analysis. 
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On the basis of the reviewed literature and the source text of the article, the 

study identified the main barriers that limit effective interaction between 

public policy and corporate environmental transformation. These barriers 

were interpreted not as isolated technical difficulties, but as manifestations 

of systemic governance misalignment. In analytical terms, this means that 

the study treats weak incentives for green innovation, fragmented regulatory 

systems, insufficient access to green financing, and disparities in 

environmental standards as interrelated structural problems. This stage was 

necessary for moving from general theoretical reflection to a more practice-

oriented examination of the conditions under which environmental 

transformation succeeds or fails. 

The third methodological stage consisted of the functional classification 

of public administration instruments. The study distinguishes three principal 

groups of instruments: regulatory, economic, and motivational. Regulatory 

instruments include environmental standards, reporting obligations, legal 

requirements, monitoring procedures, and enforcement mechanisms. 

Economic instruments include tax benefits, grants, subsidies, green public 

funds, guarantees, and financial support for innovation. Motivational 

instruments include ESG ratings, public reporting, reputational incentives, 

voluntary standards, and other tools that shape the normative and 

informational environment of corporate decision-making. This classification 

is methodologically important because it allows the study to explain public 

influence on corporate environmental behavior in a structured way. It also 

supports the article’s central argument that the effectiveness of 

environmental governance depends not on single instruments, but on their 

coordinated use. 

The fourth methodological stage was comparative analysis of 

international practices. The study selected three broad governance contexts 

for comparison: the European Union, the United States, and selected Asian 

countries. These cases were chosen because they represent different models 

of environmental governance and different relationships between the state, 

the market, and corporate sustainability practices. The comparison was 

conducted according to several analytical criteria: the dominant type of 

policy instruments, the degree of regulatory pressure, the role of financial 

incentives, the significance of reporting and ESG frameworks, and the 

overall impact on corporate environmental strategies. The European Union 

was examined as a predominantly regulator-oriented model, the United 

States as a largely market-oriented model, and Asian countries as examples 

of hybrid governance approaches. This comparative strategy allowed the 

article to identify both common tendencies and important institutional 

differences in the ways governments shape environmental transformation. 

The fifth methodological stage involved conceptual synthesis. Based on 

the results of the literature review, the identified research gaps, the problem 

analysis, and the comparative review of international practices, the article 
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develops an integrated conceptual understanding of the relationship between 

public administration and corporate environmental security strategies. In 

methodological terms, this stage is constructive rather than descriptive. Its 

purpose is to formulate a coherent explanatory model that shows how public 

institutions influence corporate environmental priorities and how business, 

in turn, responds to regulatory, economic, and reputational signals. The 

resulting framework interprets environmental transformation as a dynamic 

and interactive process, rather than as a one-sided imposition of state 

requirements on business actors. 

From the standpoint of scientific logic, the methodology of the study 

can therefore be characterized as interdisciplinary and systems-oriented. It 

draws on governance theory, sustainability studies, environmental policy 

analysis, and corporate strategy research. Such interdisciplinarity is justified 

by the nature of the research problem itself, because environmental security 

in the contemporary world emerges at the intersection of public institutions, 

business interests, international standards, and societal expectations. The 

systems approach used in the article makes it possible to examine these 

dimensions as mutually dependent rather than separate phenomena. 

At the same time, the study has methodological limitations. Since the 

article is primarily conceptual and analytical, it does not include quantitative 

testing of the proposed framework or statistical measurement of the 

relationship between specific public policy instruments and corporate 

environmental outcomes. In addition, the comparative analysis is based on 

selected governance models rather than on a comprehensive global sample. 

However, these limitations do not reduce the value of the study’s 

contribution. On the contrary, they define the article’s role as a theoretically 

grounded foundation for future empirical research. Subsequent studies may 

build on this framework by developing measurable indicators, sector-

specific case studies, or comparative datasets capable of testing the proposed 

relationships more systematically. 

