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 This study explores the theoretical misalignments in contemporary global 
financial strategies amid rapidly evolving digital, geopolitical, and sustainability-
driven dynamics. The objective is to identify where and why classical financial 
theories—such as the Capital Asset Pricing Model, agency theory, Modigliani–
Miller propositions, and mean-variance portfolio optimization—fail to account for 
the strategic behaviors observed in today's financial ecosystems. Employing a 
qualitative, literature-based research design, the study integrates 142 scholarly 
and institutional sources published between 2015 and 2025. Through a reflexive 
thematic analysis, the research identifies four critical domains of theory–practice 
divergence: digital disequilibrium, geopolitical asymmetry, sustainability 
valuation gaps, and behavioral–algorithmic reflexivity. The findings demonstrate 
that digital finance introduces endogenous structural risks unmodeled in 
traditional frameworks; geopolitical fragmentation has shifted capital structure 
choices away from open-market logic; ESG integration significantly influences firm 
valuation and cost of capital, challenging existing models; and the rise of machine 
learning and behavioral feedback loops undermines rational-agent assumptions. 
These insights reveal the need for a paradigm shift in financial theory toward 
adaptive, multi-dimensional models that reflect technological and systemic 
complexity. The study concludes that without theoretical evolution, strategic 
financial decisions risk being anchored to outdated assumptions, leading to 
suboptimal risk management and value creation. The implications extend to 
scholars, managers, and regulators seeking to realign financial strategy with 
emerging global realities. 
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I. Introduction   
 

Global financial strategy has long been underpinned by classical economic theories such as the 
Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM), Modigliani-Miller's capital structure irrelevance proposition, and agency 
theory. These models historically assumed relatively stable market environments, minimal transaction 
frictions, and efficient information dissemination. However, recent systemic disruptions have rendered these 
assumptions increasingly untenable. A convergence of digital transformation, geopolitical volatility, and 
sustainability pressures has created unprecedented uncertainty across global markets. The International 
Monetary Fund (2024) highlights a persistent macro-uncertainty premium that continues to impact credit, 
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equity, and sovereign debt markets, despite stable nominal economic indicators. This economic and structural 
instability reshapes how financial actors perceive risk and design strategy. The rapid integration of digital 
technologies into financial systems has further widened the gap between theory and practice. Blockchain 
technology, artificial intelligence (AI), and cloud computing have redefined transaction mechanisms, asset 
management, and regulatory frameworks. Rivera (2025) argues that integrating AI-driven analytics and 
tokenized assets has transformed the strategic core of financial management. These changes demand a 
rethinking of traditional risk models, particularly in assessing uncertainty, liquidity, and firm value under 
algorithmic conditions. Moreover, as digital financial infrastructure becomes more sophisticated, the 
complexity of data privacy, cybersecurity, and algorithmic bias has emerged as a critical concern that existing 
theories fail to address sufficiently. 

Empirical anomalies have begun to surface in financial behavior, which digital finance helps to reveal. 
Basiru, Adegbite, and Tanko (2023) found that firms leveraging blockchain or AI often maintain valuation 
premiums that are not entirely explained by traditional financial fundamentals. These valuation discrepancies 
persist despite market corrections, suggesting the need for new theoretical constructs that recognize 
technology as a strategic enabler rather than a passive instrument. Additionally, behavioral inconsistencies 
have increased, with AI-curated content fostering herding effects and information cascades not anticipated 
by traditional or behavioral finance models. These developments underscore the growing limitations of 
equilibrium-based paradigms in explaining dynamic, tech-influenced capital markets. Geopolitical 
uncertainty adds yet another layer of complexity to global finance. In the past, geopolitical factors were largely 
modeled as exogenous shocks. However, their growing frequency and intensity challenge that perspective. 
Mishra (2025) demonstrates how geopolitical tensions—including trade wars, sanctions, and the 
weaponization of financial infrastructure—have forced multinational firms to reconsider global strategies and 
risk diversification models. This transformation is no longer episodic but structural. Financial institutions now 
embed geopolitical risk assessments into their strategic planning, necessitating new risk models that capture 
these multi-dimensional uncertainties. The increasing presence of what some scholars call "geofinancial 
fragmentation" also affects capital allocation decisions and the pricing of political risk (Mishra, 2025). 

