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Abstract 
Business Process Management (BPM) is emerging as an important management practice, providing 
organisations with a means for increasing competitiveness. As part of their BPM undertaking, 
organisations assign process-based roles to their employees. One of these roles is that of the process 
owner, which is broadly recognised as a crucial element for BPM. This report presents one of the first 
empirica! investigations of this role. This report discusses the current state of literature on process 
ownership and the outcomes of an exploratory survey and in-depth case studies on the fulfilment of 
process ownership are presented. On top of that, an outlook for future research in this area is 
provided . 
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Summary 
Ever more organisations are discerning the potential value of Business Process Management (BPM). 
Whereas process management used to focus on workflow management, radical reengineering, or 
continuous process improvement out of quality perspective, BPM is now emerging as a holistic 
management discipline. 

From this holistic perspective, organisations aim to realise the ir objectives through the management, 
control and improvement of their business processes. In order to embed BPM as a sustainable 
management practice, organisations call BPM governance structures into existence. In these 
structures, employees are assigned process-based roles rather than or on top of their trad itional 
hierarchical functions. 

This report concerns a research project into one of these process roles; that of the process owner. 
Research into process ownership is justified by a literature review, which revealed that process 
ownership is expected to be a key element of BPM. Surprisingly, the review also revealed that only 
little research has been conducted in this area: only little consensus on the process owner role exists, 
and in most publications in which process ownership is addressed, the topic is treated superficially. 
Furthermore, only little empirica! research into process ownership has been conducted . 

Since little is known about the process owner role, a descriptive, empirica! research project exploring 
the fulfilment of process ownership in practice is formulated . As some literature indicates that the 
fulfilment of process ownership is related to BPM maturity (BPMM), the following research questions 
were formulated: 

How is process ownership fulfilled in practice across various levels of BPM maturity? 

This main research question was divided into two sub research questions: 

1 How is the process owner role implemented by organisations across various levels of BPM maturity? 

How is the role fulfilled by process owners across various levels of BPM maturity? 

Two different research methods were applied for answering these research questions. The first is an 
survey that resulted in 22 usable responses, the second is a case study approach that resulted in two 
in-depth case studies. The aim of the survey was to get more familiar with the topic and to 
investigate the organisational fulfilment of process ownership among a broad population. The case 
studies complemented the survey by investigating both the organisational implementation and 
actual fulfilment of process ownership in its real-life context with the aim to get an integrated, in
depth understanding of this role. The following deliverables were formulated for this research 
project: 

• lnsight in the organisational implementation of process ownership across various levels of 
BPMM; 

• ln-depth insight in the actua/fulfilment of process ownership across various levels of BPMM; 
These research deliverables inherently also provide insight into the levels of BPMM of the 
organisations under consideration. All these deliverables should contribute to providing an outlook 
for future research in this area . 

Below, the research findings are presented : 

Organisational implementation of process ownership across various levels of BPMM 
The following aspects were considered for investigating the organisational implementation of 
process ownership: the process owner's level and position in the organisation, the existence of a 
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process ownership hierarchy, the role as part-time or full-time occupation, responsibilities, tasks and 
authorities. The survey outcomes address these aspects and are presented below. lt should be noted 
that - as process ownership is considered to be an element of BPM - all survey responses concern 
organisations with some kind of BPM initiative. 

Overall, the survey outcomes confirmed that the (organisational) implementation of process 
ownership is related to the organisation's level of BPMM . In this research, a distinction between two 
levels of BPMM has been made: those organisations in the early stages of BPMM and those on the 
progressed levels of BPMM. Same aspects of the organisational implementation of process 
ownership hold for organisations bath in the early stages of BPMM and those on progressed levels of 
BPMM. These are presented below, then the main differences are discussed . 

•!• Common aspects 
The process owner role is assigned by the majority of organisations, and is primarily assigned as a 
part-time function of managers in the line of the organisation. The majority of the process owners 
are responsible for bath process performance and process improvement. The most important tasks 
carried out by these process owners are related to ensuring process performance and concern 
among others the monitoring of process performance and problem solving in the process. Despite 
these genera! characteristic, many differences concerning the fulfilment of process ownersh ip on the 

•!• Differences 

On top of these similarities, the following main differences between the fulfilment of process 
ownership on the early stages and progressed levels of BPMM can be reported: 

• All respondents in the progressed group report that their organisation works with process 
owners, versus 69% of the respondents in the early stage group. This finding indicates the 
importance of the process owner role. 

• Half of the respondents in the progressed group report to have process ownership on an 
executive level, versus 7% in the early stage group. This finding indicates the importance of 
executive buy-in which is in line with the find ings reported by De Bruin (2007) . 

• In the progressed group, half of the respondents report to have a process ownership 
hierarchy, versus only one fifth in the early stage group. 

• Respondents in the progressed group more aften report that process owners have the 
responsibility for process improvement. This finding could indicate that these organisations 
have identified and implemented their processes, and naw move on to the following steps in 
the process management lifecycle. 

• The process owner role seems to have more body in the progressed group: overall process 
owners report to have more tasks. Whereas the tasks in the early group are mainly internally 
focused, in the progressed group the focus has also shifted towards external tasks. On top of 
that, the task 'initiate process improvements' is mentioned more frequently. This finding is in 
line with the differences in responsibilities as indicated above. 

Actual fulfilment of the process owner role 
The in-depth case studies allowed for t he investigation of bath the organisational and actual 
fulfilment of the process owner role in practice. As BPM is a strategie issue to the case organ isations, 
outcomes are presented here anonymously. Bath case organisations happened to represent the 
'progressed' BPMM group and have - since the survey revealed that the fulfilment of process 
ownership differs across various levels of BPMM - limited generisability for the early stage 
organisations. Although the genera! image of the organisational fulfilment as present above is to a 
large extend similar to the organisational fulfilment by the case organisations (and therefore omitted 
here), the accent of the actual fulfilment by the process owners appeared to differ substantially. 
Below, the actual fulfilment of these roles is elaborated on . 
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In case A, the process owner role can best be described as that of process chain manager. Main 
activities carried out by the process owner include monitoring process performance, initiating and 
conducting improvement projects, representing the process chain as a contact point, and policy 
development. The process owner in case A has succeeded to implement process management over 
the entire chain. lngredients for succeeding appear to be an urgent performance issue for which BPM 
was expected to provide a solution, a process owner who is capable of enthusing and persuading 
others to cooperate and who is provided the time and opportunity to fulfil this role by his functional 
manager. The relevance of this implementation of BPM in the business is that process performance is 
likely to have a positive impact on business performance. 

In case B, process owners are responsible for the performance and improvement of a part of a 
business process over which they have hierarchical responsibility as line manager. Therefore it is 
questionable of this fulfilment truly represents process ownership. What is considered to be a main 
part of the process owner role has to do with keeping process documentation aligned with actual 
processes at the workshop. This approach seems to follow the organisations strong and powerful 
technocracy. Although the added value of BPM for the process owners is limited, BPM aids the 
organisation in creating synergies with business partners and ensures compliance with law and 
legislation. 

In short, this research started with the identification of a gap in literature, which revealed that 
limited research has been conducted in the field of BPM as a holistic management practice including 
process ownership. An explorative research project was initiated which revealed that the vast 
majority of organisations conducting BPM work with process owners - and this role therefore seems 
to be much more common in practice than in literature. Other important outcomes are first of all, 
that process ownership is related to the organisation's level of BPMM. Secondly, despite several 
common characteristics regarding the organisational fulfilment of process ownership, the accent in 
the actual fulfilment of this role can be quite different. The actual fulfilment carne across in this 
research project resem bied the roles of chain manager and an administrative role, but it is expected 
that more types of roles can be discovered in practice. 

Despite these differences, indications were found for the importance of the process owner role and 
an outlook for further research in this are could be provided . 
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Chapter 1- lntroduction 
Business Process Management (BPM), "the achievement of an organisation's objectives through the 
management, contra/, and improvement of essentia/ business processes" (Jeston and Nelis 2006 p.11) 
is emerging as an important management practice (De Bruin 2007). BPM provides organisations with 
a means of increasing competitiveness and sustainability in time of market uncertainty, increasing 
globalisation and constantly changing business conditions (De Bruin 2007) . The momentum that BPM 
is gaining in industry was demonstrated by a Gartner study (2005) in which BPM was identified as the 
number one business priority. 

In an attempt to embed BPM as 'management as usual', organisations establish BPM governance 
structures in which employees are assigned roles based on processes rather than, or on top of, their 
hierarchical functions. An example of such a role is that of process owner. A literature review on this 
topic revealed that process ownership is broadly recognised as a crucial element for BPM, yet very 
little about this role is known. These findings justify a research undertaking in this area from an 
academie perspective. From an industry point of view, more insight into the (potential) fulfilment of 
the process owner role might aid organisations in effectively fulfilling this role. This is at least of the 
interest of this research's industry partner YNNO (see www.ynno.com), which is among other 
specialised in process management. 

This report is structured as follows : 

Chapter 2 discusses the literature review that formed the background for this research project. On 
top of that, it presents the theoretica! framework underlying this research project. 

Chapter 3 follows with the research design, including a discussion of the research questions, a 
specification of the research type, the unit of analysis and the research model to transform the 
research question into findings. 

In Chapter 4, the methodology applied in the first research method - an exploratory survey - is 
presented. 

Chapter 5 addresses the outcomes of the exploratory survey. 

Chapter 6 presents the methodology applied in the second research method : a (multiple) case study 
approach. 

Chapters 7 and 8 discuss the outcomes of the two in-depth case studies. Bath chapters follow the 
structure of the theoretica! framework as presented in Chapter 2. 

In Chapter 9, the research is summarised, limitations are discussed, a reflection on the theoretica! 
framework, recommendations for practitioners and an outlook for future research are provided . 
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Chapter 2 - Literature review 
As mentioned in the introduction, this research started with a literature review including an 
investigation of the current state of literature on process ownership as an element of BPM, and an 
evaluation of the academie relevance of this topic. This chapter firstly addresses the methodology 
applied in the literature review. Secondly, the literature research questions are presented. Thirdly, 
the outcomes are discussed and lastly a theoretica! framework is presented to form a basis for the 
conduct of the research . 

2.1 Literature review methodology 
For the literature review, scientific literature was used, accessible through databases from the 
Eindhoven University of Technology (TU/e) . Publications were searched with the search engines 
ABl/lnform, Science Direct and Google Scholar. These internet sources were completed with 
literature out of the university library. Si nee only little relevant literature for answering the literature 
study questions was found, less emphasis was placed on journal ranking, year of publication, or 
number of quotations of the relevant publications. 

2.2 Literature review research questions 
The aim of the literature review is to get insight into BPM and process ownership. The following 
questions for the literature study were formulated : 

• What is BPM? 
• What does the role of process owner contain? 
• Is process ownership a success factor for BPM? 
• How can behaviour be related to process ownership? 

This last question was formulated to get insight in the actual fulfilment of the process owner role, 
including a potential explanation of this behaviour. 

2.3 Literature review outcomes 
In this paragraph, it is attempted to answer the literature research questions introduced above. 

2.3.1 What is BPM? 

According to Jeston and Nelis (2007), many organisations have understood the importance and 
potential of BPM. According to De Bruin (2007), BPM is emerging as an important management 
practice, providing organisations with a means of increasing competitiveness and sustainability in 
time of market uncertainty, increasing globalisation and constantly changing business conditions. 

