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Digital transformation is increasingly understood as enterprise-wide change in value creation, operating arrangements, and organisational capabilities, not
simply technology adoption. The aim of the article is to provide a comparative analysis of widely used digital transformation frameworks (Gartner, McKinsey 75,
BCG, Deloitte, MIT, Cognizant) and to develop an instrument that supports an evidence-based choice of a framework depending on the conditions and needs of
a particular organisation. The study is conducted as a qualitative comparative synthesis: the material is drawn from recent academic publications and authorita-
tive practitioner descriptions, and the comparison is performed using shared criteria that ensure a consistent basis for analysing models of different types. The
main result is the conclusion that the examined frameworks differ primarily in managerial logic and focus: some emphasise coherence among organisational
elements, whereas others emphasise phased change and maturity assessment, coordination of change across domains, the development of digital capabilities
and leadership, or the modernisation of the technological foundation as a condition for scaling. On this basis, a selection matrix is proposed that links typical
organisational manifestations and constraints to an appropriate framework and specifies which additional components should be incorporated for more com-
prehensive transformation management. The study is limited by the predominance of secondary sources; further work should test the proposed instrument on
empirical material and refine suitability criteria for different industries and maturity levels. The practical significance lies in improving the quality of managerial
decisions regarding the selection and combination of frameworks, supporting more coherent planning, better controllability of change, and higher effectiveness
of digital initiatives. The scientific novelty of the study lies in the systematic comparison of frameworks of different origins on a shared set of criteria and in
formalising the results in the form of an applied selection instrument.
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lepman . €., Masoperko 0. B. [opigHaneHuill aHani3 hpelimeopkie ynpaeniHHA yugposoto mpaxchopmayiero ma mampuys subopy

3 ypaxyeaHHAM KOHmMeKcmHoi 8idnosidHocmi
Lucpposa mparcgopmayia dedani yacmiwe mpakmyemsca AK 302016HO0P2AHI3aYilHA 3mMiHa crocobie cmBopeHHA YiHHOCMI, onepayiliHux mexaHiamig i
crpomoxHocmed, a He Auwe 8nPoBAOHEHHA mexHonozill. Memoto cmammi € nopieHAnbHUl aHAni3 nowupeHux gpelimeopkie yugposoi mpaHcgopmayji
(Gartner, McKinsey 7S, BCG, Deloitte, MIT, Cognizant) i po3pobneHHs iHcmpymeHma, wio niompumye obrpyHmosaHuli subip ¢pelimeopky 3anexHo 8i0 ymos
i mompeb KoHKkpemHoi opaaHizayji. JocnioeHHs BUKOHAHO AK AKICHY MOPIBHAAbHY CUHMe3y: mamepian 3i6paHo i3 Cy4acHux Haykosux nybaikauili i asmo-
pumemHux onucie MPAKMUK, a 3icmasneHHA 30ilicHeHo 3a CninbHUMU Kpumepiamu, wio 3abe3neyyrome 00HAK0BI Midcmasu 018 aHAAI3Y Pi3HUX 30 MUMOM
modeneli. OcHosHU pe3ynbmam Mons2ae y BUCHOBKY, W0 po32aSHymi ¢pelimeopku iOpisHAIOMbCA Hacamneped ynpasniHCLKOK /02iKolw ma (hoKycom:
00Hi NiOKpecaoomb y32001eHICMb 0p2aHI3aUiliHUX enemeHmis, iHWi — moemanHicme i 0YiHIOBAHHA 3pinocmi, KOOPOUHAYHO 3MiH MiXt OOMeHaMU, PO3BUMOK
yucposux cnpomoxcHocmel i nidepcmea abo MoOepHi3ayito mexHon02i4HOI 0CHOBU AK ymMosy MacwimabysaHHA. Ha 0CHO8i 4b020 3aPONOHOBAHO MAMPUYHO
8ubopy, AKA NM08'A3YE XapaKMepHi opeaHi3ayiliHi Ipossu ma obmeseHHs 3 8idNosiOHUM (hpeliMBopKOM i OKpecstoe, AKi 000amMKosi KOMMOHEHMU J0YiNbHO
301y4amu 0718 MOBHIWO20 ynpasiHHA mpaxcgopmayieto. ObmexeHHA 00CIOHEHHSA N08’A3AHI 3 NePesaMaHHAM 8MOPUHHUX Oxcepen; nodanbwi pobomu
Marms nepegipumu 3anponoHo8aHuLi iHCMpyMeHm Ha eMmipU4YHUX Mamepianax i ymo4YHumu kpumepii npudamHocmi 01 pisHux 2any3el i pigHie 3pinocmi.
parkmuyHe 3HaYeHHs NoAS2A€E 8 NOBUWEHHI AKOCMI YNPaBAIHCEKUX pilieHb w000 subopy ma noeOHaHHA (peliMeopkis, Wo crpuse binbuw y3200HeHoMy
NAGHYBAHHIO, KpaWill KeposaHocmi 3MiH | 8UWili pe3ynbmamusHocmi yugposux iHiyiamus. Haykosa HO8U3HG pobomu NoaA2aE 8 CUCMEMHOMY 3icmas/eHHi
hpelimsopkis pisHoi mpupodu Ha crinbHili kKpumepiansHili ocHosi ma y hopmanizayii pesynbmamis y 8u2aadi MPUKAAOH020 iHCMpymMeHma subopy.
Knrouosi cnoea: yugpposa mpaHcgopmayis; ppelimeopku yugposoi mpaHcgopmauii; yupposa 3pinicme; cmpameziyHe ynpaeniHHs, ynpasniHceKi gpelim-
BOPKU; OpeaHi3auiliHa y3200HeHicms.
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(DT) has emerged as a critical strategic imperative