The push for sustainability and responsible investing has challenged classical theories that 
traditionally emphasize shareholder value maximization. Lin (2024) outlines how Environmental, Social, and 
Governance (ESG) factors influence firms' cost of capital, investor relations, and long-term valuation. However, 
most existing models treat ESG metrics as exogenous constraints or reputation variables, failing to account 
for their impact on firm resilience and strategic agility. For example, ESG integration has been shown to 
correlate with narrower credit spreads and lower capital volatility in turbulent markets—effects that 
conventional finance models fail to anticipate or explain adequately. This misalignment indicates a critical 
theoretical gap: models have yet to fully integrate sustainability as a core dimension of risk and return. These 
structural shifts reveal that classical financial theories are ill-equipped to navigate the global environment. 
While each phenomenon—digitalization, geopolitical instability, and sustainability—has received individual 
scholarly attention, a fragmented understanding of their combined implications on strategic financial 
behavior remains. Prior research has generated valuable, albeit segmented, insights. Rivera (2025) provides 
empirical evidence on the impact of digital transformation on financial agility. Basiru et al. (2023) highlight 
theoretical incongruities in valuation under fintech adoption. The IMF (2024) emphasizes persistent financial 
instability driven by overlapping uncertainties. Mishra (2025) maps the rise of geopolitical risk as a 
determinant of strategic decision-making. Lin (2024) explores the increasing centrality of ESG concerns in 
financial analysis and planning. 

Despite these contributions, a comprehensive empirical study that synthesizes these critical forces 
through the lens of theory-practice divergence remains lacking. Therefore, this quantitative descriptive study 
identifies and characterizes theoretical gaps in contemporary global financial strategies. The research sets out 
with three primary objectives: (1) to systematically map where dominant financial theories fail to align with 
observed behavior and strategic outcomes across regions and sectors, (2) to quantify the scale and patterns 
of such theoretical misalignments using secondary datasets and multi-year financial indicators, and (3) to 
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extract actionable strategic implications that can support improved financial decision-making and policy 
formulation in volatile, tech-mediated, and sustainability-conscious environments. 

This investigation is particularly relevant in light of growing calls for a paradigm shift in financial 
theory and practice. Rational expectations no longer govern modern financial ecosystems; digital code, 
fragmented political economies, and normative demands for ethical capital allocation shape them. 
Theoretically, the study aligns with recent work by Zingales (2022), who urges a reconstruction of corporate 
finance theory around stakeholder-oriented and digitally dynamic models. It also resonates with the critical 
realist approach in finance, which questions the utility of overly abstract models in complex empirical contexts 
(Morgan, 2020). By documenting where classical models fail and proposing areas for theory building, this 
study contributes to a forward-looking financial scholarship agenda that is empirically grounded, theoretically 
integrative, and strategically relevant. Navigating today's global financial environment requires innovative 
tools and adaptive theories. The gap between theoretical expectations and empirical realities poses a 
significant challenge to scholars, practitioners, and regulators alike. This research aspires to contribute by 
providing a systematic, data-driven account of this gap and its implications. Through descriptive quantitative 
methods, the study will offer empirical insights that clarify where, how, and why global financial strategies are 
outpacing the theories meant to explain them—thus paving the way for a new generation of strategic 
financial thinking. 
 

II. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 
 

2.1. Digital Transformation and FinTech Disruption in Financial Strategy 
 
The exponential growth of digital financial technologies has redefined traditional financial strategies, 

revealing profound theoretical gaps within established frameworks. FinTech innovations, including AI-
powered credit scoring, robo-advisors, and real-time settlement systems, have drastically altered transaction 
mechanisms and risk assessment models. Rivera (2025) emphasizes that digitalization has increased 
operational efficiency and introduced new categories of risks—especially those related to cybersecurity, 
algorithmic bias, and data integrity—that remain insufficiently captured by classical finance theories. This 
transformation calls for reevaluating risk-return models' foundational assumptions, particularly market 
efficiency and rational expectations. Blockchain technologies have further accelerated theoretical dislocation 
by decoupling asset ownership from centralized infrastructures. According to the World Economic Forum 
(2025), the proliferation of tokenized securities has introduced new variables such as programmability, 
fractional ownership, and distributed ledger validation, all challenging conventional valuation and liquidity 
metrics. OECD (2025) observes that such innovations are creating valuation and liquidity anomalies that 
cannot be explained by standard microstructure theory. Furthermore, tokenized assets expose structural 
regulatory gaps, as cross-jurisdictional enforcement and investor protection mechanisms lag behind the 
technology's pace of evolution. 

In parallel, cloud-based financial architectures have significantly altered financial institutions' cost 
structures and operational resilience. The Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (2023) reports that digital-
only banks operating in cloud-native environments display leverage and capital adequacy patterns that 
diverge from conventional brick-and-mortar financial institutions. These divergences are mainly due to risk-
weighted asset models failing to account for cyber-tail risks and technology-related operational exposure. 
This suggests an inherent mismatch between traditional solvency frameworks and modern digital risk 
realities. These developments point to a fundamental mismatch between emerging financial realities and the 
assumptions embedded in dominant theories. Models rooted in equilibrium dynamics, frictionless markets, 
and homogeneous agents cannot accommodate digital finance's dynamic, data-driven, and algorithm-
mediated nature. A revised theoretical foundation is needed—one that incorporates technological 
adaptability, systemic digital risk, and the strategic value of data as central tenets of financial modeling. 
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2.2. Geopolitical Risk and Financial Fragmentation 
 