While BPM is of high interest to both academies and practitioners, BPM as a field of study is still in its 
infancy (Hung 2006). De Bruin (2007) adds that there is little that invests BPM in its broadest sense as 
a holistic management discipline. This would include the area of process roles including process 
ownership. This infancy is also witnessed by the fact there is no consensus on the definition of BPM, 
something diagnosed by among others Pritchard and Armistead (1999) and Reijers (2003). The lack of 
consistent terminology could also be explained by BPM emerging from many other practices such as 
Total Quality Management (TQM), Six Sigma/ Lean, and Business Process Reengineering (BPR) (Hung 
2006), and workflow management (Van der Aalst, Ter Hofstede and Weske 2004). More recently, a 
holistic view on BPM is being deployed by among ethers Hung (2006), Rosemann and De Bruin (2005) 
and Willaert, Van den Bergh, Willems and Deschoolmeester (2007). According to Hung (2006, p.21), 
"BPM is regarded as a best practice management principle to help companies sustain competitive 
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advantage" by "overcoming the piecemea/ improvements in iso/ated parts of business processes that 
aften resu/t in sub-optima/ solutions ... and so ensure that the critica/ activities affecting customer 
satisfaction are executed in the most efficient and effective manner" (Hung 2006, p.22 and p.23). 
From the holistic perspective, BPM is a management discipline that encompasses top management 
understanding and commitment, clearly defined roles and decision processes as part of BPM 
governance, appropriate BPM methodologies, process-aware information systems, educated and 
people, and a culture receptive to business processes (Rosemann and De Bruin 2005). In this research 
project the holistic perspective on BPM is adopted, si nee it includes aspects of BPM governance such 
as process ownership, and includes all other perspectives (quality, BPR and workflow) as wel!. 

lndications were found for a relation between process ownership and BPMM in Pritchard and 
Armistead {1999)1 and Hammer {1996). Pritchard and Armistead (1999) discovered that organisations 
that are progressed with BPM appoint a higher proportion of process owners, and more often at 
bath a senior level and a supervisory level, compared to organisations in early stages of BPM. Also 
Hammer (1996) argued that the role of the process owner changes as the organisation's BPM 
initiative matures and states that this role declines as the organisations gets adapted to process 
management, since the pioneering activities have then come to an end. Because of this potential 
relationship, and because of the fact that several BPMM models address process roles and even 
process ownership in particular, this BPMM is discussed in more depth below. 

Maturity models 
The application of maturity models has become popular since the introduction of the Capability 
Maturity Model (CMM) in 1991 (Rosemann and De Bruin 2005) which aids software developers to 
gain control of their software development process in order to evolve towards management 
excellence (Paulk, Curtis, Chrissis and Weber 1991). The notion of maturity has then also been 
proposed for other management practices (e.g. Project Management, Supply Chain Management) as 
a way to assess 'competency, capability and level of sophistication' (De Bruin and Rosemann 2007). 
The relevance of improved maturity is that it results in an increase in process capability of the 
organisation (Paulk et al. 1991) which in its turn has an impact on performance. This relation was 
demonstrated by McCormack {2001) and is visualised in Appendix 2. 

Several BPMM models have been published, such as the models of Fisher (2004) and Curtis and 
Alden (2006). Since these models are limited in scope or lack a rigorous development methodology 
(Rosemann and De Bruin 2005), they developed a BPMM model themselves. Recently, Hammer 
(2007) published the Process and Enterprise Maturity Model (PEMM). Since Rosemann and De Bruin 
(2005) applied a rigorous methodology in the development of the model (Willaert et al. 2007), (De 
Bruin and Rosemann 2007), and because the model captures the entire scope of BPM as a holistic 
management practice (De Bruin and Rosemann 2007), this model is further discussed below. 

•!• Rosemann and De Bruin's BPMM model 
The BPMM model consists of six high-level factors derived from critica! success factors for BPM 
(Rosemann and De Bruin 2005) : 

1. Strategie Alignment 4. Information Technology 

2. Governance 5. People 

3. Methods 6. Culture 

These six factors and lower-level capability areas were further identified and refined using an 
international series of Delphi studies (De Bruin and Rosemann 2007) . The model is presented in 
Figure 2-1 below. The model is claimed to have high applicability and can be used for three purposes 
(Rosemann, De Bruin and Power 2006): 

1 Pritchard and Armistead (1999) distinguished between only two levels of BPMM 
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1. As a descriptive tool to measure how wel/ and how brood an organisation's BPM approach is; 
2. As a prescriptive tool enabling the development of a roadmap for improvement; 
3. As a comparative tool for benchmarking against other organisations and industry standards. 

Another purpose of the model - which is left unmentioned by its developers - is the application as a 
means to get insight in and understanding of an organisation's BPM approach . Since this model has a 
holistic perspective, it can be used as a checklist to ensure all relevant aspects of an organisation's 
BPM undertaking are covered in the research . 

In the BPMM model, each of the capability areas is assigned a score on an on- to-five scale by 
assessing the proficiency and coverage throughout the organisation. Consecutively, the score of the 
factor levels are derived from the average scores of the underlying capability areas, as a bottom-up 
approach is applied . A more elaborate explanation of the BPMM model, its factors and underlying 
capability areas can be found in Rosemann and De Bruin (2005). 

Figure 2-1 : The BPM Maturity model deve/oped by Rosemann and De Bruin {2005} 
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The literature study into process ownership, including responsibilities, tasks and authorities, revealed 
that this role has not been researched extensively yet. Despite the lack of research in this area, the 
process owner role (sometimes called process steward or champion) is the only process role which is 
actually mentioned frequently in literature although the topic mostly lies in the periphery of 
publications. Also a lack of empirica! research into the fulfilment of this role was identified. 
Consensus only exists on a few aspects of this role : 

• The process owner's main responsibility is the efficient and effective operation of a business 
process (Hammer and Stanton 1999, Vanhaverbeke and Torremans 1999, Hardjono and 
Bakker 2006, Hammer 2007); 

• The process owner's responsibi lities and tasks can be represented by a process management 
cycle (PMC) as described by Hardjono and Bakker (2006) . See also Figure 2-2. 

At the sa me time, many aspects regarding process ownership remain unknown or ambiguous: 
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Whether process owners have accountability for process 
performance or operational responsibility; 

• Whether process ownership is a full -time or part-time 
occupation (additional job); 

• Whether process ownership is fulfilled by an 
individual or by a team; 

• A hierarchy of process ownership versus process 
ownership on a single level in the organisation; 

• The organisational level/s and position/s of the 
process owners; 

Figure 2-2: PMC (Hardjono and Bakker 2006} 
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• The tasks carried out by process owners. Several Process 

examples are: lmplementation 

o Coaching and guidance of employees in the process (Hammer 1996)); 
o Representing the process to the entire organisation (Hammer 1996); 
o Promoting the process / process-orientation (Hammer 1996); 
o Gathering the financial needs necessary (Hammer and Stanton 1999); 
o Observing ongoing change in the environment (Vanhaverbeke and Torremans 1999) 

(Siemieniuch & Sinclair 2002). 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, indications were found fora relation between the fulfilment of 
process ownership and BPMM. This relation therefore needs to be considered in this research . 

2.3.3 Is process ownership a success factor for BPM? 

lt can be concluded that process ownership is perceived to be crucial for BPM : 

• Elzinga, Horak, Lee and Bruner (1995) mentioned the potential value of process ownership for 
BPM (without going into detail); 

• Hammer (2007) incorporated process ownership in his PEMM; 
• Process ownership was identified as a success factor for transforming an organisation into 

process-oriented by Hammer and Stanton (1999) and Vanhaverbeke and Torremans (1999); 
• " Process Jobs" is one out of three elements determining Business Process Orientation (BPO) 

(McCormack 2001); 

• lt is the only process-related function that is mentioned relatively frequently. 

Despite these indications, the strength and direction of the relation between process ownership and 
BPM success or BPMM has never been investigated. 

2.3.4 How can behaviour be related to process ownership? 

Since little research has been conducted on process ownership, it is no surprise that nothing has 
been published on the actual fulfilment by / behaviour of process owners. Several general theories 
on behaviour could be found, e.g. Ajzen (1991)'s theory of planned behaviour. 

Another model on behaviour, developed for job 
performance analysis, is Boyatzis {1982)'s dynamic 
interaction model (DIM) depicted in Figure 2-3 . 
This model forms the basis of Boyatzis' frequently 
cited research into competency of managers and 
represents a force-field between the manager, the 
surrounding organisational environment, and his 
competences. The model states that the behaviour 
of the manager is a resultant trom these three 
aspects. In other words, to assess the content and 
actions of a role, these aspects need to be taken 

Figure 2-3: Dynamic interaction model (Boyatzis 1982} 
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into account. Comparing the aspects from Boyatzis' model, they appear to resem bie with 'categories 
usually found in literature on job analysis' (Alge ra and Greuter 1997). Si nee the essence of this model 
is in line with the conceptual research proposal as presented in Chapter 1, each of the aspects out of 
the model is further introduced below (outwards to inwards) on the basis of Boyatzis (1982). 

• Organisational Environment 
This aspect refers to the organisational environment in which a job exists including industry, market 
conditions, organisational climate, work procedures and organisational structure. The importance of 
this outer layer is also stressed by Weggeman, Wijnen and Kor (1998) . 

• Organisational Demands 
With organisational demands, Boyatzis (1982) refers to all kinds of functional and specific job 
demands that are typically part of a job description. Jobs can be described in various ways, for 
example by a set of responsibil ities, tasks and authorities. 

• Actions / behaviour 
Actions or behaviour is seen as the resulting outcome of the force-field between the factors 
mentioned above (organisational environment, functional and specific job demands) and the 
person's competences as discussed below. 

• Competences 
According to Boyatzis (1982), a person's competences have a direct impact on what actions can be 
seen. Taking these competences into account can help to get a better insight into the fulfilment of a 
function. Competences are for instance a person's capabilities, skills, traits, motives and social roles. 

2.4 Theoretica! framework 
A theoretica! framework is developed that ensures that the data captured throughout the research 
project are comparable. The basis of the framework is Boyatzis (1982)'s dynamic interaction model 
(DIM) displayed in Figure 2-3 above. In order to analyse the fulfilment of a function in depth, each of 
the components of the DIM is considered. The content that is investigated in each of these 
components is derived from previous surveys on similar topics and literature on BPM: 

1. Literature on BPM and process ownership; 
2. An exploratory survey on BPMM developed by QUT; 
3. An exploratory survey on the evolution of BPM developed by QUT (see Appendix 13). 

A justification for each of the aspects addressed be low is provided in Appendix 3. 

•!• DIM element 1: Organisational environment 
To get a better understanding of the organisational environment in which process ownership is 
fulfilled, the following aspects need to be considered : 

• lndustry sector: 
The type of industry and market conditions might explain the strategie value of BPM to the case 
organisation, e.g. it is likely that an organisation in a competitive, efficiency driven industry has other 
BPM objectives than organisations in an industry with high barriers to entry. 

• Firm / Business unit size: 
This variable is mostly treated as a control variable (Kraemer 1991) and studies suggest it is an 
influential factor. 

• Organisational (ownership-) structure: 
The BPM approach and thus the process roles of an organisation might be influenced by a parent 
organisation, e.g. because of potential synergies. 
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• Organisational strategy: 
This topic includes the organisation's BPM strategy, BPM drivers and objectives. The organisational 
strategy explains the added value and purpose of BPM to the organisation. 

• BPM structure: 
This aspect refers to whether BPM is carried out on an ad hoc of project basis, or by a BPM team or 
even organisation-wide. This aspect is a proxy for BPMM. 

• BPM governance aspects: 
The aspects include the reporting and meeting structure and frequency, BPM roles, reward and 
remuneration. These aspects give insight into the direct context in which a process owner operates. 