for organisations seeking to maintain a competitive
edge in a hyper-digitalized market. Driven by the rapid
advancement of technologies such as Artificial Intel-
ligence (AI), the Internet of Things (IoT), Big Data,
and cloud computing, this shift represents the Fourth
Industrial Revolution, which fundamentally reshapes
production, consumption, and organisational value
delivery. Despite the high priority placed on these ini-
tiatives, a significant gap remains between strategic
ambition and practical achievement: studies consis-
tently show that significant of digital transformation
initiatives fail to reach their goals due to fragmented
execution, lack of clear strategy, or cultural resistance.

In the contemporary era, digital transformation

Problem Statement

The practical significance of this problem is un-
derscored by the magnitude of organisational expen-
diture on digital transformation and the persistent
evidence of inefficiency in its deployment. A substan-
tial share of investment is routinely absorbed by ini-
tiatives that fail to translate technology adoption into
sustainable business value, most commonly because
implementation proceeds without coherent coordina-
tion across strategy, governance, operating model, and
capability development. Organisations that navigate
this journey successfully can achieve increased market
share, improved employee morale, and higher reve-
nue, while those that fail risk total obsolescence. From
a scientific perspective, there is a notable shortage of
rigorous research and validated material regarding the
effectiveness of many existing transformation models,
as many practitioner-led tools lack a clear research
process or scientific validation. Therefore, comparing
leading frameworks is a vital task to provide practitio-
ners with an evidence-based roadmap that aligns tech-
nology with organisational structure and culture.

Analysis of recent research and publications

Recent research converges on the view that
digital transformation (DT) is an enterprise-wide re-
configuration of how organisations create and deliver
value, not merely the deployment of new technologies.
Verhoef et al. [1] consolidate DT research across dis-
ciplines and emphasise that DT spans customer-facing
change, operational redesign, and business model in-
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novation, which helps explain why many initiatives
underperform when treated as isolated IT projects.
Complementing this strategic framing, Fernandez-Vi-
dal et al. [2] examine DT from the executive perspec-
tive and highlight that senior leadership must navigate
simultaneous demands of strategic direction, organi-
sational alignment, and sustained implementation —
an emphasis echoed in more practice-oriented synthe-
ses of DT strategy and management [3-5].

A parallel stream addresses the rapid prolif-
eration of DT frameworks. Imbar et al. [6] review DT
frameworks as a research object in itself, reflecting the
field’s shift from defining DT toward structuring it. Re-
iter [7] advances this by explicitly comparing leading
DT frameworks using evaluative criteria, demonstrat-
ing growing scholarly interest in framework selection
rather than framework advocacy. In addition, the litera-
ture increasingly treats DT as measurable. Spremi¢ and
Zentner [8] propose and validate a maturity construct
for digital business models, while Nguyen and Nguy-
en and Dang [9] empirically assess DT preparedness,
showing that readiness gaps remain significant and un-
even across firms — particularly relevant when frame-
works implicitly assume mature governance, metrics,
and capability baselines, a limitation that is especially
evident in small and medium-sized enterprises [10].

ore recent work also extends DT debate to-

ward sustainability and resilience. Chavar-

nakul et al. [11] synthesise research on re-
silient digital transformation and argue that sustained
digital capability depends on organisational condi-
tions such as governance, workforce development, and
adaptive routines, not solely on technology choices.
Sector-focused contributions further illustrate that
“best” frameworks can be context dependent: Attah
et al. [12] propose strategic framing for logistics and
energy, while Zimnoch [13] shows that transporta-
tion DT required explicit consideration of sector con-
straints when selecting and applying DT frameworks.

Identification of unresolved gaps

Despite the expanding evidence base, the lit-
erature still leaves a clear methodological gap for this
study. First, existing comparisons acknowledge many
frameworks but often evaluate artefacts with differ-
ent intended functions (alignment lenses, maturity
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instruments, sector strategies, leadership guidance),
which makes direct comparison conceptually unstable
[6; 7]. Second, readiness and maturity research dem-
onstrates capability heterogeneity across firms [8; 9],
yet the literature provides limited guidance on how
such heterogeneity should systematically determine
framework choice or predict implementation feasibil-
ity. Third, leadership and long-term capability reten-
tion are recognised as central to DT outcomes [1; 2],
but these insights are not consistently integrated into
comparative evaluations of frameworks in a way that
yields defensible conclusions about relative benefits,
weaknesses, and boundary conditions.

Accordingly, this article addresses the need for a
concise, criteria-consistent comparison of leading DT
frameworks that links what each framework priori-
tises to the constraints and organisational conditions
highlighted in recent empirical and review literature.

Formation of the objectives of the article (task
statement)

The aim of the article is to conduct a comparative
analysis of leading digital transformation frameworks
in order to identify their conceptual foundations,
evaluate their strengths and limitations against consis-
tent analytical criteria and propose an instrument to
choose one according to needs and goals of particular
company.