Geopolitical risk has evolved from a background variable to a primary determinant of financial 

decision-making. Mishra (2025) notes a dramatic increase in corporate governance sensitivity to geopolitical 
uncertainty, including the rise of sanctions, export controls, and investment restrictions. Financial strategies 
increasingly incorporate geopolitical analysis, shifting from classical models that treated such events as 
exogenous shocks to core planning variables. This structural embedding of geopolitical considerations 
challenges the relevance of traditional models that assume frictionless capital mobility and stable policy 
environments. Empirical studies have highlighted the economic implications of geopolitical fragmentation. 
Hernández and Ma (2025) demonstrate that firms in geopolitically exposed sectors are increasingly 
repatriating production and shifting investment back into domestic markets, thereby increasing home-bias 
premiums. This move contradicts the assumptions of financial globalization theories, which presuppose 
efficiency gains from cross-border capital mobility. These developments suggest a need for models that 
internalize political risk as an endogenous factor influencing investment horizons and capital allocation. 

The IMF (2024) has further illustrated the growing impact of geopolitical shocks on credit markets. In 
its Global Financial Stability Report, the IMF documents how political tensions lead to pronounced spread 
volatility and risk repricing in emerging and developed markets. These findings indicate that classical risk 
models understate downside risks by ignoring the asymmetric nature of political events, which often have 
irreversible consequences on firm operations and market sentiment. Political events are no longer transitory; 
they have become defining features of global financial architecture. The implications are clear: financial theory 
must evolve to account for fragmented globalization, shifting alliances, and the use of financial infrastructure 
as instruments of statecraft. Strategic financial models should explicitly incorporate variables that capture 
political alliances, regulatory uncertainty, and conflict exposure. Without such integration, existing 
frameworks' explanatory and predictive power will continue to deteriorate. 

 
2.3. Sustainability Integration and ESG Dynamics 

 
Sustainability considerations, particularly those related to Environmental, Social, and Governance 

(ESG) factors, have become a central pillar of financial strategy. Lin (2024) asserts that ESG integration can 
significantly reduce a firm's cost of capital and improve long-term strategic positioning. This finding 
challenges the Modigliani-Miller theorem by introducing non-financial factors—such as stakeholder trust and 
regulatory goodwill—as key determinants of firm valuation. ESG is no longer a reputational consideration but 
a strategic financial variable with measurable market effects. A growing body of empirical work supports the 
assertion that ESG performance enhances financial resilience. The Review of Finance (2023) analyzed 3,200 
global firms and found a consistent correlation between high ESG scores and narrower credit spreads, even 
during market downturns. Firms that disclose climate-related financial risks and implement proactive 
sustainability strategies attract more stable and diverse investor bases, leading to reduced volatility and 
higher price-to-book ratios. This contradicts earlier theories that viewed ESG implementation as a cost burden 
rather than a value generator. 

ESG effectiveness is not uniformly distributed across regulatory environments. Kong and Li (2024) 
highlight that ESG disclosure produces significantly greater cost-of-debt reductions in countries with robust 
enforcement mechanisms. This underscores the need to account for regulatory heterogeneity in ESG 
valuation models. Classical finance models, which assume cross-border regulatory neutrality, fail to 
incorporate these jurisdictional nuances. As such, ESG must be understood in firm-level terms and as part of a 
broader institutional framework. The shift toward stakeholder-centric capitalism further complicates 
traditional agency theory. Hart and Zingales (2023) argue for redefining fiduciary duty to account for social 
externalities and long-term value creation beyond shareholder returns. This reconceptualization calls for new 
models integrating sustainability into capital budgeting, investment appraisal, and performance evaluation. 
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The ESG revolution thus demands a theoretical transformation that treats sustainability as a core construct, 
not a marginal modifier. 

 
2.4. Structural Volatility and Macroeconomic Uncertainty 

 
Macroeconomic uncertainty has returned as a permanent condition rather than a temporary 

deviation from equilibrium. The IMF (2024) emphasizes the persistence of a "macro-uncertainty premium," 
which suggests that investors are consistently pricing in a higher likelihood of extreme tail events. Traditional 
models, particularly those based on Gaussian distributions and mean-variance optimization, fail to capture 
the structural breaks and regime shifts now characteristic of the global economy. This has profound 
implications for asset pricing, portfolio diversification, and financial stability. Algorithmic trading and 
automated decision-making exacerbate these risks. Fu, Huang, and Yao (2024) show that algorithmic systems 
react to volatility spikes with excessive correlation, leading to liquidity crunches and flash crashes. These 
systemic behaviors contradict assumptions of independent price discovery and rational arbitrage in classical 
market models. Moreover, they reveal the inadequacy of current stress-testing frameworks that ignore 
algorithmic reflexivity and machine-to-machine contagion. 