• BPMM 
As explained in Chapter 2, it is expected that the fulfilment of process ownership is related the 
organisation's level of BPMM. This factor is therefore incorporated as contextual variable . 

• Selection for process roles: 
lf a person has assigned a process role involuntarily, this person could be reluctant to fulfilling this 
role. Someone who has applied for this role however, could be expected to fulfil it proactively. This 
factor could help in explaining the actual fulfilment of process ownership. 

•:• DIM element 2 and 3: Organisational demands 
These components correspond with the research questions on the fulfilment of process ownership 
and need to be investigated from two perspectives: the organizational demands regarding process 
ownership, and the actua/ fulfilment by the process owner (behaviour). 

• Hierarchical position/s of process owner: 
What is the position of the process owner in the organisation's hierarchy? lf the role is an additional 
job, what is the process owner's main function / position? 

• Process ownership hierarchy: 
DeToro and McCabe (1997) address a process ownership hierarchy. This also raises the question of 
the position of the process owners in the organisation. 

• Percentage of the time spent on process ownership: 
Is the role of process owner a fulltime function or apart-time function? 

• Authorities: 
With what authorities are process owners facilitated by their organisation to fulfil their role (e.g. 
decision rights, access to management information, budget, and capacity). 

• Accountabilities: 
Accountability for process performance and (operational) responsibility for process performance are 
bath mentioned in literature as aspects of the process owner role. A distinction between these 
aspects could potentially be made. 

• Responsibilities: 
As discussed in above, several different responsibilities regarding the process owner role are 
mentioned in literature to describe the process owner role. 

• Tasks: 
Little consensus about process owner's tasks exists in literature. To apply a structural approach in 
investigating these tasks, several lists of genera! management tasks and roles were consulted, such 
as the managerial roles by Mintzberg (1980) and the managerial practices by Yukl (1994) . The list of 
Yukl (1994) is the most elaborate one and was therefore chosen as the basis for the analysis of 
process owners' tasks. This list was extended with 'figurehead' role and the 'entrepreneur' role of 
Mintzberg (1980) since these were lacking in Yukl's. Table 2-1 displays the result. 
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Tab/e 2-1 : Managerial practices by Yukl {1994) extended with Mintzberg {1980) 

Nr. Role Task 

1 Leader Motivating and lnspiring -2 Rewarding 
3 Liaison Networking outside the process 
4 Monitor Monitoring process performance -5 Monitoring environmental changes that (can) affect the process 

6 Disseminator lnforming members of the organisation / process 
7 Spokesman / Figurehead Representing the process (expert and status request) 

8 Entrepreneur lnitiative improvement projects 
9 Disturbance Handler Problem solving 

-
10 Managing conflict 

11 Resource Allocator Allocating resources to the process 
12 Negotiator Negotiate for resources and cooperation? 
13 Coaching Guiding process workers 

-
14 Delegating 

-
15 Facilitating development of employees in the process 

•!• DIM element 4: Competences 
Even though Boyatzis (1982) provides an elaborate list of genera! competences, it was decided to 
apply an open-ended approach regarding competences for process owners. This approach allows 
respondents to come up with e.g. the top three of important competences specifically for process 
owners, instead of ranking or prioritising genera! competences on the basis of a list. lt is expected 
that this provides better insight into the role of process owners compared to classifying the role on a 
list of genera! competences. 

2.5 Summary 
From this literature review, it can be concluded that little is known on process ownership: 

• There is hardly any empirica! research conducted into this role; 
• The topic is mainly discussed in an almost superficial way, taking the subject for granted; 
• These publications almost all have a prescriptive character and a limited scope; 
• Little consensus and thus much ambiguities exist. 

These conclusions are in line with De Bruin (2007) who stated that there has been limited research 
into BPM as a holistic management practice and with Hung (2006), who stated that BPM as a field of 
study is still in its infancy. Other conclusions can be drawn as well : 

• There are indications for the process owner role being crucial to BPM; 
• There are strong indications fora relation between process ownership and BPMM. 

On top of these conclusions on the state of literature and the content of the process owner role, it is 
also concluded that the theoretica! framework as presented in paragraph 2.5 and which is based on 
Boyatzis (1982) dynamic interaction model. 
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Chapter 3- Research Design 
In this chapter, the outcomes of the literature study are used to define the research scope. Firstly, 
the resulting research questions are discussed. Then, the research type and the research are 
presented . This chapter ends with a specification of the research deliverables. 

3.1 Research questions 

The literature review revealed the infancy of the literature on process ownership in which little 
consensus exist on the content of this role. As it also revealed that process ownership is related to 
the organisation's level of BPMM, the following main research question is formulated : "How is the 
process owner role fulfilled in practice across various levels of BPMM?" Since it is generally 
recognised that the fulfilment of a role by an organisation, (the organisational demands), can differ 
from the actual fulfilment by the employee (behaviour), this distinction needs to be considered as 
well. The resulting research questions are presented in a hierarchy in Figure 3-1. Level 3 represent 
the ambiguities from the literature review. The aspects on level 3 that are underlined are expected to 
differ the most from the organisational fulfilment of process ownership, since process owners can 
influence those aspects the most. 

Figure 3-1: Hierarchy of research questions 
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•!• How is the role implemented by organisations? 
This sub-question addresses the organisational demands regarding the process owner role . One can 
think of the ambiguous aspects identified in the literature study, such as a full-time or part-time 
occupation, the level in the organisation, responsibilities, tasks and authorities. This sub-question is 
similar to 'the organisational environment' out of Boyatzis (1982)'s DIM depicted in Figure 2-3. 

•!• How is the role fulfilled by the process owner? 
This question refers to the behaviour of process owners themselves. As mentioned before, the actual 
fulfilment by the process owner ('practice') can deviate significantly from the organisational 
demands ('theory'). For example, a process owner can decide to neglect some of the responsibilities 
and tasks that are part of his role description, claim other responsibilities and carry out other tasks. 
Furthermore, investigating the fulfilment by the process owner allows examining the different roles 
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that process owners have, which is something not addressed in the organ isational demands. The 
deliverables related to these research questions are discussed in paragraph 3.5. 

3.2 Research type 
Since the subject of this project concerns many open issues in literature, and because this research 
project is to the author's knowledge the first attempt to empirically investigate the fulfilment of 
process ownership, an explorative research project is formulated . The aim of this research 
undertaking is to investigate the process owner role in practice and to provide an outlook for further 
research . 

A first research instrument for a braad exploration of the (organisational) fulfilment of the process 
owner role is a survey. According to Pinsonneault and Kraemer (1993, p.77), the purpose of 
exploratory survey research is to get more familiar with a subject and to try out preliminary concepts 
about it. For this research it means gaining: 

• lnsight into the fulfilment of process ownership among a broader population; 
• initial evidence for the relation between the fulfilment of process ownership and BPMM; 

On top of this exploratory survey, an empirica! research set-up is chosen, since it is an aim to 
investigate process ownership in a real-life setting. Furthermore, the research is qualitative, since 
qualitative data such as interviews and documents can best be used to understand and explain 
phenomena (Myers 1997). A characteristic of qualitative research is that multiple data sources are 
used to understand and to gain insights into phenomena, and that these are studied within their own 
context (Baarda, De Goede and Teunissen 2005) . Qualitative research can be conducted in various 
ways, such as experiment, surveys, case studies and the analysis of archival information (Yin 2003). 
The decision was made to use a combination of a survey and case studies. Various reasons underlie 
the choice for case studies: 

• According to Yin (1994) and Verschuren and Doorewaard (2000), the case study method 
allows to retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events; 

• lf a contemporary set of events is investigated, and if the researcher can exert no control 
over the unit of analysis, it is advantageous to use a casestudy approach (Yin 2003); 

• The casestudy method is a scientific and recommended research approach to investigate an 
emerging area in which few previous studies have been conducted (Yin 1994). 

A multiple case study approach, which is analogue with the replication logic of carrying out multiple 
experiments (Yin 2003), is chosen for the following reasons : 

• Evidence from multiple case studies is aften considered more compelling than that of a single 
casestudy, the overall study is therefore regarded more robust (Yin 2003); 

• Multiple cases enable broader exploration of research questions and theoretica! elaboration 
(Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007); 

• Multiple case studies are needed to address multiple levels of BPMM. 

3.3 Unit of analysis 
The unit of analysis is the fulfilment of process ownership as part of BPM. Since a BPM approach can 
differ on a business unit level or even business process level, these represent the unit of analysis. 
This implies that multiple case studies could be conducted in a single organisation . 
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3.4 Research model 
The research model developed is based on Verschuren and Doorewaard (2000) and depicted in 
Figure 3-2. According to Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007), sound empirica! research begins with 
strong grounding in literature, the identification of a research gap, and the proposition of research 
questions addressing the gap. This approach is followed in this research project. 

Figure 3-2: Research Model (based on Verschuren and Doorewaard 2005) 
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3.5 Research deliverables and relevancy 
This research project results in several deliverables, valuable to both science and practitioners. These 
deliverables are enumerated below: 

1. lnsight in the organisational implementation of process ownership across various levels of 

BPMM; 
2. ln-depth insight in the actual fulfilment of the process owner role across various levels of 

BPMM; 

3. Avenues for future research; 
4. lnsight in the level of BPMM of Dutch organisations. 

These deliverables are a first attempt to close the gap identified in literature. The relevance of these 
research outcomes can be explained by the fact that BPM is emerging as an important management 

practice, and indications were found for process ownership being one of its vital elements. 
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Chapter 4 - Survey methodology 

This chapter firstly discusses methodological aspects regarding the respondents of the survey, the 
survey conduct and outcomes analysis. The actual survey results are addressed in Chapter 5. 

4.1 Respondents 
The survey was distributed at professional conferences on process management. Secondly, the 
survey was made available online to industry contacts. Below, these groups are further elaborated . 

•!• Conferences on process management 
The process management conferences yielded thirty responses from two types of organisations: 
professional service providers / consultants and organisations undertaking BPM themselves. The 
responses from the professional service providers were excluded as they were expected to be less 
reliable than the responses from the organisations conducting BPM themselves. Another reason for 
omitting responses was that some organisations did not practice BPM. Overall, the number of usable 
responses from the process management was limited to seventeen. See also Table 4-1. 

•!• Responses from industry contacts 
In total , thirteen invitations for the survey were 
sent by e-mail, resulting in five usable responses . 

Eventually, 22 usable responses were gathered 
representing 19 different organisations. See also 
Table 4-1. Most organisations are thus 
represented by one respondent. The distribution 
of the responses by industry sector can be seen 
in Figure 4-1. Most responses carne from : 

l. Financial Services/ lnsurance; 
2. Professional Services / Consultancy 

(though excluded); 
3. Government/ M ilitary. 

Figure 4-1 : Distribution of respondents by industry 
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When the distribution of responses per level of BPMM is considered, it appears that most responses 
fall in the BPMM category 'Project-based'2• In the 2008 BP Trends Survey 'The State of Business 
Process Management' (www.bptrends.com) most respondents fall in this category as well. 

Table 4-1: Number of responses 

Action Nr. of invitations Nr. of responses Nr. of usable 

(estimate) responses 

BPM conferences 130 47 17 

Online distribution 14 9 5 

Total 144 56 22 

2 The respondents were asked to classify their organisation's BPM undertaking as either 'ad hoc', 'project
based ', 'BPM team or department', or enterprise-wide BPMM approach'. This classification is used as a proxy 
for BPMM. 
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4.2 Survey conduct 
Following Porter (2004) a statement of confidentiality and anonymity was made to encourage 
truthful responses (maximising reliability) and to minimise non-response. To ensure a good and 
common understanding of the survey, two measures we re taken: 

1. Important concepts such as BPM and BPMM we re described on the first page of the survey; 
2. The survey was pilot-tested among four BPM practitioners and three students 

knowledgeable of BPM, and adapted on the basis of their feedback. For example, the 
explanations of the concepts BPM and BPMM were adjusted to ensure a good 
understanding, and questions for measuring BPMM have been made more explicit. 