Results. The results of the study confirm that the relationship between 

public administration and corporate environmental security strategies should 

be interpreted as a systemic interaction rather than as a set of isolated 

regulatory interventions. The analysis demonstrates that corporate 

environmental transformation becomes sustainable only when state 

institutions create a coherent institutional environment that combines legal 

requirements, financial incentives, strategic signaling, and reputational 

pressure. In this sense, the main result of the study is the substantiation of a 

governance logic according to which public administration does not merely 

control environmental compliance but actively shapes the conditions under 

which ecological priorities are integrated into corporate strategy, investment 

planning, innovation activity, and internal management systems. This 

conclusion supports the central argument of the article that environmental 

security emerges through the coordinated action of public and private actors 
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within a common transformation framework. 

A first important result is the identification and systematization of the 

key barriers that hinder effective ecological transformation of business. The 

analysis showed that these barriers are not random or sector-specific. On the 

contrary, they reflect recurring governance failures that weaken the 

alignment between state environmental priorities and corporate strategic 

behavior. Five interrelated barriers were identified as the most significant. 

These include the insufficient alignment between government environmental 

policy and business strategies, the low motivation of enterprises to 

implement environmental innovations without external support, fragmented 

regulation and the absence of unified environmental assessment frameworks, 

limited investment in green technologies due to high risks and long payback 

periods, and disparities in environmental standards across countries. Taken 

together, these barriers create a structural environment in which companies 

often perceive ecological modernization as costly, uncertain, and weakly 

connected with their long-term competitiveness. 

The first barrier, namely the insufficient alignment between public 

environmental policy and corporate strategies, proved to be particularly 

important because it influences all subsequent stages of environmental 

transformation. Where state policy is unstable, fragmented, or short-term in 

orientation, businesses are less likely to incorporate environmental priorities 

into strategic planning. In such contexts, ecological initiatives are often 

treated as temporary adjustments rather than as long-term development 

directions. The study found that alignment improves significantly when 

governments formulate clear long-term green roadmaps, define sectoral 

priorities, and maintain continuity in policy expectations. International 

examples indicate that the existence of stable strategic frameworks allows 

businesses to reduce uncertainty, plan large-scale modernization, and 

connect ecological goals with investment decisions. Thus, the result here is 

not only the identification of a barrier, but also the clarification that strategic 

predictability functions as a precondition for deep corporate environmental 

integration. 

The second barrier concerns the weak motivation of companies to adopt 

environmental innovations when such innovations require additional costs 

and do not immediately generate visible market advantages. The study 

showed that corporate willingness to invest in ecological modernization 

increases when environmental innovations are supported through financial 

incentives, reputational benefits, and policy mechanisms that lower the 

threshold of entry. In other words, environmental responsibility becomes 

much more attractive for business when it is combined with tax credits, 

grants, preferential financing, accelerated depreciation, or public recognition 

instruments. The findings indicate that motivation is not reducible to 

corporate ethics alone. It is also a function of the external governance 

environment. Therefore, one of the major results of the study is the 
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demonstration that public administration can transform environmental 

innovation from a voluntary burden into a strategically rational business 

decision. 

The third identified barrier is the fragmentation of environmental 

regulation and the lack of unified systems for environmental performance 

assessment. The study found that companies often face inconsistent rules, 

overlapping requirements, and a lack of comparable metrics for evaluating 

ecological progress. Under such conditions, both regulators and investors 

encounter difficulties in assessing the real environmental performance of 

firms. This weakens accountability, reduces the credibility of environmental 

claims, and creates room for formalistic rather than substantive compliance. 

The findings suggest that unified reporting systems, environmental 

taxonomies, ESG-oriented disclosure requirements, and comparable rating 

mechanisms play a crucial role in strengthening transparency. Such systems 

do not only improve monitoring. They also shape managerial priorities by 

making environmental performance more visible and strategically relevant. 

As a result, the study confirms that transparency mechanisms are not 

peripheral elements of environmental governance but central institutional 

tools for directing corporate behavior. 