Alternative asset classes such as private equity, infrastructure, and decentralized finance (DeFi) have 
gained prominence as hedges against volatility, yet they introduce their challenges. The Financial Times 
(2025) warns that shadow banking structures, synthetic securitization, and illiquid investments may obscure 
proper leverage in the financial system. These conditions mirror pre-crisis financial patterns, suggesting that 
risk aggregation and systemic exposure are misrepresented in prevailing risk models. Given these dynamics, 
financial theory must evolve to reflect nonlinearities, feedback loops, and the strategic role of liquidity 
management in periods of uncertainty. This calls for integrating insights from complexity theory, network 
modeling, and adaptive expectations into financial analysis. A more accurate representation of macro-
volatility would enhance the relevance of strategic financial decisions in today's unpredictable economic 
landscape. 

 
2.5. Behavioral Shifts and Algorithmic Influence 

 
Behavioral finance has long challenged the assumptions of rational investor behavior, but the rise of 

AI and digital platforms has elevated this challenge to a structural concern. Haldane and Turrell (2023) argue 
that reinforcement learning agents embedded in trading platforms can exhibit persistent biases, such as 
overfitting momentum trends or underreacting to regime shifts. These algorithmic behaviors reinforce human 
heuristics, creating market dynamics far removed from the predictions of classical efficient-market theories. 
Tanner (2025) provides evidence that algorithmic trading often amplifies noise and mispricing, particularly in 
periods of data instability. This suggests that machine intelligence can exacerbate volatility under certain 
conditions rather than stabilizing markets. The implications for strategic finance are profound: valuation 
models, hedging strategies, and diversification principles must all account for machine behavior as a source 
of risk and not merely an execution tool. 

Investor behavior in decentralized markets illustrates additional complexities. Fuertes and Yarovaya 
(2024) find that retail participants in cryptocurrency markets often engage in herding, driven by social media 
sentiment and gamified interfaces. These behaviors contradict the assumptions of rational utility 
maximization and introduce new forms of speculative excess. Additionally, the design of trading platforms 
influences user psychology, creating a feedback loop between interface design and investment decision-
making. These findings demand a new synthesis of behavioral and algorithmic finance that reflects the hybrid 
nature of modern financial decision-making. Strategic models must accommodate bounded rationality, 
machine learning feedback, and user-interface bias as endogenous factors. This would depart from the linear, 
information-efficient models that have dominated financial theory for decades.  

Based on the reviewed literature, this study proposes the following hypotheses: 
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H1: Higher levels of FinTech integration are negatively associated with the explanatory power of traditional 
risk-return models due to unaccounted digital risks. 

H2: Firms with greater exposure to geopolitical risks exhibit significantly different capital structure strategies, 
inconsistent with classical trade-off theory predictions. 

H3: ESG-integrated firms demonstrate lower cost of capital and higher valuation premiums, supporting the 
proposition that sustainability is a strategic financial asset. 

H4: Algorithmic trading intensity mediates the relationship between macroeconomic uncertainty and market 
volatility, amplifying systemic tail risks beyond standard deviation-based models. 

These hypotheses aim to empirically test the extent to which classical financial theories remain valid 
in an environment characterized by digital transformation, geopolitical fragmentation, sustainability 
imperatives, and behavioral-algorithmic convergence. 
 

III. Research Method 
 

This study adopts a qualitative literature-based research design to uncover and interpret theoretical 
gaps within contemporary global financial strategy scholarship. Conceptually, the project is situated in the 
tradition of the integrative review, which seeks to synthesise diverse bodies of knowledge to generate new 
conceptual insights rather than to aggregate effect sizes or test predefined hypotheses (Torraco, 2016). 
Because the aim is explanatory rather than predictive to explain why extant theories no longer align with 
emergent strategic realities, the qualitative paradigm is preferred over quantitative meta-analysis. Qualitative 
synthesis affords the epistemic flexibility to compare ontological assumptions, interrogate paradigm 
boundaries, and trace the intellectual trajectories that have produced, and occasionally obscured, competing 
explanations for financial decision-making in a digitally disrupted, geopolitically fragmented, and 
sustainability-oriented world. 

The inquiry proceeds through four interlocking phases that mirror best practice in reflexive literature 
studies while remaining sensitive to the hermeneutic roots of qualitative research. Phase one is problem 
formulation. Drawing on the scoping principles Whittemore and Knafl (2005) articulated, I began with an 
iterative framing of the central phenomenon: "theory–practice misalignment in global financial strategy." 
Early exploratory reading across finance, strategic management, economic sociology, and science-and-
technology studies revealed that similar misalignments have been described differently, from "digital 
disequilibrium" to "geofinancial fragmentation." Therefore, a broad, multidisciplinary lens was retained to 
avoid prematurely narrowing the conceptual field. This scoping culminated in a guiding research question: 
How and why do dominant financial theories fail to account for strategic behaviour in the face of digital 
transformation, geopolitical volatility, sustainability mandates, structural macro-uncertainty, and 
algorithmically mediated decision-making? 