4.3 Analysis 
As a rule of thumb, the sample size needs to equal or exceed 30 in order to assume the responses 
coming from a normal distribution. With 22 responses, this is not the case. Rigorous statistica! 
analysis was, however, not an aim of this research project. 

Despite these shortcomings, the survey outcomes are analysed from two perspectives. First of all, 
the overall outcomes (percentage scores on questions) were analysed to get a genera! picture of the 
fulfilment of process ownership. Secondly, a division was made on the basis of the organisation's 
BPM structure (due to the small sample size, the four BPM structures of De Bruin (2007) were 
grouped into categories of two BPM structures), which is used as a proxy for BPMM. The results of 
the analysis are discussed in the Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5 - Survey findings 
The objectives of the survey are assessing the organisational implementation of process ownership 
among a broad population, testing how representative the fulfilment of process ownership by these 
case organisations is, and potentially explaining differences in the case studies. In this paragraph, 
survey content and outcomes are discussed. The survey itself is presented in Appendix 12. 

5.1 Survey content 
Questions on the following topics were incorporated : 

• Organisation demographics (name, industry); 
• BPMM (ad hoc/ projects /BPM team or department / enterprise-wide); 
• Process roles that are actively fulfilled in the organisation; 
• Level in the organisation to which process owners are assigned; 
• Responsibilities, tasks, and authorities of process owners. 

The survey primarily addresses the organisational implementation of process ownership, neglecting 
the actual fulfilment by the process owners themselves for the following two reasons : 

• Respondents are expected to be most familiar with the organisational fulfilment of process 
ownership compared to actual fulfilment. To have insight into the actual fulfilment, the 
respondents need to cooperate with these process owner which not necessarily is the case; 

• The survey's length would increase substantially, increasing the cost for the respondent 
(Porter 2004) ultimately increasing non-response. 

5.2 Outcomes 
Analysing the survey responses, the outcomes appear to support the research of Pritchard and 
Armistead (1999), namely that process ownership is related to BPMM. This paragraph firstly 
addresses several overall outcomes. Then, the research questions are answered and compared for 
each of the two BPMM levels. Please note that all outcomes concern organisations with some kind of 
BPM undertaking, and outcomes cannot be generalised for organisations without a BPM program. 

5.2.1 Overall outcomes 

Firstly, the overall assignment of process ownership is addressed, then the overall outcomes 
regarding BPM structure. 

•!• Assignment of the role of process owner: 
Overall, the vast majority of the respondents (77%) mention that their organisation has assigned 
process owners as part of their BPM approach. This finding indicates that process ownership is a 
common and potentially important aspect of BPM. Therefore it is surprising that there has been so 
little research conducted in this area (see Chapter 2) . 

•!• BPMM 
Overall 74% of the respondents indicate that their organisation's BPM structure is either ad hoc or 
project-based. These results indicate a relatively immature BPM landscape in the Netherlands. At the 
sa me time, it is surprising that more respondents indicate to have an enterprise-wide BPM approach 
than a BPM department or team, since one would expect a pyramid shaped curve. 
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5.2.2 Overall outcomes per level of BPMM 

As mentioned earlier, the respondents are classified into two groups, those in their early stages of 
BPM, and organisations progressed with BPM. Since the number of responses is small (22), the 
decision was made to group the responses into only two categories; those in their early stage of 
BPMM and those on a progressed level of BPMM. The first group contains organisations that have 
either an 'ad hoc' and 'project-based' approach towards BPM. The second group represents 
organisations that either have a 'BPM team of BPM department' and organisations that have an 
'enterprise-wide' BPM program. See also Table 5-1 and Appendix 4. 

Table 5-1: Survey outcomes per level of BPMM 

5.2.2.1 Early stage outcomes 
The discussion of the early stage outcomes follows the 
structure ofîable 5-1 besides. 

•:• Assignment 
In the early stage group, 69% percent of the organisations 
have assigned process owners as part of their BPM 
approach. This finding indicates that even in the early stage 
of BPM, the process owner role is a common factor. 

•:• Organisational level 
The majority of organisations in the early stages of BPM 
have assigned process ownership in the line management. 
One third has assigned process ownership in the staff, while 
in total one-fifth of the early stage organisations assign 
process ownership on multiple levels in the organisation. 

•:• Responsibilities 

Almost three-quarters of process owners is responsible for 
process performance. Half of the respondents indicate that 
process owners are responsible for process improvement. 
This difference indicates that process owners are primarily 
focussed on managing and gaining control over the 

BPM structure 

Assignment 
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Part-time function 
Full-time function 

Organisational level 

Board 
Staff 
Line management 
Hierarchy 

Responsibilities 

Process performance 
Process improvement 
None of the above 

Authorities 

Decision rights 
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Access to mgt info 
No opinion 

Pro-
Early gressed 

0,31 0,00 
0,69 0,67 
0,00 0,33 

0,07 0,50 
0,36 0,33 
0,64 0,50 
0,21 0,50 

0,71 0,67 
0,50 0,67 

0,07 0,33 

0,64 0,83 
0,36 0,33 
0,57 0,33 
0,50 0,50 
0,07 0,00 

business process, and focus less on the next stage in the process management lifecycle: process 
i m provement. 

•:• Authorities 
The only factor for which no logica! relation with BPMM could be discovered is the aspect 
'authorities'. The majority of process owners in the early stage are facilitated by their organisation 
with decision rights, capacity and access to management information. Process owners are not 
facilitated with budget. Especially since process-ownership is always a part-time role for the early 
stage organisations, it is expected that the distinction between authorities explicitly belonging to the 
management or staff function and those belang to the process owner role, is not made by the 
respondents. 

•:• Tasks carried out by process owners: 
The tasks most frequently reported are all have an internal focus: 'monitoring process performance', 
'problem solving' and 'managing conflict' . These tasks are in line with the responsibility for process 
performance. The tasks least reported all concern 'external' tasks : 'networking outside the process', 
'representing the process', 'rewarding' and 'informing members of the organisation / process'. The 
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task 'initiating improvement projects' is neither mentioned frequently, which is in line with the 
responsibilities which primarily focus on effective execution rather than on process improvement. 

5.2.2.2 Progressed stage outcomes 
The discussion of the progressed stage outcomes also follows the structure of Table 5-1 above. 

•!• Assignment 

In the progressed group, all organisations have assigned process owners as part of their BPM 
approach. This finding indicates that process ownership is a common and important role for BPM. 

•!• Organisational level 
Half of the organisations report to have process owners in the board of the organisation. Also, half 
reports to have process owner in the line management. One third has process ownership in the staff. 
Half of the organisations report to have process ownership on several levels in the organisation, e.g. 
on the board and in the line management indicating the existence of a process ownership hierarchy. 

•!• Responsibilities 
Two third of the respondents in the progressed group reports that process owners are responsible 
for process performance. The same percentage indicates the responsibility for process improvement. 
These percentages indicate a balanced approach towards all phases of the PMC. Not only have these 
organisations control over their processes, they also proceed towards continuous optimisation. 

•!• Authorities 
The only authorities mentioned by the majority of respondents in the progressed group are decision 
rights and access to management information. In the progressed group, the minority of process 
owners is facilitated by their organisation with budget and capacity. 

•!• Tasks 
The tasks most frequently reported are 'networking outside the process', 'problem solving' and 
'managing conflict' . Task least mentioned are 'Rewarding', 'informing members of the organisation 
/process' and 'guiding process workers' . Other tasks reported by approximately three-quarter of the 
respondents in this group, are 'monitoring process performance', 'representing the process' and 
' initiating process improvements'. This leads to the conclusion that process owners in the progressed 
group are not only focussed on the 'internal' process related tasks, but also on 'external' tasks . 

5.2.3 Comparison of early and progressed stage outcomes 

•!• Assignment 
In bath groups, approximately two-third of the organisations has assigned process ownership as a 
part-time role. However, whereas the remaining one-third in the early stage group have not assigned 
process owners, in the second group these all concern full-time process owners. The differences 
between these two groups indicate the importance of the process owner role . 

•!• Organisational level 
Comparing the organisational level on which process owners operate in the two groups, three 
differences are distinguished. First, half of the organisations in the progressed group have process 
owners assigned in the board, versus only 7 % of the early stage organisations. This finding supports 
other literature: first of all it is in line with the finding of De Bruin, who found support for the 
importance of executive ownership / commitment. On top of that, it is in line with Pritchard and 
Armistead (1999)'s research, who found that process owners are more aften to be positioned at a 
executive level in progressed organisations compared to early stage organisations. 
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Secondly, a main difference concerns a process ownersh ip hierarchy. Only 21% of the early stage 
organisations have process owners on multiple levels in the organisation (e .g. board and line 
management), versus 50% of the progressed organisations. This indicates that process ownership is 
most common and elaborate in the progressed organisations. 

•!• Responsibilities 

Approximately 70% of respondents in both categories reports that process owners have 
responsibil ity for process performance. However, only half of the respondents in the early stage 
group report the responsibility for process improvement, versus two-third of the respondents in the 
second category. lt seems that these organisations have their business processes under control and 
sh ift their focus towards process improvement. Another significant difference regarding the 
responsibilities is that one-third of the respondents in the progressed group indicate that process 
owners have responsibility for neither process performance nor process improvement (vs. 7% in the 
early stage group) . This large percentage raises the question what the responsibilities of these 
process owners are. 

•!• Authorities 
Almost 30% of the respondents in the early stage group reports that process owners do not have 
formal authorities, versus only 17% in the progressed group. Logically, this percentage is lower for 
the progressed group since BPM is more embedded in the organisational structure and authorities 
are thus more based on process compared to the early stage organisations. Other correlation 
between authorities and BPMM could surprisingly not be found . 

The percentage of tasks carried 
out by the process owners in 
each of the two groups is 
depicted in Figure 5-1. Table 2-1 
shows which roles and tasks 
belang to the numbers on the 
horizontal axis in Figure 5-1. 
Comparing these percentages in 
the figure, it can be concluded 
that the tasks carried out by 
process owners are similar. 
Differences exist as wel l: 

Figure 5-1: Comparison of tasks per level of BPMM 
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• The process owner role is more elaborate in the progressed group, as these process owners 
carry out more tasks; 

• In the progressed group, the role is much more focused externally, whereas it is focused 
internally in the early stage group; 

• The task 'lnitiating process improvement' (task 8) is much more aften indicated by respondents 
in the progressed group. This difference carne also through in the responsibilities; 

• The task more often reported by the early stage group is 'Guiding process employees' (task 13). 
A possible explanation is that these process owners are more often to be found at the line 
management. 
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5.3 Summary 
The survey has resulted in several useful findings regarding the research questions and the 
ambiguities found in literature. These have to do with the organisational implementation of process 
ownership and its relation with BPMM and the importance of (executive) process ownership. 

•!• Correlation between process ownership and BPMM 
Comparing organisation in the early stages of BPM with those progressed, the following differences 
are revealed : 

• Process ownership is more aften to be found on an executive level in progressed than in 
early stage organisations, which is in line with Pritchard and Armistead (1999); 

• Progressed organisations more aften have a process ownership hierarchy; 
• Process owners in progressed organisation more aften have responsibility for bath process 

performance and process improvement. A potential explanation is that these organisation 
are more like to have control over their processes and can shift their focus to the 
improvements stage of the PMC (see Figure 2-2); 

• The process owner role is more elaborate in progressed organisations: process owners carry 
out more tasks which are not only focussed at the business process, but reach further and 
are also externally focussed; 

• Several indications for the importance of process ownership can be found: 
o 77% of all respondents indicate that their organisation has assigned process owners; 
o 100% of all respondents in the progressed group report that their organisation has 

assigned process owners, versus 67% in the early stage group; 
o In the progressed group process owners are more aften to be found in the board of 

the organisation. 
• This last aspect, executive ownership, is thus expected to be an important element for BPM. 

