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As the process of business digitalization accelerates across industries, organizations increas-
ingly tend to prioritize investments in technological infrastructure while underestimating the
necessity of parallel development in human capital. Such an imbalance contributes to the for-
mation of a “digital maturity gap,” characterized by a discrepancy between the availability of
advanced digital tools and the actual capacity of teams to utilize them effectively. In many cases,
employees continue to operate within entrenched managerial paradigms, relying on hierarchical
coordination, synchronous communication patterns, and limited data-driven decision-making. As
a result, even highly sophisticated sofiware systems fail to deliver their full strategic value, leading
to suboptimal performance outcomes and constrained organizational adaptability.

This paper proposes a strategic benchmarking framework specifically oriented toward team
management development (TMD), addressing the need to align technological advancement with
human and organizational capabilities. In contrast to traditional operational benchmarking, which
primarily evaluates firm-level outputs and efficiency metrics, the proposed approach focuses on the
underlying drivers of team effectiveness in digital environments. It emphasizes the transformation
of behavioral routines, the reconfiguration of cognitive models related to problem-solving and
collaboration, and the redesign of structural interaction mechanisms within teams.

The research explores a four-phase implementation model: (1) Internal Assessment of digi-
tal fluency and "shadow IT" behaviors; (2) An external horizon scan of "gold standard" digital
leaders; (3) A gap analysis utilizing modern digital KPIs such as async-to-sync ratios and psy-
chological safety indices; and (4) Integration strategies focused on 70-20-10 learning models and
leadership as "systems architecture.”

The study argues that successful digitalization is 20% technical and 80% cultural. strategic
benchmarking serves as the critical diagnostic bridge, allowing leaders to move from "status
update" management to "outcome-based" empowerment.

By treating benchmarking as a dynamic, continuous loop rather than a static audit, organi-
zations can foster teams that are not only digitally literate but strategically agile. This framework
provides a practical roadmap for leaders to align human potential with the rapid velocity of the
contemporary digital economy.

Key words: Strategic benchmarking, team management development, digital transformation,
asynchronous communication, psychological safety, agile leadership.

Jleguenxo A. 0., JIesuenko O. M. Cmpameziunuii 6enumapKinz AK Kamaiizamop po3eumxy
Komanou ¢ yughpogy enoxy

Ockinvku npoyec yughposizayii OizHecy npuUckoprOEmvbCs 8 YCix eanyssx, opeanizayii dedani
yacmiue cXuIbHi Ha0asamu npiopumem iH8eCMUYisam y MexHONO02INHY IHppacmpykmypy, Hedooyi-
HIOIOYU NPU YbOMY HEOOXIOHICHb NAPANEbHO20 PO3BUMKY TH00CbKo20 Kanimary. Takuil oucoananc
CNpUsE hopMYBaHHIO «PO3PUBY 8 YUPDPOBUX KOMNEMEHYIAXY, WO XapaKmepusyemucsa Hegionosio-
HICTIO MIdHC HASABHICIIO NEPeO08UX YUPDPOBUX IHCIMPYMEHMIE MA PeaibHON 30AMHICII0 KOMAHO
eexmusHo ix euxopucmosgysamu. Y 6azamvox eunaoxkax npayieHUKU npooosxiCcyioms QyHKYio-
HYBAMU 8 MEHCAX CIMANUX YNPABTIHCOKUX NAPAOULM, NOKAAOAIOYUCH HA IEPAPXIYHY KOOPOUHAYIIO,
CUHXPOHHI MOOeli KOMYHIKAYii ma obmedcene nputiHammsi pitleHb Ha 0CHO8I Oanux. K Hacniook,
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HaBimb HAOCKIAOHI NPOSPAMHI CUCTIeMU He CRPOMOMNCHI peanizy8amu 8010 NOGHY CIPAMESIUHY
YIHHICMb, WO NPU3EOOUMb 00 CYOORMUMALLHUX Pe3yIbmamis JisiibHOCMI ma obmedicenol opaa-
HI3ayitinOI a0anmueHoCmi.