Phase two involves systematic, transparent literature retrieval. Although the project is qualitative, a 
rigorous search protocol was essential to enhance dependability and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). I 
built a Boolean search string that combined core concepts ("global finance*" OR "international financial 
strateg*") with disruption keywords ("fintech" OR "blockchain" OR "geopolitical risk" OR "ESG") and theoretical 
terms ("agency theory" OR "capital structure" OR "portfolio choice"). This string was adapted to the syntax of 
five bibliographic databases—Scopus, Web of Science Core Collection, ABI/INFORM, SSRN eLibrary, and 
Google Scholar—to capture peer-reviewed articles, high-quality working papers, and seminal monographs 
published between January 2015 and December 2025. Grey-literature sources such as IMF and BIS reports 
were included because policy documents often flag practice-driven anomalies before they enter academic 
discourse. Reference chaining and forward citation tracing extended coverage, acknowledging that influential 
contributions sometimes appear outside indexed journals. 

Inclusion and exclusion criteria were articulated a priori yet applied iteratively to respect the 
emergent nature of qualitative sampling (Jesson, Matheson, & Lacey, 2011). Eligible texts had to (1) focus 
explicitly on financial strategy at the firm, portfolio, or systemic level; (2) address at least one of the five 
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disruption vectors identified in the scoping phase; and (3) provide conceptual or empirical findings that 
engage with, critique, or extend canonical finance theories. Publications limited to purely technical modelling 
without strategic implications, region-specific studies lacking global resonance, and non-English texts were 
excluded. However, exceptions were made for seminal contributions translated into English. This screening 
produced a final corpus of 142 documents, a size deemed sufficient to achieve theoretical saturation given 
the depth-oriented analytic goals. 

Phase three centres on data extraction and coding. All texts were imported into NVivo 14 to maintain 
a systematic audit trail. Following Braun and Clarke's (2006) reflexive thematic analysis framework, I undertook 
familiarisation through immersive reading, generating initial codes that captured both explicit claims (e.g., 
"tokenisation lowers liquidity constraints") and latent assumptions (e.g., "market efficiency presumed despite 
data asymmetry"). Coding was primarily inductive but informed by sensitising constructs from agency theory, 
the Modigliani-Miller propositions, institutional theory, and stakeholder theory. Constant comparative 
techniques, developed initially in grounded theory, ensured that new codes were systematically contrasted 
with existing ones to refine conceptual boundaries. Memos recorded analytic decisions, potential biases, and 
emergent relationships, reinforcing reflexivity. 

Axial coding organised first-order codes into higher-order categories representing four recurring 
domains of theory–practice divergence: digital disequilibrium, geostrategic asymmetry, sustainability 
valuation, and behavioural–algorithmic reflexivity. Within each domain, selective coding distilled core themes 
that articulate specific theoretical gaps—for example, the incapacity of residual-income valuation models to 
price algorithmic opacity, or the inadequacy of mean-variance frameworks under regime-shifting geopolitical 
tail risk. I engaged in abductive reasoning, moving iteratively between data and theory to generate plausible 
explanatory propositions consistent with but extending beyond the source material (Timmermans & Tavory, 
2012). Rival explanations were deliberately sought to safeguard analytic robustness, such as the view that 
observed misalignments reflect temporary adjustment lags rather than structural theoretical failure. 

Phase four integrates and interprets these themes into a coherent narrative that maps the intellectual 
landscape and signals directions for conceptual renewal. Drawing on Noblit and Hare's (1988) meta-
ethnographic principle of "line-of-argument synthesis," I assembled individual study insights into an 
overarching explanatory account: classical finance theories lack dynamic capabilities for incorporating 
endogenous technological feedback, geopolitical statecraft, multidimensional stakeholder value, and 
machine-augmented behavioural patterns. This account is not a mere aggregation but a re-contextualisation 
that recasts disparate empirical anomalies as symptoms of a deeper epistemic misfit between equilibrium-
based abstractions and a complex, adaptive financial reality. The synthesis thus moves beyond description 
toward theoretical critique and generative proposition building, positioning the findings as a springboard for 
future model development. 

Trustworthiness is addressed through multiple strategies consistent with qualitative rigor. Credibility 
was enhanced by prolonged engagement with diverse disciplinary literatures and reflexive memoing that 
surfaced and challenged my pre-understandings as a finance scholar with practitioner experience. 
Transferability was pursued via thick context description: detailed accounts of database parameters, keyword 
logic, and inclusion criteria allow other researchers to judge relevance to their settings. Dependability and 
confirmability were strengthened by maintaining a complete audit trail from search logs and screening 
records to codebooks and memo files—stored in a secure, time-stamped repository. Peer debriefings with 
two subject-matter experts provided external checks on coding consistency and thematic coherence. At the 
same time, a negative case analysis interrogated instances where classical theory retained predictive power, 
thereby preventing overextension of conclusions. 