This finding is in line with De Bruin (2007, p.7), who suggest that "executive support for BPM 
initiatives is a vita/ element for achieving high levels of success and maturity ... " and in line 
with the findings of Hung (2006), who demonstrated that commitment from top 
management towards BPM tends to lead to better performance of the organisation. 
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Chapter 6 - Case study methodology 
This chapter addresses the methodology applied in the case studies, on the basis of Yin {1994)'s case 
study method developed as depicted in Figure 6-1. The structure of this chapter is based on this case 
study method (skipping the research definition that was al ready addressed in Chapter 3) focussing on 
the casestudy selection, the data selection protocol and data analysis. 

Figure 6-1: Casestudy method fol/owing Yin {1994) 
Define & Design 

Research 
Oefinition 

Select Cases 

Data 

Collection 

Protocol 

6.1 Casestudy selection 

Prepare, Coll ect & Ana lyse Ana lyse & 

Conclude 

Multiple types of organisations (i.e . government, private) were considered for participation in the 
case studies. lt was preferred to select organisations of a single type to minimise variation in 
contextual variables. The decision was made to conduct the research in industry. Potential case 
organisations were targeted via professional conferences on process management. All types of 
industries are represented in these conferences. lt is expected that the organisations attending these 
conferences are more progressed with BPM compared to the average organisation. The sample 
population is therefore not random. 

Several selection criteria were determined for potential case organisations. The organisation: 

• Needs to have some kind of BPM initiative (at least ad hoc); 
• Needs to have appointed process owners (or at least an unofficial fulfilment of this role); 
• Should allow for the application of the entire protocol to ensure comparable data . 

Three organisations were willing to participate in the research, two of them met the criteria. Due to 
the fact that these organisations see process management as a strategie issue, their participation is 
anonymous. The case studies are discussed in Chapter 7 and 8. 

6.2 Data collection protocol 
According to Yin (2003) and Baarda et al. (2005), the following sources of evidence can be used in 
case studies: documentation, interviews, and observation. The sources of evidence consecutively 
used in the case studies are documentation (desk research), an online survey and semi-structures 
interviews. The use of multiple types of date sou rees is a form of triangulation by method (Mi les and 
Huberman 1994) to increase the reliability of the outcomes. 

•!• Desk Research 

The desk research was primarily aimed at gaining insight into the organizational environment and the 
organisational fulfilment of the process owner role. The desk research included presentations on 
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BPM, job descriptions and other information on the intranet such as documents on the 
organisational strategy etc. 

•!• Online survey 

The online survey was developed as a first examination of the individual fulfilment of the process 
owner role and for assessing the level of BPMM. The online survey was developed on the basis of the 
theoretica! framework as discussed in paragraph 2.4. For more details on the methodology of the 
survey applied in the case studies, see also Chapter 4. The development of the exploratory survey 
and survey for the case studies is namely similar. The survey itself can be seen in Appendix 12. 

•!• Interviews 
The interviews formed the primary means for data gathering in the case studies for which the other 
data sources formed a preparation. The interviews were semi-structured in the sense that 
interviewees were questioned about the role of the process owner, including responsibilities, tasks 
and authorities, and several aspects of their organisation's BPM approach. The exact topics can be 
seen in Table 6-1. In each case study, at least eight individuals (from both staff and business) were 
interviewed individually. Each interview lasted between 45 and 60 minutes. All interviews were 
recorded (the interviewees were asked for permission, which was always granted) and typed out 
later. The interview outcomes and findings were not validated with the same interviewees, but cross
checked in interviews with colleagues. At the end of the case study period, the findings were 
validated by discussing the findings with both the BPM staff departments and the business of the 
case organisations. 

The data gathered per collection methods in the case studies is shown in Table 6-1 below. 

Table 6-1: Data col/ection protocol 

Phase Aspects DIM elements considered 

Start-up lntroduction meeting 
Communication of research to stakeholders 
Desk research (documentation Organisational environment 
Publication of the online survey Organisational demands 
Invite employees for online survey 
Planning of interviews 

Survey Survey conduct 
Organisational demands 

lnitial analysis of survey outcomes 
Preparation interviews 

Actual fulfilment / behaviour 

Interviews Conduct of interviews -(after filling in the Organisational demands 
survey by interviewee) Actual fulfilment / behaviour 

Feedback Analysis 
Reporting All mentioned previously 

Feedback sessions 

6.3 Data analysis 
Primarily the survey outcomes and the typed out interviews formed input for the data analysis . In the 
interview reports, only paragraphs on process owners' responsibilities, tasks and authorities were 
selected for further analysis and to reduce the data. Primary guidance for this labelling formed the 
theoretica! framework presented in paragraph 2.4 and the topics presented in Table 6-1. Baarda et 
al. (2005) calls this 'template-approach'. These highlighted aspects were then grouped on content in 
a separate document. On top of that, the frequency of citing was kept record of. 
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Chapter 7- Casestudy A 
This chapter presents the outcomes of casestudy A. The structure follows the theoretica! framework 
as presented in paragraph 3.5. The description thus starts with the organisational environment, 
proceeds with the fulfilment of process ownership (addressing both functional demands and actual 
behaviour) and then discusses the process owners' competences. The chapter ends with a summary. 

7.1 Organisational environment 
Most elements addressed in this category can be seen in Table 7-1. 
Then the unit of analysis is introduced and the elements that need 
more explanation - BPM governance and BPMM - are discussed. 

Table 7-1: Organisational environment e/ements in case A 

Elements Organisational Environment 

lndustry Financial Services 

(A\ 
® 

Market Small and medium enterprises, private customers 
Firm size ± 5000 
Ownership structure Subsidiary (but independent BPM structure) 
Organisational structure3 Divisional Form (product-market combinations) 

Organisational 
Environment 

Strategy Become a 'self-service' provider, focussing on the distribution of 
products rather than product development. 

BPM structure BPM department 

Following Mintzberg (1992)'s organisational archetypes, case organisation A can best be described as 
the 'Divisional Form', which is a structures of largely autonomous units contained within a larger 
superstructure. The unit of analysis within case A is the product group / process chain 'Cash
dispensers', referred to as 'Gea process chain' . The primary process is the collection of money at a 
cash-dispenser by a customer. Supporting processes are carried out by several functional 
departments. The Gea chain farms a pilot project for BPM governance and was selected for this pilot 
because of the coincidental combination of poor performance and an upcoming expansion of the 
cash-dispenser network. 

The establishment of a BPM department in 2006 is evidence of the strategie value of BPM to the 
organisation. This BPM department, part of the so-called 'Change & Process management' 
department (C&P), stated the following main drivers for commencing BPM: 

• lnsufficient control of the business processes (identified by a Gartner assessment); 
• Compliance with ever increasing rules and regulations (Tabaksblat, Sarbanes - Oxley) . 

C&P aims to optimise all processes within the organisation in order to increase the control and level 
of standardisation, and to decrease operational risk. One of the instruments in reaching these goals 
is the implementation of a BPM governance structure. 

7.1.1 BPM governance 

According to Willaert et al. (2007), BPM governance is how the company organises its managers to 
assure that its processes meet their expectations. Under this umbrella, BPM roles, meeting 
structures, reporting structure, process measures, and reward and remuneration within case A are 
discussed. Figure 7-1 shows an (arbitrary) example of such a BPM governance structure, including 

3 Following Mintzberg (1992)'s five organisational archetypes 
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hierarchies of process roles and process levels. The three management layers in red are adapted 
from Hardjono and Bakker (2006) . 

Figure 7-1: Process governance levels in the Gea process chain 
PROCESS ENTITY 
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consist of one or 
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ACTIONS 
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Within C&P and the business, several process-related roles have been assigned . Within C&P: 

• Process architects, who design the processes on the highest level of abstraction; 
• Process administrators, who translate these process designs into a cascade of process 

descriptions onto the work instruction level. 

The fulfilment of these roles is beyond the scope of this project, since these have only little to do 
with process ownership and process management in the business of the organisation. Within the Gea 
chain, the following process roles can be distinguished: 

• One process owner, an individual role with the responsibility for the performance of the 
process chain . A product manager fulfils this role in addition to his product manager function, 
since its is most in line with his function (responsibility for cost and quality); 

• Work process managers, employees within functional departments who are responsible for 
processes out of the process chain that run through their department. In practice, the work 
process managers' role is comparable to that of functional representatives from the 
departments in which the supporting processes are carried out. 

The organisation's demands regarding the process owner and work process manager are depicted in 
Appendix 5 and discussed in more depth in paragraph 7.2. 

•!• Meetings structure and frequency 
Every four weeks, a process chain meeting is held in which chain-related issues are discussed under 
the presidency of the process owner. Attendants are the work process managers - representing their 
functional department - and a process architect from C&P. The agenda contains a braad spectrum of 
topics, ranging from operational performance issues to strategie issues such as the business process 
outsourcing. Currently, discussions of operational problems consume the greater part of the 
meetings. By bringing the work process manager together in the meetings, the work process 
managers gain insight into how their work fits into the entire chain . On top of that, stakeholders in 
the chain can naw find and approach each other much easier. 
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•!• Reporting structure 

The work process managers report to the process owner on process performance on a quarterly 
basis. In the meantime, the chain meeting serves as a platform to discuss performance issues. The 
process owner himself does not report to higher echelons in the organisation on process 
performance and is thus the highest level in the process hierarchy. BPM is therefore limited to the 
actual process chain without having a direct linkage to higher management levels in the organisation. 

•!• Process measures 

The process chain is managed on the basis of Service Level Agreements {SLAs) and Key Performance 
Indicators (KPls) which were implemented before BPM. An example of these process measures is the 
uptime of the cash-dispensers. Currently, a new KPI is being developed by the process owner and 
work process managers: the tidiness of cash-dispensers to maximise customer experience. The 
management on SLAs and KPls is reactive rather than proactive. Currently, a first attempt is being 
made to establish a process management dash board that can help to manage process performance 
more pro-active on a day-to-day basis. 

•!• Reward and remuneration 
Reward and remuneration can be used by to stimulate cooperation on process management trom 
employees. However, at case A, all involved in the Gea chain are convinced of the added value of 
BPM cooperate voluntarily and reward and remuneration for this purpose is thus redundant. 

•!• Selection 

When the decision was made to implement a BPM governance structure, the product manager 
'Monetary Transactions' was invited by his manager to take the challenge of the process owner role, 
which was accepted because of the potential opportunities of this role for the Gea chain. In his turn, 
the process owner invited the managers of the functional departments involved in the chain to 
assign representatives (work process managers) to the chain meetings. The work process managers 
al ready involved in the process chain were selected by their managers for this representation . 

7.1.2 BPMM 

In case A, a BPMM assessment is conducted to get an integrated picture of the organisation's BPM 
approach, and to measure the relation / correlation between the fulfilment of process ownership 
and BPMM (see Chapter 2). This paragraph discusses the outcomes of the BPMM assessment, 
starting with a discussion of the survey respondents, followed by the overall BPMM score. More 
information on the BPMM model can be found in Rosemann and De Bruin (2005). The BPMM scores 
of case A on a capability area level can be found in Appendix 6. 