Y yivi cmammi posensidacmocs cmpykmypa cmpameziuno2o 6eHUMapKiney, cneyiaibHo OpicH-
Mo6ana Ha po3eumox ynpaeiinus komanoamu (TMD), wo 3a006onbHsae nompeby 8 y3200H4CeHHI
MEXHONO2IUHO20 NPOSpecy 3 MOOCOKUMU MA OPeaHi3ayitHuMuy Modxciueocmsmu. Ha eiominy 6io
MpaouyitiHo2o onepayiitHo2o OeHYMAapKinzy, KUl NepedadcHo OYIHIOE Pe3yibmamu Ha pieHi
@ipmu ma nokasHuKu eekmusHocni, 3anpPoOnOHOBAHUL NIOXIO 30CePeOHCYEMbCIL HA (PYyHOAMEH-
MANHUX YUHHUKAX eeKMUBHOCMI KOMAHOU 8 yugposomy cepedosuwyi. Bin akyenmye ysaey
Ha mpancpopmayii n08eOIHKOBUX PYMuH, pekonpicypayii KOZHIMUSHUX Mooerell, NO8'S3aHuxX i3
BUPIUEHHAM NPoOIeM | CRiBNpayero, a maKoxic nepeziiadi CmpyKmypHUX MexaHizmie 63aemooii
6CepeOuHi KOMaHoO.

Y 0ocniooscenni obepynmosarno yvomupuemanty mooens enpogaddicents. 1. BHympiwms oyinka
yugpogoi sinbnocmi ma nosedinku «minvogux I1T». 2. 3oeuiwne cranyeanns copuzonmy yugppo-
8Ux 1idepis «3010mo20 cmandapmyy. 3. Auaniz po3pusie 3 GUKOPUCTIAHHAM CYUACHUX YUPPOBUX
KPI, maxux sixk koeghiyicnmu aCUHXpOHHOCHI Ma CUHXPOHIZAYIL ma iHOeKCU NCUXONOSTUHOT 6e3-
nexu. 4. Cmpameeii inmeepayii, 30cepedceri na mooensix Haguanua 70-20-10 ma nioepcmsi six
«cucmemHit apximexmypiy.

YV 0ocnidoicenni cmeeposicyemucs, wo ycniwna yugposizayisa na 20% € mexuiunoro ma Ha
80% xynomypror. Cmpame2iunuii OeHUMAPKIHE CYHCUMb KPUMUYHUM OIASHOCTNUYHUM MICIKOM,
1o 003607A€ Nidepam nepetimu 8i0 YyNpaeiinHi «OHOBNIEHHAM CIAHY» 00 POULUPEHHSL MOHCIUBO-
cmell «Ha OCHOBI pe3yibmamisey.

Posenadarouu benumapkine Ax ounamiynull, besnepepeHull Yuki, a He CIamuiHuil npoyec,
Opeanizayii Moxicyms Cupusimu QOPMySanHIO KOMAHO, IKI He aulie 80100i10Mb OOCMAMHIMU Yugp-
POBUMU KOMNEMEHMHOCMAMY, ale U € cmpameziuno eHyukumu. Taxe bauenns nadac meneoxicepam
NPAKMUYHY OOPOACHIO KAPMY O/ Y3200HCEeHHS TI00CLK020 NOMEHYIANY 31 WEUOKUMU MeMnamu
mpancgopmayii cynacHoi yu@poeoi ekoHOMIKU.

Knrwouogi cnosa: cmpamezivnuil OeHumMapkine, po3eumox KOMAHOH020 MEHeONCMEHNY, Yugp-
posa mpancghopmayis, acunxpoHHa KOMYHIKAyis, ncuxono2iuna 6e3nexa, cHyuke 1ioepcmeo.

Introduction. In the extremely rapid development of the digital economy, the main
competitive factor has shifted from the possession of technologies to the ability to use
them effectively. As organisations fill their ecosystems with generative Al, autonomous
agents and sophisticated asynchronous platforms, the digital maturity gap has emerged,
characterised by paradoxical friction. While infrastructure is upgraded in cycles of
months, human management paradigms often remain tethered to legacy twentieth-cen-
tury frameworks. This "socio-technical friction" suggests that many teams are merely
applying digital tools to antiquated, synchronous, and hierarchical workflows that stifle
the very agility digitalization is meant to provide.

Current scholarship has frequently succumbed to the "tool-first fallacy," a reduction-
ist view that equates technological acquisition with organizational evolution. While the
literature on digital maturity models (Westerman) and individual technology acceptance
(TAM) is robust, there remains a distinct scholarly silence regarding the behavioral
architecture of the team unit [16]. Specifically, how do we benchmark the "rituals of
collaboration" that allow a team to transition from being passive users of technology to
becoming "architects of augmentation"?