Ethical considerations, though minimal in literature-based research, were nonetheless addressed. All 
proprietary databases were accessed in compliance with institutional licensing agreements. Proper 
attribution via APA citation safeguards intellectual property. Reflexive ethics also required acknowledgment 
of the power dynamics inherent in privileging English-language, journal-centric knowledge, prompting a 
deliberate effort to include high-quality reports from multilateral bodies and think-tanks that amplify 
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practitioner voices from non-OECD contexts. Confidentiality was not an issue, yet epistemic justice, which 
ensured that diverse scholarly communities informed the synthesis, remained a guiding principle. 

Limitations are inherent in any qualitative literature study. Publication bias may skew the corpus 
toward success stories of innovative finance while under-reporting null findings or critical perspectives, 
potentially inflating perceived theory–practice gaps. Language and database constraints might exclude 
valuable research published in other languages or circulating in practitioner networks. Interpretive 
subjectivity, while mitigated through reflexivity and peer debriefing, cannot be eliminated; different reviewers 
might enact alternative coding schemas and arrive at distinct syntheses. Finally, rapid technological and 
geopolitical change means the literature may lag current practice, suggesting that identified gaps could 
widen and morph before new theory consolidates. 

Notwithstanding these caveats, the chosen methodology provides a rigorous, transparent, and 
flexible framework for interrogating the evolving interface between theory and practice in global financial 
strategy. By integrating systematic search procedures with reflexive thematic synthesis, the study captures 
the breadth of multidisciplinary discourse and the depth of conceptual nuance necessary to illuminate 
emergent strategic phenomena. The result is a rich, empirically grounded map of theoretical insufficiencies 
that can inform scholars seeking to rebuild finance theory for the digital age and practitioners grappling with 
strategic uncertainty. In line with the study's qualitative ethos, conclusions are framed not as definitive 
closures but as invitations for continued dialogue, iterative model development, and ongoing empirical 
validation. 

 

IV. Results and Discussion 
 
In a turbulent and technologically mediated global environment, financial strategies have evolved 

far beyond the predictive power of traditional financial theories. The qualitative synthesis conducted in this 
study, grounded in 142 curated sources across academic and policy literatures, reveals multiple fractures 
between dominant theoretical paradigms such as the Capital Asset Pricing Model, Modigliani–Miller 
propositions, agency theory, and mean-variance portfolio optimization and actual financial behavior in global 
markets. This section discusses four key domains where the disjunction between theory and practice is most 
visible: digital disequilibrium, geopolitical fragmentation, sustainability valuation, and behavioral–algorithmic 
reflexivity. Recent empirical findings support each domain and serve as the basis for proposed directions in 
future theoretical advancement. 

 
4.1. Digital Disequilibrium and the Strategic Transformation of Financial Infrastructure 

 
The digital revolution has catalyzed significant changes in the structure and conduct of global 

financial systems, but theory has lagged far behind these transformations. FinTech innovations, including 
blockchain-based asset tokenization, decentralized finance, and algorithmic trading, have introduced 
systemic mechanisms of value creation and risk transmission fundamentally different from those envisioned 
by classical models. Rivera (2025) observes that AI-driven credit evaluation mechanisms have lowered 
underwriting costs by up to 45% in some sectors. However, they also introduce high volatility in borrower 
profiling, especially for thin-file customers, thus violating the assumption of stable risk across time. This digital 
variation in creditworthiness introduces new forms of asymmetry not addressed in current models of risk-
weighted asset pricing or cost of capital. 

Tokenization, as the World Economic Forum (2025) reported, now comprises over USD 3 trillion in 
notional assets. However, tokenized assets' liquidity, volatility, and pricing behaviors are fundamentally 
misaligned with theoretical expectations. According to OECD (2025), tokenized bonds and equity instruments 
often trade at premiums or discounts unexplained by dividend models, with programmability, fractional 
ownership, and 24/7 trading hours offering non-monetary utility that current models fail to internalize. 
Meanwhile, the emergence of decentralized finance platforms that bypass intermediaries raises serious 
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questions about the role of agency theory, which assumes discrete layers of principals and agents. In 
tokenized ecosystems, governance is encoded, trust is algorithmic, and control is decentralized, suggesting a 
complete rethinking of information asymmetry and moral hazard. 

Another major shift arises from the adoption of cloud-native core banking platforms. The Basel 
Committee on Banking Supervision (2023) found that cloud-native banks displayed significantly higher Tier-
1 capital ratios alongside higher operational risk reserves than traditional institutions. These variations are not 
predicted by prevailing solvency and capital-adequacy models, which treat IT infrastructure as cost centers, 
not strategic enablers. Traditional models cannot price the resilience or vulnerability embedded in digital-
native platforms, especially concerning cyber-attacks, data latency, and downtime risk. Market dynamics have 
also changed. Algorithmic trading platforms operate on microsecond timeframes, and latency arbitrage has 
created structural distortions that challenge the law-of-one-price assumption, a foundational concept in asset 
pricing. Fu, Huang, and Yao (2024) show that algorithmic traders display reflexive behavior under stress, 
creating herding patterns that invalidate assumptions of independent actor rationality. These findings 
collectively demonstrate the existence of "digital disequilibrium," in which classical equilibrium-based 
financial models fail to capture feedback-driven, real-time, decentralized behaviors of digital financial actors. 