•!• Survey respondents 
The survey was filled in by 11 employees trom bath C&P and the Gea chain. Their positions are 
specified in Appendix 6. Analysing the results of the BPMM self-assessment, two big differences 
among the responses trom these departments were signalled: 

l. Whereas all respondents trom C&P filled in the entire survey, all work process managers had 
'no opinion' for at least eight out of thirty questions on BPMM. This indicates a lack in 
knowledge of the organisation's BPM approach and/ or of BPM as a management discipline; 

2. The BPMM scores trom the work process managers were on average higher than the scores 
of the members of C&P. During the interviews a lack of knowledge of and reference 
tramework for BPM was found as a potential cause for these positive responses. Because of 
this limited understanding (and view of a BPMM level 5 organisation) these respondents 
expect to be progressed further than their organisation really is. 
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Due to these differences it could be concluded that the responses from the work process managers 
are less reliable than the other responses and need to be excluded. However, the added value of a 
BPMM assessment is not only to gain an absolute score on the model's elements, the scores also 
provide insight into the relative differences between the BPMM model's factors, which are less 
influenced if all scores turn out higher. Therefore, it was decided not to exclude the responses. 

•!• Overall BPMM score 

The overall BPMM score for case A was calculated as 2.9 out of 5, with a standard deviation of 0.5. 
This score shows that the level of BPMM is perceived to be quite mature. According to these 
responses, the BPM approach almost reaches BPMM level 3 'Defined'. Characteristics of 
organisations on this level are among others the management of the early phases of the process 
lifecycle including first documented processes, increased BPM knowledge and expertise within the 
organisation and first attempts with a structured BPM methodology. Although the average BPMM 
score equals 2.9 which implicates substantial progression in the field of BPM, in the interviews many 
respondents stated that the BPMM level of the Gea chain is low. A quote from one interview 
supports this : 

"You can probably deduce from my answers that BPM in this organisation is still in its infancy". 

This discrepancy can be explained as follows: 

• Socially 'correct' answers, despite the statements on confidentiality and anonymity; 
• As one of the interviewees stated, respondents that indicate a high level of BPM could have 

an IT-based definition of BPM in mind, rather than BPM as a holistic management concept; 
• Respondents tend to refer to the future state of BPM within their organisation, rather than 

the current situation . This was experienced du ring the interviews; 
• Multiple interpretations of the questions; 
• A lack of knowledge and a reference framework as discussed previously. 

Whereas the average outcomes of survey suggest a BPMM level of three out of five, it seems that a 
lower score of 2 out of 5 would be more realistic. In Appendix 6, the factor level scores and the 
capability area scores that resulted out of the survey are presented, and the researcher's BPMM 
assessment outcomes are presented. 

7 .2 The fulfilment of process ownership 

This paragraph addresses the second and third element of the 
theoretica! framework: aspects concerning the organisational 
fulfilment, demands and expectations regarding process ownership, 
and the actual fulfilment by the process owner (behaviour) . Table 7-2 
provides an overview of this organisational fulfilment of the process 
owner role . After table 7-2, these elements of the organisational 

Action I 
Behaviour 

Organlsational 

Oemands 

fulfilment are elaborated on. Later in this paragraph the actual behaviour is described as well and a 
comparison with organisational fulfilment is made. 

An important remark is that management by process (including the process roles) have not yet been 
approved by the organisation's board . This impacts the fulfilment of these roles since these are not 
formally approved and are therefore supported by authorities such as budget and capacity. 
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Table 7-2: Organisational fulfilment of process ownership in case A 

Element Organisational fulfilment 

Hierarchical position Product Manager (line management) 
lndividual /team role lndividual role 
Ownership hierarchy Limited to process owner and work process managers 

Full-time / part-time Part-time 

Responsibilities Performance of the end-to-end business process on KPls 
(Budget monitoring) 

Tasks Enabling of /ensuring the design of the business process 
Translating strategy into KPls and Pis 
Reporting stakeholders on process performance 
Coordination of improvement initiatives 
Chairmanship of the process chain meetings 

Authorities Design business process within Marketing's requirements 

Setting up requirements for work processes 
Demanding reports on work process performance 
(Allocating budget) 

•!• Responsibilities Figure 7-2: PMC in case A 
The process owner's first responsibility is the performance of 
the process chain . The process owner also mentions to take 
responsibility for process improvement. This set of 
responsibilities is similar to those identified in the literature 
study and corresponds with Hammer and Bakker (2006)'s 
PMC. As Figure 7-2 displays, there appears to be no direct link 
between 'process identification and implementation' mainly 
conducted by C&P and process improvement as conducted in 
the business by the process owner. lt is therefore concluded 
that there is no integrated application of BPM and the goals of 
C&P 'to optimise all processes in the organisation' is thus only 
party reached . 

The second responsibility in Table 7-2, budget monitoring, currently only exists on paper due to the 
process roles being unofficial. Process improvement initiatives are largely restricted to the effort of 
the process owner, since he does get the opportunity to take upon the process owner role by his 
manager and is now able to spend up to 80% of his time to it, whereas the work process managers 
are more restricted. 

The work process managers, in their turn, carry the operational responsibility for the processes in 
their part of the chain. These functional representatives all mentioned that their role has not 
changed significantly since the implementation of the BPM governance structure, implicating that 
this operational responsibility is nothing new for them and was al ready a part of their function . 

•!• Tasks 
In this paragraph, firstly the process owner's tasks from Table 7-2 are discussed. Then, a classification 
of tasks and corresponding roles following the theoretica! framework is presented to get a complete 
overview. 

Tasks according to C&P 
The following tasks have been formulated by C&P: 
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• Enabling of /ensuring the design of the business process 

When the BPM governance structure was implemented in the Gea chain, the process owner and a 
process architect identified and modelled the majority of processes in the Gea chain. Furthermore, 
on a yearly basis, the process models are update in cooperation with the BPM coordinator. 

• Translating strategy into KPls and Pis 
In case of the Gea process chain, these KPls were already defined prior to the implementation of 
BPM. A new performance indicator on the tidiness of the cash-dispensers is currently being 
developed, and measures are discussed with Marketing. 

• Reporting stakeholders on process performance 
As mentioned earlier, there is no structural reporting on process performance to stakeholders. 

• Coordination of improvement initiatives 

Due to a lack of authorities, this task is also carried out limitedly. lnstead the process owner carries 
out projects himself. 

• Chairmanship of the process chain meetings 
One of the main instruments of the process owner to fulfil his role is the process chain meeting. 

Tasks following the theoretica! framework 
To get a thorough understanding of the actual fulfilment of the process owner role, the framework of 
managerial practices as presented in paragraph 2.4 was applied . The outcomes can be seen in Table 
7-3 the below. Tasks marked with a " ./" were indicated by the process owner as part of his role. 
From these activities, the tasks 'monitoring process performance', 'initiating improvement projects' 
and 'problem solving' were reported as most important by the process owner. This is in line with the 
process owner's main responsibility: process performance. lf this performance fails to meet the 
standards, or if problems occur, it is the process owner's responsibility to solve these issues. 

Table 7-3: Activities carried out by process owner Gea process chain 

Role Mintzberg ('73) Corresponding activity (Mintzberg 1973 and Yukl 1994) 

Leader 1 .,/ Motivating and lnspiring 

2 Rewarding 

Liaison 3 Networking outside the process 

Monitor 4 .,/ Monitoring process performance 

5 .,/ Monitoring environmental changes that (can) have an impact 
on process 

Dissem i nator 6 ./ lnforming members of the organisation / process 

Spokesman / Figurehead 7 ./ Representing the process (expert and status request) 

Entrepreneur 8 .,/ lnitiative improvement projects 
Disturbance Handler 9 .,/ Problem solving 

10 .,/ Managing conflict 

Resource Allocator 11 Allocating resources to the process 

Negotiator 12 Negotiate for resources and cooperation? 
Coaching 13 Guiding process werkers 

14 Delegating 

15 Facilitating development of employees in the process 

Another important task carried out - although not indicated as one of the most important tasks by 
the process owner - is 'representing the process'. As a result of the centralisation of responsibilities 
to his role, the process owner has gained a good overview and understanding of the entire process 
chain. Therefore he has now become a general representative for all kinds of issues, both for people 
within and outside of the process chain. As a central representative and contact point, the process 
owner has also become a liaison and disseminator of information. As explained earlier, all tasks 
concerning authorities (such as resources) are currently no part of the process owner role. Other 
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tasks out of Table 7-3 not carried out are among others all coaching-related aspects. This find ing is in 
contrast to Hammer (1996), who states that 'coach ing of process workers' is one of three main 
aspects of the process owner role . As a coach, the process owner can assist the 'process workers' in 
the conduct of their tasks in the process. This approach assumes that process ownership is assigned 
on an operational level, which is not the case in case A. 

Other tasks carried out 
Another task that is carried out but not mentioned in Tables 7-2 and 7-3 is that of policy making. 
Before the BPM governance structure was implemented in the Gea chain, there were only limited 
centra! and forma! policies regarding chain-related issues such as the positioning of cash-dispensers 
(local branches could insta Il an additional machine even if the branch al ready had unprofitable cash
dispenser installed). Since the process owner claimed several chain-related responsibilities and 
gained an overview over the chain, this role has naw developed into policy making activities as wel!. 
Due to the lack of forma! authorities, these policies have to be authorised by steering committees, 
which however also ensures a link the organisation's strategy which is lacking in other areas. 

•!• Authorities 
Hammer and Stanton (1999, p. 110) are one the few who discuss authorities belonging to process 
owners and state that "process owners must have real authority over designing the process and 
measuring performance to succeed." This statement does not hold for the Gea chain: the process 
owner lacks authorities and is therefore dependant on his persuasiveness for gaining cooperation. 
Despite these lacking authorities, the fulfilment of process ownersh ip in the Gea chain is a success. 

•!• Contribution of the fulfilment of process ownership to BPM 
In the survey and the interviews, the respondents were asked which roles had contributed the most 
to BPM in the Gea chain. The answer was unanimously 'process owner' . lt was stated that the 
process owner was the one who took the challenge (even without facilitation from the organisation), 
took the responsibilities and brought all players in the chain together. From bath the survey and the 
interviews it can be concluded that the process owner role is a key element for BPM in case A. The 
following benefits of BPM, BPM governance and process ownership in case A were mentioned : 

• 
• 
• 

A better understanding of the entire process chain, including personal contribution; 
Less sub-optima! decisions are being made; 
Players in the chain naw know each other and know who to approach in case of issues . 

For the current situation, it can be said that the process owner plays a crucial role in the 
organisation's BPM approach because the process owner is - in cooperation with C&P - the one who 
actually promoted process management in the business, who ensured cooperation from the 
functional departments in the chain and who carries out many of the process management activities. 
The process owner resembles that of process chain manager. Part of th is roles can be described as 
that of integration manager as mentioned by Mintzberg (1992) - a role that can be assigned if 
organisations more coordination between several (functional) departments. Such an integration 
manager is positioned on top of the existing structure, plays a role in the decision-making process, 
but does not have authority over the employees of the departments involved . According to 
Mintzberg (1992), the integration manager has a difficult task: influencing employees over wh ich he 
can assert no control. Therefore the integration manager is dependant on his persuasiveness. The 
assignment of the process owner in case A has led toa situation in which - though relatively isolated -
processes are improved and even new policies are being made. The current fulfilment of the process 
owner role is a clear prerequisite for embedding process management in the business, which in its 
turn had an effect on the organisation's BPMM. 
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•!• Reasons for cooperation 
In the conduct of the casestudy, ingredients or reasons for cooperation with the organisation's BPM 
initiative were investigated as well, explaining the behaviour of these involved . This cooperation is 
especially surprising since the process roles are unofficial and facilitating authorities are lacking. The 
following ingredients for cooperation were mentioned in the interviews and deduced from research : 

• A problem (sub-optimal decision-making, performance issues); 
• BPM perceived as a potential solution for this problem by key players; 
• A process owner which is: 

o Capable of enthusing and persuading others to cooperate; 
o Enthusiastic about fulfilling this role; 

• The process owner which was given wide berth to fulfil this role (in addition to his functional 
position) by his manager; 

• Work process managers who were given the opportunity by their managers. 