This paper argues that the remedy lies in a fundamental reimagining of strategic
benchmarking. Moving beyond the traditional focus on operational firm-level outputs,
this research proposes a behavioral and cognitive framework designed for team man-
agement development (TMD). By shifting the benchmarking lens from "what the com-
petitor does" to "how the digital leader collaborates," organizations can identify the
precise "capability delta" hindering their progress [3].

The proposed study explores a sequential, recursive four-phase implementation
model:

1. Internal assessment: A diagnostic “X-ray” of digital fluency and cultural readiness.
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2. External horizon scanning: An cross-industry search for “Gold Standard” digital
management rituals.

3. Gap analysis: The quantification of structural and behavioral friction using mod-
ern indices like async-to-sync ratios and psychological safety levels.

4. Integration & action: The application of the 70-20-10 learning model to foster a
shift from “command and control” to “context and outcome.”

This paper contends that successful digitalization is 20% technical and 80% cultural.
By treating benchmarking as a dynamic catalyst for team evolution rather than a static
audit, leaders can bridge the execution gap, ensuring that human potential remains the
primary engine of value in an increasingly automated world.

Literature Analysis: The Convergence Gap in Strategic Benchmarking and
TMD. Historical literature on benchmarking, pioneered by Robert Camp and the Xerox
models, primarily defines the tool as a quest for operational excellence. The focus has
traditionally been on "hard metrics" — cost reduction, cycle times, and manufacturing
outputs [3].

Contemporary research often fails to translate these macro-organizational bench-
marks into micro-level team management development (TMD). While scholars like
Watson argued for benchmarking as a learning process, the literature remains largely
focused on the firm's performance rather than the feam s behavioral evolution. There is
a "missing link" in how a benchmarked digital strategy should dictate the specific lead-
ership competencies required to manage a digital-first team.

Much of the current literature on business digitalization focuses on the "digital matu-
rity" of an organization. Research frequently utilizes the technology acceptance model
(TAM) to explain how teams adopt new software [16]. The difference between the "tra-
ditional view" and the "contemporary digital view" of benchmarking role in team devel-
opment process stated in table 1.

Despite a decade of research into digital maturity models Westerman and technology
acceptance models (TAM), a critical "execution gap" remains in the organizational tran-
sition to the digital era. Conventional scholarship has largely treated business digitaliza-
tion as a technical acquisition phase, focusing on the firm’s infrastructure rather than the
team's behavioral architecture. This "tool-first fallacy" assumes that high-performance
digital tools automatically produce high-performance digital teams.

However, contemporary research from 2021-2026 reveals that technical integra-
tion often outpaces team management development (TMD), leading to "management
debt" and socio-technical friction. While we have robust frameworks for benchmarking
a company’s software stack, there is a distinct scholarly silence regarding the strategic
benchmarking of team rituals. Most models fail to account for collective digital efficacy
or the nuances of human-agent teaming (HAT), leaving managers without a diagnostic
tool to measure the gap between their technical potential and their team's procedural
reality [4]. Consequently, teams often become "passive recipients" of technology rather
than a dynamic unit that must be benchmarked against "best-in-class" human collabora-
tion models. The literature tells us what tools to buy, but stays silent on how to bench-
mark the team management rituals necessary to survive the digital shift.
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Table 1

The contrast between the "traditional view" and the "contemporary digital view"
of benchmarking role in team development process

Primary Goal

v Contemporary The Benchmarkin
Research Focus | Perspective (Pre- | Digital Perspective Ga g
2021) (2021-2026) p
technology collective digital measuring team

fluency, not just

acceptance (tam). efficacy individual use.
. . lack of benchmarks for
hierarchical/ modular/asynchronous | ;. . o
Team Structure svnchronous (hat) decision velocity" in
Y ) ai-agent teams
software value velocity & failure to benchmark
Success Metric implementation contextual ti}ii ¢ "management rituals"
rate. gy against digital leaders.

Human Element

employee as "user."

employee as "system
architect."

absence of metrics for
"trust calibration" with

autonomous agents.