The fourth barrier concerns the insufficient availability of investment 

for green technologies. The study showed that many ecologically beneficial 

technologies require large initial investments, entail relatively long payback 

periods, and are perceived by private actors as high-risk projects. For this 

reason, businesses often postpone or avoid green modernization even when 

they recognize its long-term importance. The research demonstrates that this 

barrier can be substantially reduced when governments use instruments such 

as guarantees, targeted funds, concessional credit programs, and partnerships 

with international financial institutions. The key result here is that public 

administration influences environmental transformation not only through 

normative obligations but also through risk distribution. By assuming part of 

the uncertainty and creating more favorable investment conditions, the state 

can activate corporate demand for ecological technologies and thereby 

accelerate structural transformation. 

The fifth barrier identified by the study is the inconsistency of 

environmental standards across national and regional contexts. This problem 

is especially relevant for companies operating in international value chains 

or exporting to markets with stricter sustainability requirements. The 

analysis found that differences in standards complicate strategic planning, 

increase compliance costs, and create asymmetries between firms operating 

under different regulatory regimes. The study also demonstrated that 

international harmonization of standards and participation in transnational 

green governance mechanisms can reduce these problems and stimulate 

broader ecological convergence. Consequently, another important result is 

the recognition that corporate environmental security is not shaped only by 



Issue 1 (25), 2026   Public Administration and Law Review 

e-ISSN 2674-5216      print-ISSN 2733-211X 

 

78 

national policy. It is also affected by the degree to which countries are 

integrated into wider environmental regulatory architectures. 

 

Table 2. Main barriers to the ecological transformation of business and 

corresponding governance responses 

No. Main barrier 
Manifestation in corporate 

practice 
Public administration response 

1 

Weak alignment 

between public 

policy and business 

strategy 

Environmental issues remain 

peripheral to long-term planning 

Development of long-term green 

roadmaps, sectoral strategies, and 

stable policy signals 

2 
Low motivation for 

green innovation 

Companies avoid ecological 

modernization due to cost and 

uncertainty 

Tax incentives, grants, subsidies, 

accelerated depreciation, and 

reputational incentives 

3 

Fragmented 

regulation and lack 

of unified 

assessment 

Weak comparability, formalistic 

compliance, low transparency 

ESG reporting standards, 

environmental taxonomies, unified 

assessment frameworks 

4 
Limited access to 

green investment 

Postponement of environmental 

technologies due to risk and 

long payback 

State guarantees, green funds, 

concessional financing, international 

partnerships 

5 

Inconsistent 

standards across 

countries 

Rising compliance costs and 

strategic uncertainty in 

international markets 

Harmonization with international 

norms, participation in transnational 

green alliances 

Source: systematized by the author based on Delini (2026), Dykov (2016), Taradenko (2026), Zhyvko et al. 

(2021), Zhyvko and Stadnyk (2021), Pillai et al. (2025), and Yoshida et al. (2024). 

 

A second major result of the study is the functional classification of the 

instruments through which public administration shapes corporate 

environmental strategies. The analysis allowed these instruments to be 

grouped into three interdependent categories: regulatory, economic, and 

motivational. Regulatory instruments include standards, emission 

requirements, monitoring procedures, licensing rules, reporting obligations, 

and liability mechanisms. Their core function is to define the formal 

boundaries of acceptable environmental conduct. Economic instruments 

include subsidies, tax incentives, environmental funds, preferential loans, 

and public co-financing. Their function is to make ecological modernization 

financially feasible and to change the cost-benefit logic of corporate 

decisions. Motivational instruments include ESG ratings, non-financial 

reporting, public benchmarking, voluntary standards, and other reputational 

mechanisms that influence how companies are perceived by investors, 

partners, and society. The important result here is that these instruments are 

most effective when applied in combination. The study shows that regulation 

without financing often leads to minimal compliance, financing without 

accountability may generate inefficiency, and reputational incentives 

without formal rules may remain superficial. Therefore, the interaction 

among these three groups of instruments forms the institutional architecture 

within which corporate environmental strategy becomes substantive and 

durable. 
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Table 3. Functional groups of public administration instruments 