Methodological provisions

Digital transformation can be understood
through three closely connected concepts: digitiza-
tion, digitalization, and digital transformation in the
strict sense. Digitization denotes the technical conver-
sion of analogue information into digital form, mak-
ing it possible to represent, store, and process data in
computational systems. Digitalization extends beyond
this technical layer to the socio-technical adoption
of digital technologies in order to redesign routines,
workflows, offerings, and, in some cases, business
models. Digital transformation represents the broad-
er organisational shift that emerges when such tech-
nologies and redesigned practices become embedded
across the enterprise, leading to substantive changes in
operations, customer interaction, and the mechanisms
through which value is created and captured [14; 15].

These distinctions are not purely terminologi-
cal: they imply that successful digital transformation
requires coordinated change across multiple organi-
sational layers [11]. In line with contemporary DT
research, transformation outcomes depend on how ef-
fectively technology-enabled initiatives are integrated
with operating-model redesign, customer-facing value
creation, and — in more advanced cases — business
model renewal. Accordingly, a framework is valuable
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not because it “lists technologies,” but because it pro-
vides an organising logic for aligning strategic intent,
organisational design, capability development, and
measurable outcomes under conditions of uncertainty
and resistance.

A digital transformation framework is a struc-
tured guide for managing major, organisation-wide
change in operations, value delivery, and the use of
digital technologies. It does not list tools; it provides
a common language, sets priorities, and clarifies how
change should be coordinated and sequenced across
the organisation [6; 12].

ased on this definition, the main contribution of

the paper is a structured comparison of leading

frameworks. The core point is simple: frameworks
differ mainly in what they treat as the main barrier to
successful transformation. Some emphasise measuring
and realising value, others focus on internal alignment,
sequencing and maturity, enterprise-wide orchestration,
leadership capability, or legacy and platform renewal.
By analysing each framework on its own terms - i. e,,
what it assumes causes failure and what it prioritises in
response — the section identifies each framework’s key
strengths and its most common blind spots.

On this basis, the comparative analysis is orga-
nised around the mechanisms that frameworks use
to prevent well-intended digital initiatives from frag-
menting into disconnected projects. Specifically, the
study evaluates each framework by: (i) its implied
causal explanation of transformation failure/success;
(ii) the organisational prerequisites it assumes (gover-
nance, measurement discipline, leadership attention,
delivery capacity); and (iii) the practical consequenc-
es of these assumptions, expressed as characteristic
strengths and blind spots. This structure allows het-
erogeneous frameworks (diagnostic, maturity-based,
capability-based, and modernisation-focused) to be
compared without treating them as if they were the
same type of tool.

For the purposes of this comparative analysis,
six widely used digital transformation frameworks
were selected on the basis of documented prominence
in practitioner and institutional landscape reviews
and analytical distinctiveness, i. e., each framework
foregrounds a different primary constraint on trans-
formation success (alignment, value/measurement,
sequencing and maturity, enterprise-wide orchestra-
tion, capability-leadership co-evolution, or legacy/
platform renewal).

Main material of the study with substantia-
tion of the research results

The selection includes five consultancy-origin
frameworks and one research/advisory-origin frame-
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work (Gartner), which is retained because it repre-
sents a distinct value-realisation and measurement
logic that is central to contemporary DT practice [7;
16]. Accordingly, the frameworks compared in this
study are the following:
+ The Gartner digital transformation framework;
+ The McKinsey digital transformation framework;
+ The BCG digital transformation framework;
+ The Deloitte digital transformation framework;
+ MIT Sloan digital transformation framework;
+ Cognizant digital transformation framework.

his study applies a qualitative comparative syn-

thesis based on structured content analysis of re-

cent peer-reviewed DT literature and authorita-
tive practitioner framework descriptions. The selection
of the six frameworks (Gartner, McKinsey 7S, BCG, De-
loitte, MIT-Capgemini digital mastery, and Cognizant)
was guided by two principles: (i) prominence in widely
cited practitioner and institutional landscape reviews,
and (ii) analytical distinctiveness, such that each frame-
work foregrounds a different mechanism assumed to
determine transformation success.

To ensure comparability across heterogeneous
framework types (diagnostic alignment models, ma-
turity and benchmarking models, enterprise orches-
tration models, capability-leadership models, and
modernisation pathways), the analysis used a common
template for each framework:

1) the framework’s implied causal logic (what it
treats as the main reason transformations suc-
ceed or fail);

2) the organisational prerequisites implied by
that logic (e. g., governance capacity, measure-
ment capability, portfolio delivery capacity,
technology-estate readiness);

3) substantiated strengths (what the framework
supports particularly well);

4) characteristic limitations or blind spots (what
it tends to under-specify).

Finally, the cross-framework findings were syn-
thesised into a constraint-driven selection instrument.
This instrument maps observable organisational “chal-
lenge signals” (e. g., misalignment and cultural resis-
tance; limited value evidence; need for phased mo-
mentum; enterprise reinvention requirements; legacy/
platform constraints) to the framework whose causal
logic most directly addresses the dominant constraint,
while indicating complementary lenses required to
mitigate predictable omissions.