Source: Developed by author based on [4]

Traditional management literature treats benchmarking as a periodic, static event
(annual or bi-annual). However, the literature on agile management and digital transfor-
mation emphasizes "continuous iteration." There is an emerging theoretical gap regar-
ding dynamic benchmarking. Contemporary research has not yet fully explored how
teams can use real-time digital data (from Slack, Jira, or Al analytics) as a continuous
benchmarking tool for team development. We have a wealth of data on individual per-
formance management, but a scarcity of research on team-level strategic benchmarking
in high-velocity digital environments.

Problem Statement. Traditional management models, built for synchronous man-
ual labor, are increasingly obsolete in a world defined by human-agent teaming (HAT)
and high-velocity digital workflows.While the software stack has evolved into high-
velocity, autonomous systems, team management rituals remain tethered to legacy,
synchronous paradigms. This socio-technical misalignment results in increased digital
friction, lower "value velocity," and an erosion of psychological safety. Furthermore,
existing benchmarking methodologies focus almost exclusively on organizational-level
metrics (ROI, uptime), leaving a significant scholarly and practical gap in how to
benchmark and develop the meso-level team rituals necessary for human-agent teaming
(HAT). Without a structured framework to audit, scan, and bridge the gap between tech-
nical potential and team behavior, digitalization remains a technical burden rather than
a competitive superpower.

Research Objective. This paper proposes a strategic benchmarking framework
designed specifically for team management development (TMD). Unlike traditional
operational benchmarking, which focuses on firm-level outputs, this approach targets
the behavioral, cognitive, and structural shifts required for high-performance digital
collaboration.
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Strategic Benchmarking Process for Team Development. In this paper is pre-
sented a reimagined Four-phase strategic benchmarking model (Figure 1.) designed to
transform managers from "supervisors of tasks" into "architects of augmentation"[8].

This model succeeds where traditional benchmarking fails because it moves beyond
"hard metrics" (like ROI or output) and focuses on "Dynamic Capabilities" — the abil-
ity of a team to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to
address rapidly changing environments.

This process is sequential and recursive, designed to link digital strategy directly to
team behavioral evolution:

Phase 1: Internal assessment (The reality check). Before looking at others, you need
an honest "X-ray" of your current team. In the digital age, this goes beyond just asking
if everyone can use Zoom.

Phase 2: Identifying external best practices (The horizon scan). Strategic bench-
marking looks for the "why" behind the "what." You aren't looking for a company that
uses the same software; you're looking for one that solves the same team dynamic chal-
lenges.

Fig. 1. Four-Stage Strategic Benchmarking Process for Team Development Scheme

Sourse: Developed by author based on [8]

Phase 3: Gap analysis (The distance measurement). This is where you quantify the
"Capability Gap." It’s the bridge between where you are and where the digital leaders
sit.

Phase 4: Integration & action (The transformation). This is the hardest part: moving
from "knowing" to "doing." Benchmarking without action is just useless.

Phase 1: Internal assessment (The reality check).

Phase 1 is the "mirror" phase. Before you can look at the industry giants, you have
to be brutally honest about your own backyard. In a digitalized context, this isn't just an
IT inventory; it’s a deep dive into the intersection of human behavior and technology.

The foundation of strategic benchmarking is a comprehensive internal audit.
To develop a team for the digital era, management must first understand the "Baseline
Reality." This phase moves beyond surface-level metrics to evaluate two critical pillars:
Human Digital Fluency and Operational Tool Utilization.
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1.1. The Human capital audit: beyond "digital literacy"”

Digital literacy (knowing how to use a tool) is no longer enough. Phase 1 assesses
digital fluency — the ability to use technology to create new value and solve complex
problems.

* Cognitive adaptability: Measuring the team’s “Learning quotient” (LQ). How
quickly do team members adopt new software updates or Al-driven workflows?

» Virtual collaboration skills: Assessing the team's ability to maintain trust, clarity,
and social cohesion in a decentralized, digital environment.

» Data-driven decision making: Evaluating whether team members at all levels can
interpret basic analytics to guide their daily tasks, or if they remain reliant on top-down
instructions.

1.2. Digital tool utilization: The "utility vs. noise" audit

Companies often suffer from "SaaS overload." This part of the audit determines if
your digital stack is an accelerator or an anchor.

* The feature-function gap: Identifying tools that are paid for but only used to
10% of their capacity. (e.g., using Microsoft Teams only for chat while ignoring its
robust project management integration).

» Shadow IT discovery: Uncovering unofficial tools (e.g., personal WhatsApp
groups or unsanctioned Al tools) that the team has adopted. Note: Shadow IT is often a
signal of a gap in official corporate tools.