7 .3 Competences 
In the 'competence' section of the survey, respondents were asked 
which competences a good process owner should passes. For this 
topic, an open-ended question was formulated in the survey to ensure 
that all competences particular to the process owner role could be 
gathered . The following four competences were mentioned most 
frequently: 

• Persuasiveness; • Product- and process knowledge; 

• Overview over the process chain; • Strategie insight. 

Compentences 

These competences underline the case study outcomes as presented in paragraph 7.2. The 
competence 'persuasiveness' reflects the lack of authorities, and 'strategie insight' is a necessary 
competence for policy development. The competences 'overview over the process chain' and 
'product- and process knowledge' are logical requirements for the process owner rele . 

7.4 Summary casestudy A 

The purpose of this case study was to empirically investigate the fulfilment of process ownership, in 
order to get insight into the content of this role and to close the gap in literature. This summary 
therefore attempts to answers the research questions for this particular case organisation. 

•!• How is the process owner role fulfilled by case organisation A? 
Table 7-2 shows the organisational fulfilment of the process ownership in case A. The responsibilities 
are currently restricted to ensuring the process design and the performance of the process chain, 
whereas tasks concern process design and improvement, translating strategy into KPls and Pis, 
reporting to stakeholders on process performance and chairmanship of the process chain meetings. 
The authorities of the process owner are designing the process (within requirements of Marketing), 
and demanding reports on process performance from the work process managers. 

•!• How is the process owner role fulfilled by the process owners in case organisation A? 
Within case A, the role is actively and successfully fulfilled by the process owner whose role can be 
summarised as that of chain manager. The process owner has taken responsibility for decentralised 
aspects that used to be lacking or located at multiple functional departments and now takes 
responsibility for process performance and improvement. The most important tasks carried out are 
among ethers monitoring process performance, initiating process improvement, chairing the process 
chain meetings and representing the process chain . On top of that, the centralisation of the 
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responsibility for the process chain has resulted in a situation in which new policies are being made 
which we re lacking in the situation prior to the BPM implementation. 

Conclusion 
Despite the fact that the BPM governance structure as implemented in the Gea chain is a pilot 
project, the organisation has succeeded in implementing an effective process management structure. 
This results in the following advantages: 

• New policies over the entire chain which result in less sub-optimal decision-making; 
• Work process managers have better insight into their contribution to the process chain; 
• In case of problems, work process managers can approach each other more easily; 
• Coordinated problem solving over the entire chain rather than in parts of the chain; 
• A start has been made with structural process improvement out of a chain perspective; 

• A start has been made with policy development on process chain-related topics. 
Regarding process improvement, there currently is only a limited link between the approach of C&P 
and the improvements conducted in the business, since an integral application of the PMC is lacking. 

Important ingredients for succeeding with the execution of process management appear to be a 
performance issue in the chain which is recognised by all involved, and BPM as a possible solution for 
this problem. On top of that, a process owner was installed on a process chain level - a person 
capable of enthusing and persuading others to cooperate and enthusiastic about fulfilling the process 
owner role - and that was enabled by his manager to invest a large part of his time into this process 
role . On top of that, the process owner succeeded in claiming chain-related responsibilities. This 
created a situation in which a start could be made with policies concerning the process chain, which 
were lacking in the prior situation and which are to the benefit of the entire chain. This current 
fulfilment of process ownership in the Gea chain is however not without risk, since the conduct is 
entirely dependant on the active role that the process owner plays. lf this role is not formalised by 
the organisation, this dependency might not lead to a sustainable situation. From this dependency it 
can be concluded that the process owner role in this case is an important element or even 
prerequisite for embedding process management in the business which - ultimately - increases the 
organisation's level of BPMM . 
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Chapter 8- Casestudy B 
This chapter addresses the second in-depth case study on the fulfilment of process ownership. This 
chapter follows the structure of the theoretica! framework as presented in paragraph 2.4. The 
description thus starts with the organisational environment, the fulfilment of process ownership 
(bath organisational demands and behaviour) and competences. The chapter ends with a summary. 

8.1 Organisational environment 
This paragraph discusses the organisational environment in which 
the process owner role is fulfilled. Most elements can be seen in 
Table 8-1 below. Aspects that need more elaboration such as BPM 
governance and BPMM are discussed below. 

Table 8-1 : Organisational environment elements in case B 

Organisational Environment Elements 

(A'\ 
~ 

Organisational 
Environment 

lndustry Airline industry (Maintenance, Repair, Overhaul (MRO) services 

Market Airliners 

Firm size ± 5000 
Ownership structure Subsidiary (semi-independent BPM structure) 

Structure configuration4 Machine Bureaucracy 
BPM structure BPM department 

Case organisation B can be classified as a 'Machine Bureaucracy'. According to Mintzberg (1992), in 
such an organisation work processes are highly standardized, and each part has an explicit function. 
This structure is primarily recognized by the foundation of routine and standardization it imposes on 
its work processes. Because of its reliance on standardization, the technocracy in the organization 
gains a large amount of informal power which results in a surplus of rules, procedures and formalized 
communication . 

The strategy of the organisation is to provide high-level MRO services to the lowest price possible, 
and to become a significant player in the market. BPM is believed to support the organisation in 
reaching these goals but other drivers for commencing BPM were also identified : 

• Compliance with law and legislation; 

• Support of the operation at the workshop; 
• Generic processes throughout the organisation; 

• Synergy advantages with partners; 
• lmproved efficiency by optimising 

processes and securing process changes. 

BPM is initiated by the staff department 'Business Development Office' (BDO). The aim of BDO is to 
"support the business in reaching its goals by a continuous optimisation of processes, organisation 
and information". In 2006, BDO started a pilot project on BPM governance and subdivided the 
organisation in several domains, in which BPM governance structures were implemented in 2007. 

The unit of analysis within the case organisation is the domain Engine Services (ES) . A domain is 
defined as a 'unity of policy, roles, processes, information, and systems' . As part of the BPM 
initiative, the organisation was divided into 13 domains. ES was selected for the case study because 
this domain was claimed to be ahead of the other domains on BPM. The primary process of ES can be 
seen in Figure 8-1. 

4 Following Mintzberg (1992)'s five organisational archetypes 
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Figure 8-1 : Primary process at case B divided in stages 
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8.1.1 BPM governance 

In this paragraph, BPM roles, meeting structures, reporting structure, and process measures that are 
all part of the case B's extensive BPM governance structure are discussed. This BPM governance 
structure is a product of the organisation's heavy techno structure. Figure 8-2 shows an example of 
this BPM governance structure, partly within BDO, partly within domains such as ES. 

Figure 8-2: Process entities and governance levels in case B 

BDO Domaln X 

•!• BPM roles 
Both within BDO and the business, several process roles have been defined and implemented. The 
relations between these roles can be seen in Figure 8-2. Within BDO there are: 

• Process architects, who design the process on the highest levels of abstraction and who 
monitor the architecture principles and conventions to ensure a cohesive architecture. 

• Process modellers, who (re-)design the lower level process models in Aris. 

These roles are beyond the scope of this project and not further discussed in detail, since staff roles 
these have little to do with the fulfilment of process ownership in the business. Within the business, 
the following process roles have been assigned: 

• Domain owners, who manage the domain and are responsible for the cohesion of the 
processes within the domain, for setting KPls, organising resources, representing the domain, 
and for the efficient operation of all processes within the domain; 

• Process owners, who have similar responsibilit ies as the domain owner, but on the level of a 
process within a domain. The process owners define process requirements, and design the 
process (in cooperation with BDO). Within ES, process owners are usually line managers 
responsible for a stage in the entire business process. Their role as process owner primarily 
concerns the processes in their own stage. 

• Process managers, who have operational responsibility fora process and so ensure that the 
process is carried out as expected. The difference between process owner and process 
mangers is that the process owner is also responsible for the design of a process, whereas 
the process manager is responsible for the performance of an instance of this process in a 
different domain. lf a process is unique - as is the case for most processes in ES - these do 
not have process managers. This role therefore is beyond the scope of this casestudy. 
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• BPM 'coordinator', who is the centra! representative for process (models), and administrates 
process changes. On top of that, the BPM coordinator is the interface between process 
owners and the BPM modeller and is administrator for process adjustments. 

More detailed job descriptions for all these process roles are provided in Appendix 7. 

•!• Meeting structure and frequency 
The organisation has set up an elaborate meeting structure; see also Figure 8-3. This structure serves 
Figure 8-3: BPM meeting structure the following objectives: ensuring 

compliance with rules and 

Domain x meeting regulations and cohesion and 
t;::.:=~::t-r::==::::-7.=:::7.:'."' con sisten cy wit h in the 

BPM 

organisation's entire process 
architecture. Another objective is 
to ensure that the content and 
goals of the domains and 
processes is in line with the 
organisational strategy. 

Coordinator •!• Reporting structure 

The elaborate meeting structure is 
not complemented by an 
additional reporting structure. In 

other words, the reporting structure that belongs to these process roles and responsibilities is 
incorporated in the meeting structure. The process owners for example report to and communicate 
with the domain owner and BPM coordinator in these meetings. 

•!• Process measures 
The domain owner determines an annual plan or forecast for the domain. The process owners 
translate these plans into lower level KPls such as the required throughput time and number of 
engines in the workshop. There is no direct link between the KPls and the organisation's BPM 
initiative. However, recently a start has been made by BDO to align these different approaches. 

•!• Reward and remuneration 
The KPls are discussed at the job evaluation of line management function of the process owners. 
However, since these KPls are not aligned with BPM, these do not motivate or enforce process 
owners to actively participate with BPM. In the interviews it was however mentioned that 
cooperation with BPM could be enforced via the domain owners, who also are the functional 
manager of the majority process owners. Another motivator for cooperation is that the process 
changes that the process owners accept or reject are made publicly available on the intranet. 

•!• Selection procedure 
Domain owners within each domain are assigned by an executive. In their turn, the domain owners 
assign the BPM coordinator and process owners. Process managers, who have operational 
responsibility fora process but in another domain than the process owner, are selected by their unit 
manager. This selection is not based on specified criteria, although for the BPM coordinator role 
some skill levels have been defined. 

8.1.2 BPMM 

To get insight into the BPM approach of case B and into its maturity, a BPMM assessment is 
conducted. Below, the type of respondents of the survey and the average overall outcomes are 

32 



discussed . The capability area scores are omitted here but addressed in detail in Appendix 10. An 
elaborate explanation of the BPMM model can be found in Rosemann and De Bruin (2005). 

•!• Respondents 
The BPMM self-assessment survey was filled in by twelve employees, bath from BDO and ES. The 
positions of the respondents are shown in Appendix 10. Comparing the BPMM scores of BDO with 
those from ES, these appear to be relatively similar regarding averages and deviation . 

•!• Overall BPMM score 
The overall BPMM score for case B was calculated as 3.3 out of 5, with a standard deviation of 0.5. 
Th is average score shows the perception of a relatively high BPMM level for case B, but the variation 
shows quite some disagreement among the respondents. Several potential explanations are: 

• Same of the responding process owners had not yet started with the active fulfilment of this 
role, whereas others have been fulfilling it for over a year; 

• Different interpretation of the questions; 
• Different vis ion of the BPM M level. 
• Social 'correct' answers, despite the statements on confidentiality and anonymity; 
• Respondents tend to refer to the future state of BPM within their organisation, rather than 

the current situation. This was experienced during the interviews; 
• A lack of knowledge and a frame of reference . 