Framework-by-framework comparative analysis:

1. The McKinsey 7S model conceptualises digi-
tal transformation challenges primarily as an organi-
sational alignment problem arising from the inter-
dependence of seven elements — strategy, structure,
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systems, shared values, skills, style, and staff. Its core
explanatory claim is that transformation efforts fre-
quently stall when adjustments in the “hard” elements
(strategy, structure, systems) are not matched by cor-
responding shifts in the “soft” elements (shared values,
skills, style, staff), or when cultural and people-related
change is pursued without compatible structural and
systems redesign. The framework is therefore best
understood as a diagnostic lens rather than a step-by-
step implementation roadmap: it is designed to surface
where misalignments — often cultural or structural —
are likely to undermine adoption and execution. Con-
sistent with this logic, contemporary interpretations
commonly begin analysis with shared values, which
are placed at the centre of the model to signal their
foundational influence on the coherence of the re-
maining elements and, consequently, on the feasibility
of sustained organisational change. Recent McKinsey
publications continue to reference the 7-S elements
as a foundational alignment lens in operating-model
design; contemporary teaching-oriented summaries
likewise emphasise the centrality of shared values to
coherence across the remaining elements [2].

Substantiated strengths. As a diagnostic instru-
ment, 7S is empirically attractive because it renders
“culture” and “people” analysable as interacting organ-
isational variables rather than residual explanations.
7S provides a socio-technical coherence test: transfor-
mations fail when organisational components do not
co-evolve.

Substantiated limitations. Precisely because it
is an alignment model, 7S is weaker as a delivery archi-
tecture: it does not, by itself, specify sequencing, port-
folio governance, or metrics design at the granularity
required for staged implementation and cost control.
This limitation is inherent to the model’s purpose (di-
agnosis and alignment), not a defect of execution.

2. In contemporary practitioner descriptions,
BCG’s approach is distinctive in treating transforma-
tion as a time-phased capability build that must bal-
ance quick results with deeper reinvention. This logic
could be summarized through three layers: quick
wins (0-12 months), business transformation (12-24
months), and business model transformation (24+
months). The implied causal mechanism is that early
gains create momentum and learning, but long-run
advantage requires operating-model and business-
model shifts [17].

BCG operationalises its maturity logic through
the Digital Acceleration Index (DAI), which it presents
as a global, multiyear research and benchmarking
stream used to characterise how digitally leading firms
build repeatable innovation capacity and link ope-
rating-model design to speed and value creation. In
this framing, maturity assessment is not a stand-alone
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scorecard but a diagnostic that informs prioritisation
and the design of the organisational “learning loop” BCG
associates with sustained digital delivery at scale [18].
Complementary, high-credibility practitioner reporting
(Google Cloud summarising BCG research) describes
the DAI as comprising multiple dimensions/categories
that measure areas such as digital strategy and gover-
nance, platforms, security, and analytics — reinforcing
that the instrument is intended as a multi-dimensional
maturity baseline rather than a single KPI [9; 19].

Substantiated strengths. Two benefits follow
directly from the sources: BCG provides sequencing
logic (phased horizons) that many alignment-only
models lack; and the DAI supplies an empirical diag-
nostic baseline to prioritise interventions and compare
against peers, linking maturity to organisational learn-
ing and repeatable innovation capacity.

Substantiated limitations. The same design
implies resource intensity: phased programmes plus
maturity benchmarking presume data availability,
cross-functional delivery capacity, and the ability to
run multiple initiatives as a managed portfolio — con-
ditions that are uneven across organisations. (This is
also why some practitioner guides explicitly frame
DALI as diagnostic and requiring follow-on execution
frameworks.)

3. Deloitte’s framework is explicitly “end-to-
end,” defined through six dimensions: Digital Strategy,
Business Model Innovation, Customer Experience,
Workforce Enablement, Operational Efficiency, and
Technology Infrastructure. The core causal story is
orchestration: transformation succeeds when these
domains are jointly designed rather than optimised
independently [20].

Thl. 1 shows that the Deloitte approach frames
transformation as multi-domain orchestration rather

than a single-stream technology programme. The ex-
plicit inclusion of workforce enablement and opera-
tional redesign aligns with socio-technical findings that
adoption and capability development are central deter-
minants of transformation sustainability. At the same
time, the breadth of the model implies higher coordina-
tion and assessment overhead, which becomes a practi-
cal boundary condition for organisations with limited
analytical capacity or weak portfolio governance.

his orchestration logic can be anchored more

explicitly in Deloitte’s Digital Maturity Index,

which operationalises digital maturity via a
structured assessment (reported as multiple param-
eters and maturity archetypes), thereby supporting
comparative diagnosis and capability roadmapping
rather than ad hoc domain-by-domain optimisation
[20]. Moreover, recent applied research illustrates the
practical uptake of Deloitte-branded maturity think-
ing through five maturity levels, used to evaluate and
differentiate organisations” digital status (e. g., plac-
ing lower-ranked entities at earlier levels and higher-
ranked entities at later levels) [9].

Substantiated strengths. Deloitte’s principal
contribution (as evidenced by the sources) is scope
completeness: it makes “workforce enablement” and
operating efficiency co-equal with strategy, experi-
ence, and infrastructure — thereby aligning with socio-
technical findings that transformation requires chang-
es to skills and operating routines, not only systems.