*  Workflow bottlenecks: Mapping the "Digital path of a project." Where does
information get stuck? Where is there manual data entry that should be automated?

1.3. Cultural and psychological baseline

Digitalization fails when the "Human Operating System" rejects it. An internal
assessment must gauge the team’s psychological readiness for a shift in management
style.

» Digital fatigue levels: Using pulse surveys to measure burnout related to
"always-on" digital culture.

» Psychological safety audit: Do team members feel safe reporting a digital error
or suggesting a technological pivot? High-performance benchmarking requires a culture
where "failing fast" is a data point, not a career-ender.

1.4. Establishing internal KPIs (The baseline)

To measure the "Gap" in Phase 3, you must record current performance metrics
today. These should include:

* Cycle time: The average time from project inception to completion.

* Meeting-to-output ratio: How many hours are spent in synchronous meetings
versus time spent on "Deep work."

* Employee net promoter score (eNPS) for tools: How satisfied is the team with
the digital tools they are forced to use daily?

The goal of Phase 1 is to create a "digital maturity map." This map highlights that
the problem is rarely "we don't have enough software," but rather "we haven't developed
the team's capabilities to match our software's potential."

By starting with a rigorous internal audit, we prevent the common mistake of
"benchmarking for the sake of benchmarking." We are ensuring that the development
plan created in Phase 4 is a remedy for actual internal pains, rather than just a copy of a
trendy corporate fad.

Phase 2: Identifying external best practices — The Horizon scan

Phase 2 is the "inspiration" stage. In strategic benchmarking, you aren't just looking
for someone who does what you doyou are looking for someone who does a specific
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function (like remote collaboration or Al — integration) better than anyone else, regar-
dless of their industry.

While traditional benchmarking focuses on direct competitors, Strategic Bench-
marking in the digital age requires a "Horizon scan." This involves looking beyond
industry boundaries to identify "digital north stars" — organizations that have mastered
specific team dynamics that your organization aspires to achieve.

In a digitalized landscape, your biggest threat or your greatest lesson rarely comes
from a direct rival.

Phase 2 requires Functional benchmarking, which isolates specific team manage-
ment processes.

* Process isolation: Instead of asking, "How does our competitor manage teams?"
ask, "Who manages asynchronous communication best in the world?"

* The "Unrelated industry" pivot: A traditional manufacturing firm might look at
a video game studio to learn about "sprints" and "agile leadership," or a hospital might
look at an airline to learn about "digital safety protocols."

Selecting the "Gold standard" leaders.In this stage, we should highlight specific
organizations that have defined the modern digital workforce. These serve as the
"Benchmarks" against which your team will be measured.(Table 2)

Table 2
Organizations that have defined the modern digital workforce

Digital Benchmarked
Leader Capability

. Extreme Handbook-first approach; every process is
GitLab - NI .
Asynchronicity | documented, eliminating the need for status meetings

Project Aristotle proved that high-performing digital

Unique company experience

Google Psychological teams require an environment where members feel
Safety X
safe to take risks
. The "Two-Pizza Rule": keeping teams small enough
Micro-Team o ; S g
Amazon to maintain high velocity and ownership in a digital
Autonomy
ecosystem
. Radical Candor & Moving away from "Control to Context, aqumg
Netflix Context remote/digital teams to make high-stakes decisions

without a manager
Sourse: Developed by author based on [18-21]

The Role of digital intelligence (DI) in scanning. In 2026, the "Horizon scan" is
no longer just about reading annual reports. It involves leveraging digital footprints to
understand how these teams operate:

— Open-source culture — many digital leaders (like GitLab or Basecamp) publish
their internal "Team Handbooks" online. Benchmarking involves a deep dive into these
public repositories of culture.

— Digital sentiment analysis — using Al tools to analyze Glassdoor reviews,
LinkedIn "Life" posts, and developer forums (like Stack Overflow) to understand the
actual lived experience of teams at these benchmarked companies [1].

— Networking in digital hubs — engaging in global digital communities to gather
qualitative data on "unwritten" best practices.

Defining the "ldeal state”. The output of Phase 2 is a detailed profile of the "Ideal
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digital team." This profile is a composite of the best practices found during the scan. It
serves as the "yardstick" for the rest of the strategic process.