 
4.2. Geopolitical Fragmentation and the Redefinition of Capital Mobility and Risk 

 
The second central theme to emerge from the literature is the role of geopolitical fragmentation in 

distorting global financial theory. Traditional models assume capital can move across borders with minimal 
friction, political stability is constant, and risk is symmetrical. These assumptions are increasingly untenable. 
Mishra (2025) documents how geopolitical instability—driven by trade wars, sanctions, cyberwarfare, and the 
weaponization of finance—has become a central concern for financial strategists and institutional investors. 
In many cases, firms now adopt "financial re-shoring" strategies, actively moving capital and operations away 
from conflict-prone regions, contrary to what comparative-advantage or cost-efficiency models would 
predict. 

Hernández and Ma (2025) show that home bias in capital allocation has increased by 160 basis points 
post-2020, with firms preferring domestic over foreign investment due to elevated sanction and tariff risks. 
This contradicts the notion that investors are globally diversified and that geographical boundaries are 
irrelevant in capital structure decisions. In contrast, geopolitical events are now embedded in the decision 
calculus of corporate finance, where exposure to political volatility directly informs debt issuance, risk 
premiums, and long-term investment decisions. 

ISS Governance (2025) reports that 72% of S&P 500 boards actively monitor geopolitical risks using 
bespoke dashboards and scenario-planning mechanisms. These tools are increasingly used to inform risk-
adjusted returns, rather than being treated as background information. The IMF (2024) reinforces this view, 
noting that sovereign spreads, especially in emerging markets, are no longer explainable via macroeconomic 
fundamentals alone; political alignment and exposure to multilateral sanctions now play a determining role 
in the cost of capital. Capital mobility is no longer free, nor frictionless. With capital controls and currency risk 
reintroduced through geopolitically motivated policies, the entire architecture of cross-border finance must 
be reconsidered. Theoretical models that treat such risks as exogenous must be replaced by frameworks that 
treat political economy as a constitutive force of financial markets. As Bretton Woods-style coordination 
recedes and national interests harden, global finance will increasingly require regionally differentiated, 
politically sensitive models, and dynamically responsive to global conflict and cooperation cycles. 

 
4.3. Sustainability Valuation and the Emergence of ESG as Strategic Capital 

 
A third theoretical gap lies in evaluating and integrating sustainability and ESG metrics into financial 

models. Traditionally, ESG factors have been viewed as constraints or externalities, but a growing body of 
empirical literature suggests they are, in fact, central to strategic and financial value. Lin (2024) finds that firms 
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with strong ESG integration enjoy lower cost of capital, greater access to long-term financing, and more 
favorable credit ratings. Kong and Li (2024) confirm that these benefits are especially pronounced in 
jurisdictions with mandated ESG disclosures, suggesting that the regulatory context is critical in ESG prices. 
Despite this, financial models such as DCF and CAPM still struggle meaningfully to account for ESG factors. 
ESG is often treated as an adjustment to the discount rate or a compliance cost, ignoring its potential to 
fundamentally reshape firm performance and risk exposure. The Review of Finance (2023) notes that ESG 
performance is associated with lower credit spreads, greater valuation resilience during downturns, and 
enhanced reputational capital, which are not adequately captured in traditional asset pricing models. 

At the systemic level, the IMF (2025) warns that climate-related financial risk poses serious threats to 
macroeconomic stability, with potential losses to global GDP projected at over 7% by 2050 under a high-
emissions scenario. This reinforces the urgency of integrating climate transition risk into financial models, 
especially in energy, manufacturing, and transportation sectors, where policy, regulatory, and technological 
shifts may render certain assets stranded. Green bonds, transition finance, and blended finance structures 
represent attempts to address this, but their pricing structures remain under-theorized. Future research must 
move beyond seeing ESG as a peripheral concern and instead model it as a strategic asset. This will require 
developing new valuation tools for multidimensional performance indicators, stakeholder capital, social 
license, and climate-adjusted cash flows. It will also necessitate interdisciplinary collaboration with 
environmental economists, sustainability scientists, and regulatory scholars to build more holistic, forward-
looking financial models. 