Substantiated limitations. The trade-off is as-
sessment and coordination overhead: multi-dimen-
sional models impose analytic workload and require
multi-year, cross-functional programme management
capacity. This is implied by the framework’s breadth
and reinforced by the way maturity-level implementa-

Table 1

Deloitte framework domains

Domain

Analytical emphasis

Digital Strategy

Establish strategic intent for transformation, translate it into an actionable roadmap,
and align senior leadership around priorities, governance, and accountability

Business Model

Reconfigure value creation and capture through new offerings, platform/ecosystem partici-
pation, and revised revenue and operating logics

Customer Experience

Design integrated, omnichannel customer journeys that leverage data and real-time insight
to enable personalisation and consistent service quality

Workforce Enablement

Develop workforce capability and adoption by providing enabling tools, automation sup-
port, and systematic skills development aligned to new ways of working

Operations

Redesign processes and workflows to improve efficiency and scalability, while embedding
agile practices and continuous improvement routines

Technology

Build a flexible, secure, and future-ready architecture (e. g., cloud foundations, API-based in-
tegration, Al enablement, and resilient security controls) to support enterprise-wide change

Source: adapted by the authors.
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tions are used as comparative evaluation instruments
rather than lightweight checklists.

4. The MIT Sloan stream conceptualises digital
transformation through a capability-based lens, treat-
ing “digital maturity” as the extent to which an organi-
sation converts technological innovation into enter-
prise digital capabilities and simultaneously leads the
organisational integration required to embed those ca-
pabilities in routines, structures, and culture. Within
this perspective, capability development is commonly
articulated across three core domains — customer ex-
perience, operational processes, and business models —
which are repeatedly treated as central loci through
which digital initiatives translate into operational im-
provement and value reconfiguration.

ecent peer-reviewed work operationalises this

MIT-oriented stream as a capability—leader-

ship duality and uses it to classify organisations
into maturity profiles (e. g., distinguishing technology-
heavy versus leadership-embedded transformation
patterns), which supports comparative diagnosis be-
yond narrative description. Building on this duality,
organisations can be positioned in maturity profiles
such as Beginners, Conservatives, Fashionistas, and
Digirati (Digital Masters), enabling systematic com-
parison of how “digital masters” construct and man-
age digital competence and linking higher maturity
to superior performance outcomes in the underlying
research tradition [2; 9].

Tbl. 2 operationalises the MIT capability lens by
identifying where digital initiatives must accumulate
into organisational capability rather than remain proj-
ect-level artefacts. The model’s diagnostic value lies in
making leadership and change capability an explicit
co-determinant of performance: intensive digitisation
without corresponding transformation management
capability predicts unstable adoption and limited
business impact. However, because the framework
remains intentionally high-level, it typically requires
translation into concrete governance routines, se-

quencing logic, and measurement mechanisms during
implementation.

Substantiated strengths. The model’s research
value is theoretical parsimony: it reduces a sprawling
phenomenon into an empirically tractable two-dimen-
sional construct, enabling comparative diagnosis (e. g.,
distinguishing technology-heavy “fashionistas” from
leadership-and-capability-strong “digirati”). In explana-
tory terms, the framework foregrounds leadership in-
tensity and change capability as causal, not peripheral.

Substantiated limitations. Because the model
is intentionally high-level, it typically requires transla-
tion into operational governance, portfolio sequenc-
ing, and measurement systems — areas where frame-
works such as Gartner (metrics/value realisation) or
Deloitte (multi-domain orchestration) provide more
explicit scaffolding. The need for operational transla-
tion follows from the framework’s abstraction level,
not from a lack of empirical grounding.

5. The Gartner approach operationalises trans-
formation as an enterprise programme that must be
continuously tethered to measurable value. In the
practitioner formulation the framework is organised
around five domains — Vision & Strategy, Customer
Experience, Operating Model, Technology Core, and
Metrics & Value Realization — explicitly positioning
measurement as the mechanism that prevents “digital
ambition” from decoupling from realised outcomes.
Gartner’s publicly available survey reporting indicates
that fewer than half of digital initiatives meet or exceed
intended business outcome targets, reinforcing the
framework’s emphasis on value realisation disciplines
and outcome-linked governance rather than technolo-
gy deployment alone) [7; 9].

Tbl. 3 consolidates the framework’s five-domain
logic into an analytical form. Importantly, the domains
are not independent checklists: the model assumes
that the operating model and technology core must be
redesigned in service of an explicitly stated value logic,
which is then governed through outcome-oriented
metrics. This strengthens accountability and reduces

Table 2

MIT framework domains

Domain

Analytical emphasis

Customer Experience

Use data-driven insight to enable personalisation, support consistent omnichannel journeys,
and improve customer value delivery

Operational Processes

Redesign internal processes through automation and real-time data use, strengthening cross-
functional coordination and execution efficiency

Business Models

Develop digitally enabled offerings and revenue logics, including platform-based models
and participation in broader ecosystems

Employee Experience

Extend transformation to work design by making employee experience more human-centred,
reducing friction in daily work, and strengthening adoption of digital practices

Source: adapted by the authors.
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Table 3

Gartner framework domains

Domain

Analytical emphasis

Vision and Strategy

Articulate digital ambition in continuity with corporate strategy and the value proposition,
anchoring priorities in explicit customer and business outcomes

Customer Experience

Design and govern digitally mediated customer journeys and touchpoints to improve
perceived value, engagement quality, and satisfaction across channels

Operating Model

Reconfigure operating arrangements - process architecture, governance and decision rights,
roles, and capability portfolios - to enable sustained digital delivery and adoption

Technology Core

Build a resilient, scalable, modular technology foundation (e.g., cloud infrastructure, API-based
integration, automation, Al enablement) to support interoperability, iteration, and reuse

Metrics and Value
Realisation

Institutionalise outcome-oriented measurement by linking initiatives to business KPIs
and explicit value-realisation mechanisms beyond IT-centric metrics

Source: adapted by the authors.