The goal of the Horizon scan is not to mimic Google or Amazon. It is to identify the
underlying principles (e.g., trust, data-transparency, automation) that allow their teams
to thrive, and then adapt those principles to your specific organizational DNA.

Mention that the "Horizon scan" must be continuous. Because digitalization moves
so fast, a best practice from 24 months ago might already be obsolete. Encourage the
idea of "dynamic benchmarking," where the horizon is scanned at least twice a year.

Phase 3: Gap analysis — Measuring the digital "delta"

In this phase, we are moving from observation to calculation. Phase 3 is the analyt-
ical "bridge" where we quantify the friction between our team's current reality and the
digital high-performance standard we identified in Phase 2.

If Phase 1 is the diagnostic and Phase 2 is the vision, Phase 3 is the quantification of
the distance between them. In the context of digital transformation, a gap analysis must
go beyond identifying missing software; it must identify the "capability delta" — the
difference between a team that uses digital tools and a team that is optimized by them.

The first layer of analysis involves mapping the team’s current performance against
the benchmarked KPIs.

Measuring the difference between basic tool usage and advanced digital fluency. For
example, if the benchmarked "gold standard" uses Al for 40% of code documentation,
but the internal team uses it for 0%, the gap is clearly defined in terms of missed effi-
ciency.

Comparing the speed of decision-making. In a digitalized environment, "speed is
a feature." If the benchmarked organization makes decentralized decisions in hours,
while the internal team requires three layers of manual approval taking days, the gap is
a structural bottleneck.

To make the analysis actionable for team development, the identified discrepancies
should be categorized into three distinct tiers:

1. Structural gaps (Tools & Infrastructure) — these are the "easiest" to fix but the
most expensive. They include outdated hardware, lack of integrated software ecosys-
tems, or poor data accessibility.

2. Process Gaps (workflow & methodology) — these represent how work moves
through the team. A common digital gap is the persistence of synchronous "status
update" meetings when the benchmarked standard favors asynchronous documentation.

* Behavioral gaps (culture & mindset) — the most critical tier. This includes the gap
in psychological safety (the ability to fail fast and digitally) and leadership agility. Not
every gap can — or should — be closed simultaneously. Strategic benchmarking requires
a prioritization matrix to determine which gaps offer the highest "Return on Develop-
ment" (ROD) (Figure 2).

— High impact / low effort: These are "Quick Wins," such as adopting a new com-
munication ritual (e.g., "No-Meeting Wednesdays").

— High impact/ high effort: These are the long-term strategic shifts, such as migrat-
ing a legacy team to a fully agile, data-driven workflow (Fig. 2).

The phase concludes with a risk assessment of inaction. By quantifying what the
"Delta" costs the company in terms of employee turnover, slowed innovation, and lost
market share, management creates the necessary urgency for the development programs
in Phase 4.

In real cases, the gap is rarely just about technology. Most digital gaps are actually
human-process gaps where old ways of thinking are being applied to new digital tools.
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Fig. 2. Prioritization Matrix to determine which gaps offer the highest
«Return on Development» (ROD)

Sourse: Developed by author

Your analysis should highlight that "paving over the cow path" (digitizing a bad manual
process) doesn't close the gap — it just makes the inefficiency happen faster.

Phase 4 is the "make or break" moment. You’ve done the research, you’ve seen the
"Gold Standard," and you know your team’s gaps. Now, you have to actually change
human behavior — which is significantly harder than installing new software.

In the context of business digitalization, Integration & Action must be as agile as the
technology itself. Here’s how you expand this section of your paper.

Phase 4: Integration & action — bridging the digital divide

This phase focuses on turning benchmarking data into a living development plan.
It requires a two-pronged approach: Hard skills (The digital) and soft leadership
(The human).

A shift in capability development is required, moving away from conventional “train-
ing” formats toward a more immersive and practice-oriented learning paradigm. Tradi-
tional corporate video-based instruction is insufficient for addressing strategic capabil-
ity gaps, particularly when organizations aim to align with the performance standards
of digitally advanced firms. Instead, emphasis should be placed on high-impact learning
approaches that integrate experience, collaboration, and targeted knowledge acquisition.