influencing corporate environmental strategies 
Instrument 

group 
Main content 

Primary governance 

function 

Expected effect on 

corporate behavior 

Regulatory 

Standards, reporting 

obligations, monitoring, 

sanctions, compliance 

rules 

Establish formal 

obligations and minimum 

environmental 

requirements 

Ensures baseline 

compliance and 

incorporation of 

environmental rules into 

management 

Economic 

Subsidies, tax incentives, 

green funds, guarantees, 

concessional loans 

Reduce costs and 

redistribute investment 

risks 

Stimulates ecological 

innovation and capital 

investment in green 

technologies 

Motivational 

ESG ratings, public 

disclosure, 

benchmarking, voluntary 

standards 

Create reputational and 

informational incentives 

Encourages companies to 

move beyond compliance 

toward strategic 

sustainability integration 

Source: systematized by the author based on Bodelan (2013), Dykov (2016), Maliuska (2010), Pillai et al. 

(2025), Yoshida et al. (2024), and Zhyvko et al. (2021). 

 

A third major result is the comparative identification of different 

international models of state influence on corporate environmental 

transformation. The study showed that the European Union, the United 

States, and selected Asian countries represent distinct governance logics. 

The European Union can be characterized as a regulator-oriented model. It 

relies on mandatory disclosure, harmonized sustainability standards, detailed 

taxonomies, and legally embedded environmental targets. This model exerts 

a strong structuring influence on business strategy because it provides clear 

obligations and long-term regulatory direction. The United States represents 

a more market-oriented approach. In this case, environmental transformation 

is shaped to a greater extent by tax incentives, financial markets, investor 

expectations, and selective regulatory initiatives. The Asian cases examined 

in the study reflect a hybrid model that combines state guidance, selective 

regulatory requirements, stock exchange disclosure frameworks, and gradual 

ESG institutionalization. The comparative result of the analysis is that no 

single model is universally sufficient in itself. However, the most effective 

cases are those in which regulation, financing, and reputational governance 

reinforce one another rather than functioning separately. 

A fourth significant result concerns the internal corporate effects of 

public environmental governance. The study found that public 

administration influences not only the external obligations of business but 

also the internal architecture of management. In jurisdictions with coherent 

environmental policy, companies are more likely to establish sustainability 

units, introduce environmental key performance indicators, integrate ISO 

14001-based systems, link environmental criteria with risk management, and 

treat ecological modernization as a board-level strategic issue. This finding 

is important because it shows that the influence of public administration 

penetrates into the inner logic of corporate governance. State policy does not 
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simply impose external restrictions. It indirectly affects how firms define 

organizational priorities, allocate resources, assess risks, and formulate long-

term value creation models. 

 

Table 4. Comparative models of public influence on corporate 

environmental transformation 
Governance 

context 

Dominant 

model 
Main characteristics Strategic effect on business 

European Union 
Regulator-

oriented 

Mandatory disclosure, 

taxonomy systems, strong 

climate targets, integrated ESG 

regulation 

Deep integration of 

environmental priorities 

into long-term corporate 

strategy 

United States Market-oriented 

Tax incentives, investor 

pressure, selective reporting 

requirements, capital-market 

influence 

Selective and opportunity-

driven environmental 

integration 

Asian countries Hybrid 

Combination of state guidance, 

partial regulation, exchange-

based disclosure, gradual ESG 

adoption 

Uneven but progressively 

expanding sustainability 

integration 

Source: systematized by the author based on Pillai et al. (2025), Yoshida et al. (2024), Delini (2026), and 

Taradenko (2026). 

 

The analysis also produced a fifth result of theoretical significance. 