“digital activity without impact,” but it also creates a
threshold condition: if an organisation lacks reliable
KPIs, data quality, or cross-functional ownership, the
measurement layer risks becoming symbolic rather
than steering decisions.

Substantiated strengths. The framework’s de-
sign advantage is methodological discipline: it forces
ex ante specification of business KPIs, clarifies how
the operating model must change to deliver them, and
treats the “technology core” as a scalable architectural
substrate rather than a project-specific toolset. In go-
vernance terms, this is a control-and-accountability
theory of transformation: outcomes improve when
value hypotheses are made explicit and tracked.

Substantiated limitations. The same logic im-
plies a capability threshold: to execute Gartner’s model
as described, organisations require mature perfor-
mance measurement and cross-functional governance
capacity; otherwise, the metrics layer risks becoming
symbolic rather than decision-relevant. This is not a
minor operational nuance: it marks a structural de-
pendency that mid-capability firms often lack, which
can lead to “metric theatre” rather than value steering.

6. Cognizant: legacy/platform modernisation
and Al-readiness as the binding constraint. Cogni-
zant’s approach is anchored in the proposition that
legacy technology constraints increasingly determine
transformation speed — particularly under Al-driven
timelines. In Cognizant’s recent executive survey re-
porting, 85% of respondents indicated plans to accel-
erate their use of Al and automation over the next two
years, and 79% stated that their organisations need
to modernise their technology infrastructure to keep
pace with the growing demand for Al The same source
frames modernisation as a “flywheel” (Modernize-
and-Transform) with phases spanning modernisation,
data/architecture simplification, Al enablement, and
scaling — presenting transformation as an engineer-
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ing-and-operating-model pathway rather than a pure-
ly strategic exercise [19; 21; 22].

Substantiated strengths. Cognizant’s advantage
is constraint realism: it centres platform renewal, data
foundations, and automation at scale, thereby directly
addressing technical debt as a limiting factor for Al-
era transformation.

Substantiated limitations. The approach is
most applicable where legacy complexity is genuinely
binding; in lower-legacy contexts, its technology-cen-
tred emphasis may under-specify cultural alignment
and leadership capability issues relative to frameworks
such as 7S or MIT. This boundary condition is implicit
in the framework’s problem framing (legacy/moderni-
sation mandate) and the kinds of transformation sce-
narios it highlights.

The framework comparisons above indicate that
each model is optimised for a different dominant fail-
ure mechanism. To translate these findings into an ap-
plied contribution, Thl. 4 presents a constraint-driven
selection matrix that links observable organisational
signals to a primary framework choice. The purpose of
the matrix is not to rank frameworks, but to improve
fit: it recommends the framework whose causal logic
most directly addresses the dominant barrier, and it
specifies complementary lenses required to mitigate
predictable blind spots.

Read as a decision aid, Table 4 implies two prac-
tical principles. First, framework choice should begin
with diagnosis of the dominant constraint (alignment,
value evidence, sequencing, orchestration, capability/
leadership, or legacy). Second, robust programmes
are often hybrid by necessity: the primary framework
should be complemented by the minimum secondary
lens needed to cover what the primary framework un-
der-specifies (e. g., pairing value-realisation logic with
alignment diagnosis, or pairing modernisation path-
ways with capability and adoption design).
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DT framework selection matrix

Table 4

Dominant diagnostic signal Primary Core mechanism foregrounded Complel.nent toreduce
framework blind spots
Adoption stalls due to mis- . . . Add sequencing/maturity
. Socio-technical alignment across .
alignment between structure/ . N e uom lens (BCG or Deloitte) for
. McKinsey 7S hard” and “soft” elements; shared . .
systems and values/skills/ roadmapping and portfolio
. values as coherence anchor [16; 17] )
behaviours pacing [18; 19; 20]
Legacy/pl.atfor'm const.ralnts Modernisation-first logic; platform Add allgnment/capablllt¥
block scaling (integration . . . lens (7S or MIT) for adoption
i Cognizant | and data foundations as prerequi- )
debt, data fragmentation, sites for automation/Al scaling [21] and operating-model rede-
Al readiness gaps) 9 sign [9; 16; 17]
Value cannot be evidenced e Add 7S (alignment)
Value realisation discipline; initiative- . .
(weak KPIs/ROI, outcome . . or Deloitte (enterprise
e Gartner to-KPI linkage across enterprise do- .
ambiguity, “activity without mains [7: 16: 17] orchestration) after measure-
impact”) Y ment baseline [16; 17; 20]
Enterpnsg-mde remven- . Multi-domain orchestration; maturity | Add BCG (phased momen-
tion required (multi-domain . . . . .
Deloitte framing for coordinated capability tum) or MIT (leadership-capa-
change across CX - ops - roadmaps [20] bility co-evolution) [9; 18; 19]
workforce - tech) P y e
Need rapid wins while pre- Time-phased delivery and DAI Adfj Deloitte (|qst|tut|onall—
. h : R sation) or 7S (alignment to
serving longer-term reinven- BCG benchmarking to prioritise levers .
S . prevent adoption stall) [16;
tion intent and sustain speed [18; 19]
17;20]
D|g|ta! |.n.|t|at|ves ex.lst, .but Co-evolution of digital capability and Add Gartner (value/KPIs) for
capabilities do not institu- . . . measurable outcomes and
L . transformation/ leadership capability; .
tionalise (pilot-to-scale gap; MIT Sloan o . Deloitte/BCG for orchestra-
.y . capability accumulation across CX - . .
uneven leadership intensity; operations — business models [9] tion and sequencing at port-
weak adoption routines) P folio level [7; 19; 20]

Source: adapted by the authors based on [7; 9; 16-21].