Within this context, the widely recognized 70-20-10 framework offers a relevant
structure. The dominant share of learning, approximately seventy percent, should be
embedded in practical activity. This implies assigning team members, particularly those
with an affinity for digital innovation, to lead initiatives that apply new methodologies,
such as the integration of artificial intelligence in analytical processes. A further twenty
percent of development emerges through social interaction, where knowledge exchange
becomes reciprocal. One effective mechanism is reverse mentoring, whereby digitally
proficient junior employees support more senior staff in mastering contemporary col-
laborative tools and platforms. The remaining ten percent is associated with formal-
ized learning, including specialized training programs, certifications, or workshops that
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directly address previously identified competency gaps [17].

In parallel, organizations must prioritize the development of Al-related competen-
cies, given that digital transformation is increasingly inseparable from the adoption
of artificial intelligence. The objective is not substitution but augmentation of human
capabilities. Employees should be equipped to leverage Al-driven tools and agents to
automate routine and repetitive tasks, thereby reallocating effort toward more complex,
creative, and value-generating activities that require human judgment and insight.

Leadership shifts: The manager as "architect". In a digitalized environment, the man-
ager’s role moves from "supervisor" to "systems architect." To meet the benchmarks of
companies like Netflix or Google, leaders must change their behavior:

—  Qutcome-based management — stop tracking "Green Lights" on Slack and start
tracking "Value Delivered."

— The "context, not control” pivot — instead of giving instructions, provide the
digital context (data, goals, constraints) and let the team determine the "how." This is a
benchmarked practice from high-performing tech firms.

— Radical transparency — use digital dashboards to make all team goals and
progress visible. If the benchmark is "high-trust,” the leader must lead by making their
own work and failures visible.

Implementing "Digital rituals”. To make the change stick, you must bake the
benchmarked behaviors into the team’s daily routine.

Recent studies in agile management (2024-2026) suggest that in a digitalized envi-
ronment, Rituals are the infrastructure. Newman & Wright argue that the "Gold Stand-
ard" of digital management isn't the software stack, but the Communication Rituals
(Table 3).

Table 3
Implementing ""Digital Rituals"

Ritual The Begf)lz‘llnarked How to Implement

Use a tool (Slack/Teams) for daily
updates; save meetings only for
complex problem-solving.
Designate 10:00 AM — 12:00 PM as

Deep Work Blocks Increase productivity | "No Notification" zones across the
entire team

Reduce meeting

The Async Stand-up fatigue

A monthly digital meeting where
the team analyzes a mistake without
blame, specifically focused on a
digital process that failed.

The "Failure Post-Mortem" | Psychological Safety

Sourse: Developed by author based on [22]

Continuous Iteration (The "closed loop"). Strategic benchmarking isn't a "one-and-
done." Integration must include a regular re-assessment.

In general, digitalization is 20% technology and 80% mindset. Strategic benchmark-
ing provides the target, but Phase 4 provides the fuel to get there. Without a shift in
leadership and the creation of new "Digital Rituals," the benchmarking report will not
be able to be an effective tool for transformation.
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Conclusions. In digital era high-performing organizations do not view benchmark-
ing as a static "to-do" list. Instead, it is a continuous loop of measurement, analysis, and
refinement. By shifting the perspective from a one-time project to an evergreen opera-
tional cycle, teams can remain agile enough to pivot when market conditions or internal
dynamics shift. Competitive advantage no longer belongs to the teams that simply work
"faster." Today, the gold standard is found in teams that work smarter and more con-
nected. The most effective benchmarks are those that prioritize collective intelligence
and seamless collaboration over only raw speed. There are following ideas should be
taken into account regarding influence of Strategic Benchmaking on Team Management
Development under conditions of intensive business digital transformation:

1. Benchmarking must shift from competitive analysis (tracking rivals) to capabil-
ity analysis (tracking team potential).

2. Digitalization is not just a technical upgrade but a management paradigm shift
that requires its own set of benchmarked “soft” KPIs (psychological safety, async-
fluency, etc.).

3. Strategic benchmarking is the diagnostic bridge that connects high-level digital
strategy to the ground-level development of human teams.

4. The “human-centric” pivot: Digitalization is a human problem solved with tech-
nical tools. Benchmarking should focus 70% on behaviors and 30% on tools.

5. “Teaming” in 2026 like in 2022 requires digital psychological safety — the free-
dom to experiment with Al and fail without being penalized by the “always-on” moni-
toring of digital platforms [9].

6. The “transparency” requirement: For strategic benchmarking to work in a
team setting, the results of the Gap Analysis (Phase 3) must be shared with the team.
You cannot develop a team that doesn’t know where it’s failing.
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