Based on the identified barriers, the classified instruments, and the 

comparative international review, the study formulated an integrated 

understanding of how public administration and corporate environmental 

security strategies interact. This conceptual result suggests that 

environmental transformation should be seen as a dynamic multi-level 

process in which the state creates an institutional opportunity structure, while 

corporations respond through strategic adaptation, investment decisions, and 

organizational change. The relationship is therefore reciprocal but not 

symmetrical. Public administration establishes the framework conditions, 

while business internalizes and operationalizes environmental priorities. 

This result strengthens the argument that environmental security should be 

analyzed not as an isolated environmental outcome but as a governance-

based process of coordinated transformation. 

Another noteworthy result is the clarification of the practical relevance 

of this framework for countries experiencing structural transformation and 

post-crisis recovery, particularly Ukraine. The study showed that in such 

contexts environmental modernization should not be considered a secondary 

objective that follows economic stabilization. On the contrary, it can serve 

as an integral part of recovery policy if public administration deliberately 

links reconstruction, environmental investment, and corporate 

modernization. This means that ecological transformation can be embedded 

into post-crisis development through long-term green planning, unified 

ESG-oriented reporting, targeted risk-sharing financial mechanisms, and 

progressive harmonization with European environmental standards. The 
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practical implication is that environmental security can become both a 

sustainability objective and a development instrument. 

 

Table 5. Integrated model of interaction between public administration 

and corporate environmental security strategies 

Dimension 
Role of public 

administration 
Corporate response System-level outcome 

Strategic 

direction 

Defines long-term 

environmental priorities 

and policy signals 

Incorporates 

environmental goals into 

business strategy 

Greater alignment 

between public and 

private transformation 

agendas 

Institutional 

regulation 

Establishes standards, 

reporting rules, and 

control procedures 

Adapts internal 

compliance and 

governance systems 

Improved 

accountability and 

environmental 

transparency 

Economic support 

Provides incentives, 

guarantees, and funding 

mechanisms 

Increases investment in 

ecological innovation and 

modernization 

Acceleration of green 

technological 

transformation 

Motivational 

environment 

Shapes reputational and 

informational pressures 

Expands ESG integration 

and public environmental 

commitments 

Broader normalization 

of sustainability-

oriented corporate 

behavior 

Source: systematized by the author based on Bodelan (2013), Delini (2026), Dykov (2016), Maliuska 

(2010), Myrna (2010), Pillai et al. (2025), Taradenko (2026), Yoshida et al. (2024), Zhyvko et al. (2021), 

and Zhyvko and Stadnyk (2021). 

 

Overall, the results of the study demonstrate that public administration 

shapes corporate environmental security strategies through a coordinated 

combination of strategic direction, regulation, economic support, and 

motivational influence. The effectiveness of environmental transformation 

depends on whether these instruments operate as an integrated governance 

system rather than as fragmented policy measures. The findings therefore 

confirm that environmental security is best understood as a shared 

transformation process in which state institutions and business actors jointly 

produce the conditions for sustainable development. 

Discussion. The results of the study make it possible to interpret 

environmental security not as a narrowly sectoral ecological issue, but as a 

multidimensional governance construct shaped through the interaction of 

public institutions, corporate strategies, financial mechanisms, and 

international standards. This interpretation significantly broadens the 

analytical perspective traditionally used in studies of environmental 

regulation. The findings demonstrate that the effectiveness of environmental 

transformation depends not only on the existence of environmental norms, 

but also on the degree to which these norms are embedded in broader state 

strategies, translated into financial and institutional incentives, and 

internalized by corporations as part of long-term management logic. In this 

regard, the study supports the view that public administration in the 

environmental sphere is evolving from a model of fragmented regulatory 

intervention toward a model of strategic coordination and system design. 
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One of the key theoretical implications of the results is the confirmation 

that public administration mechanisms described in governance literature 

acquire new content when applied to environmental transformation. Earlier 

studies emphasized the importance of institutional coherence, organizational 

structure, and multi-level coordination in public administration (Bodelan, 

2013; Dykov, 2016; Myrna, 2010). The present study extends these ideas by 

showing that such mechanisms are particularly important in the 

environmental domain, where the success of public policy depends on the 

alignment of legal, economic, informational, and reputational instruments. 