CONCLUSIONS

Digital transformation constitutes a strategic
and organisational challenge that cannot be addressed
through technology adoption alone. Recent DT schol-
arship frames transformation as an enterprise-wide
reconfiguration of value creation, operating arrange-
ments, and capabilities, which helps explain why initia-
tives frequently underperform when pursued as frag-
mented projects rather than coordinated change pro-
grammes. This paper responded to that gap by treating
“digital transformation frameworks” not as universal
recipes but as structured lenses that guide coordina-
tion, sequencing, and institutionalisation of change.

The central result of the study is a comparative
synthesis showing that widely used frameworks dif-
fer primarily in the constraint they treat as decisive
for success. Alignment-oriented logic (McKinsey 7S)
foregrounds socio-technical coherence across “hard”
and “soft” organisational elements; phased and bench-
mark-oriented approaches (BCG) emphasise momen-
tum and prioritisation across time horizons; enter-
prise orchestration models (Deloitte) prioritise cross-
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domain coordination; capability-based perspectives
(MIT digital mastery) stress the co-evolution of digital
capabilities and transformation management capabili-
ty; and modernisation pathways (Cognizant) treat leg-
acy/platform constraints and Al-readiness as binding
conditions for scaling. In practical terms, these frame-
works are therefore best understood as complements
that address different failure mechanisms, rather than
as substitutes competing for a single “best” position.

To translate this insight into a usable instrument,
the paper proposed a constraint-driven selection ma-
trix that links observable organisational signals (e. g.,
misalignment and silos; weak value evidence; need for
staged momentum; enterprise reinvention require-
ments; legacy bottlenecks under Al pressure) to an
appropriate primary framework and identifies what
should be complemented to mitigate predictable blind
spots. This decision logic is consistent with broader
evidence that organisations differ substantially in pre-
paredness and capability baselines, and that these dif-
ferences shape what forms of transformation can be
executed and sustained.
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The findings also underscore the importance
of executive leadership and governance that can in-
tegrate strategy, alignment, and sustained execution.
Research on transformation “from the top” indicates
that DT creates distinctive managerial demands and
requires active senior involvement to steer priorities,
manage organisational tensions, and institutionalise
new routines. Accordingly, the paper’s selection ma-
trix should be read not as a purely technical decision
aid but as a governance tool: it clarifies what an organi-
sation must be able to coordinate (and what it must be
willing to change) for a chosen framework to be more
than a descriptive label.

Future research should prioritise empirical vali-
dation of the proposed selection logic. In particular,
comparative longitudinal studies could test whether
“constraint-aligned” framework choice improves val-
ue realisation and the resilience of digital capabilities
over time — an issue that recent systematic review
work identifies as central to sustaining transformation
beyond initial implementation waves. Further work is
also needed to specify sectoral boundary conditions,
since the dominant constraint — and thus the best pri-
mary framework — may vary systematically by indus-
try structure, regulation, and competitive dynamics.

transformation requires framework choice that is

contingent, diagnosis-driven, and capability-aware.
The study’s main contribution is to show that transfor-
mation frameworks encode different causal assump-
tions about failure and success, and to operationalise
that insight into a structured selection instrument that
helps organisations align their goals and constraints
with an appropriate transformation logic. L

In conclusion, the strategic management of digital
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Inbuyk M. T., lopeiiko [. fl. 36anaHcoBaHe Al-ynpaBniHHa BigganeHumu IT-komaHgaMu: KOHLENTyanbHa Mogenb
iHTerpauii anropuTMiuHOro MOHITOPUMHIY Ta KOMaHAHOI 3rypTOBaHOCTI