 
 
 

4.4. Behavioral–Algorithmic Reflexivity and the Erosion of Rational-Agent Assumptions 
 
Finally, the emergence of algorithmic trading, machine learning, and investor behavioral shifts has 

rendered many assumptions of classical finance models obsolete. Behavioral finance has long challenged the 
rational actor model, but the fusion of human behavior with autonomous trading agents has created a new 
hybrid decision ecosystem that defies prediction. Haldane and Turrell (2023) argue that AI-driven financial 
platforms exhibit reinforcement learning behaviors that exploit patterns in human sentiment, causing self-
reinforcing feedback loops that increase volatility and reduce market stability. Tanner (2025) shows that when 
AI algorithms are trained on biased data, they can create predictable but destabilizing trading behaviors, 
leading to asset bubbles and crashes. These phenomena are not errors in modeling—they are features of the 
new system. Moreover, Fuertes and Yarovaya (2024) demonstrate that retail investor behavior, particularly in 
cryptocurrency markets, is driven more by social media signals and peer mimicry than by fundamentals, 
reinforcing the role of collective irrationality in pricing. 

The integration of machine learning into portfolio management introduces additional uncertainty. 
Algorithms may not be explainable or interpretable, and their decisions are often based on non-linear 
relationships that are invisible to human analysts. The IMF (2025) notes that systemic risk is increasingly 
transmitted through shared algorithmic structures and data feeds, synchronizing decision-making across 
institutions and magnifying tail risks. This reflexivity undermines diversification as a hedge, particularly during 
correlated panic. The challenge for financial theory is developing models incorporating bounded rationality 
and machine agency. This may include agent-based modeling, complexity theory, and behavioral game 
theory to capture dynamic interaction effects. It also demands new forms of regulation, such as audit trails for 
AI decisions, algorithmic transparency requirements, and real-time supervision of high-frequency trading 
systems. Only by addressing the behavioral and technological feedback effects embedded in modern financial 
ecosystems can theory begin to match the complexity of practice. 

 

V. Conclusion 
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This study has illuminated the widening divergence between traditional financial theories and the 
strategic realities that define today's global financial environment. Through a systematic literature-based 
qualitative approach, the research has mapped how digital transformation, geopolitical fragmentation, 
sustainability imperatives, and behavioral–algorithmic interactions have altered the assumptions 
underpinning established paradigms such as the Capital Asset Pricing Model, agency theory, Modigliani–
Miller propositions, and mean-variance optimization. Each of these paradigms, once seen as universal in scope 
and logic, shows signs of structural obsolescence when confronted with a financial landscape shaped by 
tokenized assets, algorithmic reflexivity, political risk as a systemic driver, and ESG factors that function as 
strategic capital. The evidence suggests that the theoretical architecture of global finance, long characterized 
by equilibrium-based logic and rational expectations, must be reconceptualized to account for non-linearity, 
endogenous technological feedback, regime shifts, and multidimensional value metrics. Financial theories 
that ignore these emergent phenomena risk becoming empirically irrelevant and strategically misleading. In 
response, future research must pursue integrative frameworks combining insights from behavioral 
economics, complexity theory, institutional analysis, and sustainability science to develop dynamic, 
contextual, and strategically functional models. 

Theoretically, the implications of this study are profound. It challenges the prevailing orthodoxy that 
views market behavior as predictable, actors as utility-maximizing, and capital as fungible and frictionless. 
Instead, the findings argue for a new theoretical synthesis that situates financial behavior within a broader 
system of interdependencies—technological, political, ecological, and psychological. This entails embracing 
agent-based modeling to simulate algorithmic behavior, rethinking portfolio theory under regime 
uncertainty, redefining risk as volatility and structural fragility, and embedding ESG into foundational 
valuation and performance models. The academic finance community must move beyond isolated 
disciplinary silos and adopt a transdisciplinary mindset, treating financial strategy as a living system that 
evolves with digital architecture, geopolitical realignment, and socio-environmental imperatives. Such a 
paradigm shift requires a commitment to methodological pluralism, epistemic humility, and theoretical 
openness—traits often undervalued in finance but urgently needed to build models that reflect real-world 
strategic decision-making's complexity and turbulence. 

From a managerial standpoint, the study underscores the need for strategic actors—CFOs, 
investment managers, policy advisors, and regulators—to abandon one-size-fits-all financial models and 
embrace adaptive, context-sensitive frameworks that reflect today's risk landscape. Managers must 
understand that relying on traditional cost-of-capital calculations, linear stress-testing models, or outdated 
diversification logic may expose firms to hidden vulnerabilities, particularly in environments where AI-driven 
markets, geopolitical instability, and ESG mandates coalesce. Risk management must evolve from a 
compliance function to a strategic capability, integrating real-time data analytics, geopolitical intelligence, 
sustainability benchmarking, and behavioral insights. Financial planning must shift from static scenario 
modeling to dynamic and recursive foresight, where the past is not a reliable guide to the future. Ultimately, 
firms that can interpret and navigate these theoretical gaps—by aligning their capital structure, investment 
choices, and governance practices with emergent financial realities—will be better positioned to achieve 
resilience, innovation, and long-term value creation in a world that no longer conforms to the predictive 
frameworks of the past. 
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