Environmental governance is therefore not simply a branch of sectoral 

regulation. It is a complex field in which the state must create an enabling 

architecture that links ecological goals with business incentives and 

institutional accountability. This conclusion deepens the existing 

understanding of public administration by demonstrating that environmental 

security requires a more integrated and adaptive governance approach than 

many traditional policy areas. 

The discussion of the identified barriers also reveals an important 

conceptual point. The barriers analyzed in the Results section are not 

independent obstacles that can be removed one by one through isolated 

technical interventions. Rather, they reflect deeper structural tensions 

between the logic of public environmental objectives and the logic of 

corporate strategic behavior. For instance, when environmental policy lacks 

long-term predictability, firms tend to avoid incorporating ecological 

priorities into strategic planning. When environmental innovation is 

financially risky, even environmentally aware companies may defer 

modernization. When reporting systems are fragmented, transparency 

becomes weak and environmental progress is difficult to assess. Thus, the 

study shows that many corporate environmental shortcomings are not merely 

failures of business responsibility. They are also consequences of 

insufficiently coherent public governance. This shifts part of the analytical 

focus from blaming firms for insufficient ecological engagement to 

examining whether the institutional environment provides the necessary 

conditions for such engagement. 

Another important implication concerns the role of incentives in 

environmental transformation. The results clearly indicate that 

environmental modernization becomes more likely when ecological action 

is made economically rational and strategically visible. This finding is 

significant because it challenges simplistic dichotomies between regulation 

and voluntarism. The evidence synthesized in the article suggests that 

companies rarely move toward deep environmental integration solely 

because of coercive pressure or solely because of internal values. More often, 

meaningful transformation occurs when regulation, financing, and 

reputational incentives reinforce one another. This conclusion corresponds 

with comparative ESG research showing that institutional context strongly 
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influences sustainability performance (Pillai et al., 2025; Yoshida et al., 

2024). However, the present article develops this point further by identifying 

the public administration dimension of that context. In other words, the study 

explains not only that institutional environments matter, but also how public 

institutions actively construct those environments through coordinated 

policy mechanisms. 

The comparative dimension of the study also has substantial analytical 

value. The differentiation among regulator-oriented, market-oriented, and 

hybrid environmental governance models makes it possible to see that there 

is no single universal pathway to ecological transformation. At the same 

time, the findings suggest that the most effective systems are those that avoid 

institutional one-sidedness. The European Union demonstrates the strength 

of coherent regulation, standardized reporting, and long-term policy 

commitments. The United States illustrates the mobilizing power of market-

based incentives and investor pressure. Asian approaches show the 

importance of adaptive hybridization in contexts where the state, the market, 

and corporate governance interact in more gradual and differentiated ways. 

The discussion therefore confirms that effectiveness depends less on the 

nominal type of governance model and more on the ability to combine 

complementary mechanisms in a mutually reinforcing way. This conclusion 

is important because it prevents oversimplified policy borrowing. It indicates 

that countries should not merely imitate foreign models, but should design 

context-sensitive governance systems that integrate strong elements from 

different approaches. 

For countries undergoing structural transformation, post-crisis 

recovery, or alignment with supranational standards, the practical 

significance of the study becomes particularly evident. In the case of 

Ukraine, the discussion points to the need to treat environmental 

modernization not as a secondary add-on to reconstruction policy, but as one 

of its constitutive principles. Research on recovery-oriented public 

administration has already shown that the state plays a central role in 

coordinating investment, stakeholders, and strategic priorities during 

reconstruction (Delini, 2026; Taradenko, 2026). The present study adds that 

if environmental objectives are integrated into these recovery frameworks 

from the outset, reconstruction can become a vehicle for long-term green 

transformation rather than merely a return to pre-crisis development patterns. 

This means that public administration has the opportunity to shape a new 

development model in which ecological modernization, corporate 

competitiveness, and international integration reinforce each other. 