Y cmammi docnidxeHo mpaHcihopmauito modenel ynpasnivHa IT-npoekmamu 8 ymoeax nowupeHHs siodaneHux opmamie pobomu ma akmueHoi iHme-
2payjii cucmem wmy4Ho20 iHMeneKkmy 8 ynpasniHcuKi mpoyecu. AKmyansHicme 00CnioHeHHs 3yMOB/eHa 3pOCMAHHAM CKAAOHOCMI KoopduHayii dianbHocmi
po3nodineHux IT-komaHO y yugpposomy cepedosuLly, W0 Xapakmepu3yeMbCA BUCOKOK HEBU3HAYEHICMI0, HeniHiliHicmio npoyecie ma nidguweHuM pigHem op-
2aHi3ayiliHoi mypbyneHmHocmi, Aki onucytomsca KoHuenyieto BANI (Brittle, Anxious, Nonlinear, Incomprehensible). Y makux ymosax mpaduyilini nidxodu do
YNpaeniHHA POEKMAMU, 30CHOBAHI HA IEPAPXIYHOMY KOHMPOAI Ma py4HOMY GHAAI3I iHhopMayii, Mocmynoso empa4aoms egeKmueHicmb, W0 aKMyasniaye
HeobXiOHICMb 8UKOPUCMAHHSA AN20PUMMIYHUX IHCMpPyMeHmie NIOMPUMKU MPUTHAMMA ynpasniHCeKuX piweHb. BOOHoYAc HAOMIPHA an2o0pummi3ayis ynpas-
NIHHA MO3e CMBOPIBAMU PU3UKU 3HUMEHHS 008ipU, A8MOHOMIi NPAYigHUKIE Ma Ncuxoao2iyHoi besnexu 8 KOMAHAAX, Wo 3yMOBIE nompeby opmy8aHHs
36anaHcosaHux modeneli iHmezpayii wmy4Ho20 iHMenekmy 8 ynpaesniHceki mpakmuku. Memoto cmammi € meopemuyHe 06rpyHMysaHHs Ma Po3pobeH-
HA KOHUenmyansHoi modesni 36anaHcosaHo20 Al-ynpasniHHa IT-NPoEkMamu, AKa iHmezpye an2o0pummivHuUli MOHIMopUHa MPOOYKMUBHOCMI 3 MexaHi3Mamu
niompumKu KOMaHOHoi 32ypmosaHocmi 8iddaneHux IT-komaHd. MemodosnoaiyHy ocHosy 00CAIOMeHHS CMAHOBIMb Memoou CLUCMeMHO-CMPYKMYypPHO20
aHANI3y HaYKoBUX OXepes, MOPiBHANbHO20 aHANI3y mPpaduyiliHux i anzopummivHux nidxodig 0o ynpasniHHA NPOEKMAMU, @ MAKOX Memoou y3a2asbHEeHHA
ma KOHUeNnmyanbHo2o MOOeo8aHHA. Y Mexax 00CniOHEeHHA MPOaHani308aHO Cy4acHi HayKosi mioxodu 00 an20pummiYHo20 MeHeddMeHmy, couiomex-
HiYHOI iHMe2payii YughposUX cucMem ynpaeaiHHA Ma BUKOPUCMAHHSA aHaAIMUKU 0aHux y cepedosuwi siddaneHoi crisnpaui. Y pesynemami docaioeHHs
CUCMemMamu308aHO IHCMPYMeHMU an20pUMMIYHO20 MOHIMOPUHRY 3G MPLOMA B3GEMOMOB’A3AHUMU PIBHAMU: 0nepayiliHum, MPO2HOCMUYHUM i COYianbHO-
KomyHikayiliHum. OnepayiliHuli pieeHb OXONMOE aHAAI3 MOKA3HUKIE MPOOYKMUBHOCMI Mpoyecie po3pobKu npoepamHo20 3abe3neyeHHs, npoeHoOCMuYHul —
0/120pUMMU MPO2HO3YBAHHSA PU3UKIE BUKOHAHHSA MPOEKMIi8 Ma YnpasniHHA Pecypcamu, a CoyianbHo-KOMyHIKayiliHuli — iHcmpymeHmu aHanizy KoMaHOHoI
830€MO00ii, KOMyHIKQUiliHUX Mepex( i MCUX002iYH020 CMAHY Y4aCHUKI8 KOMAHOU. Ha 0CHOBI uiei cucmemamu3sayii 3anpPonoHOBAHO KOHUENMYanbHy MoOenb
36a1aHC08aH020 Al-ynpasniHHa IT-npoekmanu, wo NoedHye A0po ouiH8arHHs npodykmusHocmi (Performance Core) i3 wapom aHanisy KOMaHOHoI 32ypmo-
gaHocmi (Cohesion Layer). Modens donosHeHa cucmemoto emuKo-pagosux 3anobixHUKie BUKOPUCMAHHS aA20pUMMIYHUX cucmemM ma MpuHyunom Human
Override, axuli 3a6e3nevye 36epexceHHs npiopumemy MtodCLKOI iHMepnpemauyii pesyabmamig an2opummiyHo20 aHanizy. [pakmuyHe 3Ha4eHHs 00CAiOHeHHs
nons2ae 8 po3pobseHHi M0emanHo20 an20pUMMY 8MPOBAOHEHHS 3aMPONOHOBAHOI Modeni 8 cucmemy ynpasniHHA IT-npoekmamu, wo nepedbayae ayoum
YUghposoi 3pinocmi op2aHi3auyii, HAAAWMYBAHHSA MEMPUK 20PUMMIYHO20 MOHIMOPUHRY, iHMezpauyito iHcmpymeHmie aHaAni3y KOMAaHOHOI 83aemodii ma po3-
8UMOK ynpasniHcbKux Komnemeruili y chepi iHmepnpemauii anzopummiyHux daHux. 3anponoHosaruli nioxio cnpuse nidguuwieHHIo onepayiliHoi cmitikocmi
IT-npoeKkmie, NOKPAWEHHIO AKOCMI YNPaBAiHCLKUX piieHs y 8i00aAeHUX KOMAHAAX i (hopmMy8aHHI0 bANGHCY MiX MEXHOAO02IYHOK eheKmUBHICMIO YugGposux
cucmem ynpaeniHHa ma coyiansHoto cmilikicmio op2aHizayiliHo2o cepedosuwya.
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