The article also contributes to the debate on the role of enterprises in 

environmental security. Previous studies argued that firms should be 

regarded not only as sources of environmental pressure but also as actors 

capable of contributing to ecological stabilization (Zhyvko & Stadnyk, 

2021). The present discussion confirms this position, but also specifies the 
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institutional condition under which such a role becomes realistic. Enterprises 

can function as genuine partners in environmental security only when public 

administration provides clear strategic direction, coherent regulatory 

expectations, accessible financing tools, and transparent systems of 

accountability. Without such conditions, partnership remains largely 

declarative. Therefore, the study enriches the existing literature on state-

business cooperation by demonstrating that environmental partnership 

should be grounded not merely in rhetoric of shared responsibility, but in 

concrete governance infrastructures that distribute obligations, incentives, 

and opportunities in a balanced way. 

At the same time, the discussion should acknowledge the limitations of 

the study. Since the article is primarily conceptual and analytical, it does not 

empirically test the proposed model through quantitative indicators, firm-

level datasets, or sector-specific case studies. As a result, the conclusions are 

theoretically grounded and comparison-based rather than statistically 

verified. Moreover, although the article compares several international 

governance contexts, it does not claim to provide an exhaustive global 

typology. The selected cases are illustrative and strategically chosen, but not 

comprehensive. These limitations suggest several directions for future 

research. Subsequent studies may operationalize the proposed framework by 

developing indicators that measure the degree of alignment between public 

environmental policy and corporate strategy. They may also examine 

sectoral differences in the responsiveness of firms to regulatory, economic, 

and motivational instruments, or compare how environmental governance 

models function in post-transition and post-conflict economies. 

Despite these limitations, the study has important theoretical and 

practical value. Theoretically, it advances an integrated view of public 

administration and corporate environmental security strategies as elements 

of a single environmental transformation system. Practically, it highlights 

that effective ecological modernization requires coordinated governance 

packages rather than isolated interventions. The discussion therefore 

reinforces the central argument of the article: environmental security 

emerges most effectively where the state does not act solely as a controller 

and business does not act solely as an object of regulation, but where both 

are linked through structured, mutually oriented, and institutionally 

supported transformation processes. 

Overall, the discussion confirms that the environmental transformation 

of business cannot be explained either by public regulation alone or by 

corporate sustainability initiatives alone. It emerges through the interaction 

of state-created institutional conditions and corporate strategic adaptation. 

The study therefore substantiates that public administration plays a 

constitutive role in shaping environmental security by aligning regulation, 

incentives, accountability, and partnership mechanisms within a unified 

governance framework. 
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Conclusions. The study shows that public administration plays a 

decisive role in shaping corporate environmental security strategies. 

Environmental transformation depends not only on corporate willingness to 

adopt sustainable practices, but also on the quality of the institutional 

environment created by the state. When public policy is coherent, 

predictable, and supported by regulatory, economic, and motivational 

instruments, companies are more likely to integrate environmental priorities 

into strategic planning, innovation, and internal governance. 

The analysis identified several key barriers that hinder this process, 

including weak alignment between state environmental priorities and 

business strategies, insufficient incentives for green innovation, fragmented 

regulation, limited financing for green technologies, and disparities in 

environmental standards across countries. These barriers are interconnected 

and therefore require integrated policy responses rather than isolated 

measures. The study also demonstrated that the most effective governance 

systems are those that combine regulation, financial support, and 

reputational incentives. 

A further conclusion is that public administration and corporate 

environmental strategies should be understood as elements of a single 

environmental transformation mechanism. This approach makes it possible 

to move beyond a narrow view of environmental policy as external control 

and instead interpret it as a framework for coordinated state-business 

interaction. In practical terms, this is especially relevant for countries 

undergoing structural transformation and recovery, where ecological 

modernization can be embedded into long-term development policy. 

Overall, the article confirms that environmental security is best 

achieved when the state acts not only as a regulator, but also as a strategic 

coordinator and partner in corporate environmental transformation. 
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