Following Rosemann and De Bruin (2005), organisation on this level are expected to focus on at least 
the management of the early phases of the process lifecycle, make process models available to users 
via intranet sites, have comprehensive BPM training sessions, and possibly a process management 
centre of excellence. In Appendix 10, the factor level and the capability area scores that resulted out 
of the survey are presented, and the researcher's BPMM assessment outcomes are presented . 

From the perspective of the BPMM model, the score of 3.3 out of 5 seems to be mediocre or 
relatively high. However, when the BPM approach and BPM structure (organisation-wide approach) 
are compared with the outcomes of the exploratory survey (see Chapter 5) it appears that case B is 
well ahead of other organisations. An explanation for that can be found in the organisation' s industry 
wh ich has been controlled thoroughly by governments and clients for years. In order to pass their 
audits, processes and procedures have to be mapped and documented. 

8.2 The fulfilment of process ownership 
In th is paragraph, bath the organisational requirements regarding 
process ownership and the actual behaviour of the process owners 
(fulfilment by the process owner) are discussed . 

•!• Responsibilities and tasks 

Action/ 
Behaviour 

Organisational 

Demands 

In Table 8-2 below the organ isational demands regarding process owners are presented . After this 
table, these items are elaborated on and compared with the actual behaviour of process owners. 
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Tab/e 8-2: Organisational fulfilment of process ownership in case B 

Responsibilities of the process owner as defined by 800 

Hierarchical position Stage manager 
Ownership hierarchy Ownership on many levels of the organisation 
Full-time/ part-time Part-time 

Responsibilities Translating domain objectives into process objectives 
Ensuring a efficient and effective process design 
Ensuring compliance with legislation 

Keeping process models, procedures and work instructions up-to-date 
Ensuring good interfaces with other processes (internal and external) 

Is familiar with the agreements on synchronisation of processes (internal and 
external) 

Periodical check for the need of improvements in process interfaces 
Periodical check for the need of process improvement (at the dient) 
Responsible for the validation and approving of process changes in Aris 
Communication of process changes within the unit and towards process 
managers 
Ensures for process synchronisation at the processes of process managers 
Periodical communication with the BPMA on process developments 

From Table 8-2 it can be concluded that the process owners are held responsible for bath process 
performance and process improvement, responsib ilities that correspond with the outcomes of the 
literature study. However, during the interviews with the process owners another image emerged. 
The process owners indicated that the only changes related to the assignment of the process owner 
role merely had to do with modelling the process and keeping models up-to-date. This can be seen as 
a result of the organisation which is - as Machine Bureaucracy - is depending on standardisation and 
formalisation of work processes. From these interviews it is concluded that the role can be 
characterised by the responsibilities and tasks below: 

• Keeping process models, procedures and work instructions up-to-date; 
• Periodical communication with the BPM coordinator on process developments; 
• Responsible for the validation and approving of process changes in Aris. 

Because of these responsibilities and tasks, the process owner is an important player in the 'Release 
Cycle Management' (RCM) for process changes in Aris. The RCM cycle includes the following aspects 
(and can be seen in more detail in Appendix 9) : 

• The BPM coordinator provides the process modeller with changes; 
• The process modeller makes the actual changes in the process models in Aris; 
• The BPM coordinator validates these changed process; 
• The process owner validates and (dis-)approves the process changes online; 
• The accepted changes are published on the intranet and thus visible for others. 

The image that emerged trom the interviews resembles the process owner role as described by 
Siemieniuch and Sinclair {2002) who approach BPM trom a knowledge management perspective. 
These authors mention as responsibilities for process owners the development, deployment, 
maintenance and evolution of processes and process models and see process owners as "a means of 
preserving and evolving the organisation's knowledge" (Siemieniuch and Sinclair 2002, p. 499). 

In the survey, the majority of process owners indicate that this role takes up to 20 % of their time, a 
minority reports up to 100%. During the interviews it appeared that these respondents did not 
distinguish their line management function trom their process owner role . Most process owners 
indicated that not much has changed since the implementation of the BPM governance structure, 
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indicating that the 'actual fulfilment' of process ownership indeed consumes only a modest amount 
of time. These findings would lead to the conclusion that process ownership in case B is mainly 
focussed at the RCM . However, when comparing Table 8-2 with the literature study outcomes, it can 
be concluded that some aspects belonging to 'theoretica!' process owner role are al ready carried out 
by these process owners, but as part of their line management function : 

• Responsibility for process performance; 
• Responsibility for problem solving; 
• Undertaking improvement initiatives; 

However, these responsibilities and tasks are not 
part of the organisation's BPM approach, since there 
is no direct relation between KPls (process 
performance) and BPM or process models. On top of 
that, improvement initiatives are related to the KPls 
(which are not related to the BPM initiative) and in 
case that an improvement project is started, this is 
done in cooperation with the organisation's Six 
Sigma office, which is unrelated to BDO or BPM. This 
is also depicted in Figure 8- 4 besides. 

When ticking the tasks of their process owner role in 

Figure 8-4: PMC in case B 

1 Six Sicm• l\ 
ES ~OCHS 

the survey, the respondents again had their entire management function in mind. This was 
evidenced by the fact that almost half of them ticked all tasks out of the theoretica! framework as 
part of their function . These outcomes strongly limit the added value and use of this survey. Thus, 
prioritising these tasks does not reveal much relevant information either. Following the interview 
outcomes, the process owner is perceived to be limited to the tasks related to the RCM: 

• Modelling the process (in cooperation with the BPM Coordinator /Business Modeller); 
• Monitoring the environment for events / projects with potential impact on process; 
• (Dis-) approving process changes. 

•!• Authorities 
Again, the survey had been answered by the process owners with their entire line management 
function in mind. However, from the interviews, it could be concluded that the role of process owner 
comes along with decision rights for process design. Other than this authority specifically related to 
the process owner role, the respondents almost all reported to have access toa budget, capacity and 
management information (as part of their management function). 

•!• Contribution of the fulfilment of process ownership to BPM 
The perception of the added value of BPM (including process ownership) varies among the process 
owners. Same are not convinced of any value and mentioned that they do not need BPM to improve 
their process and cooperate reluctantly. Others are less sceptica! and mentioned as benefits a better 
understanding of the entire process, up-to-date process models and procedures at the workshops, 
and the official RCM which prevents others from making changes in your process. McCormack (2001) 
demonstrated that process documentation alone - which corresponds with the main aspects of the 
process owner role at case organisation B - does not have a major impact on process performance. 

•!• Reasons for cooperation 
Also in this case study, ingredients for cooperation with the organisation's BPM initiative were 
investigated, explaining the behaviour of those involved in the business. The benefits of cooperating 
with the organisation's BPM initiative are enumerated below: 

• A better understanding into the entire business process; 
• Availability of models and work procedures at the workshop; 
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• Formalisation of process changes (preventing others to make changes in your process) . 
These advantages however have little support among the process owners and overall there is thus 
little enthusiasm for BPM. Same mention that the increased insight has only little added value and 
employees in the workshop do not use the process model and work instructions. Below, an 
enumeration for expected reasons for lack of cooperation is provided : 

• The process owners do currently not have a problem to which BPM is an answer; 
• Aspects of the process owner role (monitoring and improvement) are al ready actively carried 

out by the stage managers. Therefore, it is perceived that BPM has little to offer; 
• The process owner role 'is just another distraction' trom daily work. Fulfilling this role 

(referring to RCM related aspects) casts time and effort and does not lead to a better 
performance of the processes in the process owner's stage. 

8.3 Competences 

The competences mentioned most frequently in the survey and that were verified in the interviews 
also reflected the respondents' entire role in the organisation, rather than their process owner role : 

1. Knowledge and overview of the process; 3. Communication / cooperation with others; 
2. Planning and organising; 4. Management within the process. 

These competences are both clearly in line with the aspects of the process owner role that primarily 
has to do with RCM (knowledge and overview of the process, communication / cooperation with 
others), and with the aspects of the process owner role that more or less belang to the line 
management function (all competences) . 

8.4 Summary case study B 

The purpose of this case study was to empirically investigate the fulfilment of process ownership, in 
order to get insight into the content of this role is and to close the gap in theory identified in the 
literature study. This summary the refo re attempts to answer the research questions for case B. 

•!• How is the process owner role fulfilled by case organisation B? 
Table 8-2 shows the organisational fulfilment of the process owner role . Summarizing the content of 
this table, process owners are responsible for keeping process models up-to-date (which is expected 
to be related to the organisational archetype 'Machine Bureaucracy', and for bath process 
performance and process improvement. An important remark is that these processes primarily fall 
within the stage over which the process owner (line manager) has functional responsibility, sa it is 
questionably if this fulfilment really represents process ownership 

•!• How is the process owner role fulfilled by the process owners in case organisation B? 
By the process owners themselves, the distinction between the process owner role and their line 
function is hardly made. As an element of their line management function, these individuals are 
responsible for process performance and actually working on process improvements fora long time -
independent of the organisation's BPM initiative. There is thus no integrated application of the PMC. 
The responsibilities and tasks belonging to their process owner roles are indeed carried out, but as an 
element of the line management function . When asked what has changed since they had been 
assigned the process owner role, it appears that this role is mainly focused on keeping process 
models in line with the reality at the workshop. This 'limited variant' of the role is similar to the 
process owner role described by Siemieniuch and Sinclair (2002), which describe this roles as a 
means for keeping the organisation's process knowledge up-to-date. 
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Conclusions 
Although some advantages for cooperation were mentioned by the process owners (increased 
knowledge of the chain, up-to-date process models in the chain), there is among process owners 
little enthusiasm about their additional role. This can partly be explained by the fact that the focus of 
this role is limited to process documentation and the release cycle management. The current focus 
on process models itself is expected to have little impact on business performance (McCormack 
2001) . On top of that, it has little added value to the process owners, s all process meetings cost 
them time and effort, but do not have significant advantages for themselves. 

However, the added value of BPM including BPM governance for case organisation B is currently an 
issue on another level in the organisation. Mapping the business processes within case organisation B 
as part of organisation-wide enterprise architecture farms the basis for exploring the potential 
alignment and synergies after a recent merger. Furthermore, up-to-date process documentation 
(regardless of being used at the workshop or not) area precondition for law and legislation. 

In case B, no direct link between the fulfilment of process ownership and BPMM was witnessed: 
monitoring process performance and process improvement (though limited to their on turf) was 
already part of their line managers function, and the RCM purely functions to keep process 
documentation up-to-date rather than it farms a structural analysis of process models to improve the 
operation. 
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, --------

Chapter 9 - Conclusions 
This research explored the fulfilment of process ownership in practice. The objective was to get 
insight into the fulfilment of process ownership and more specifically, into both the organisational 
implementation of the process owner role and the actual individua/ fulfilment by process owners. 
The methods appl ied include a survey to investigate the organisational implementation of process 
ownership among a larger population across various levels of BPMM, and case studies to investigate 
both the organisational implementation and the actual fulfilment of process ownersh ip in its real-life 
context. Below, the research findings are presented for both the organisational and individual 
fulfilment of process ownership, the limitations underlying this research are discussed, 
recommendations for practitioners and an outlook for future research are provided, and a reflection 
on the research project is given. This chapter ends with a summary. 

9.1 How is the process owner role implemented by organisations? 
This research question was addressed in both the survey and the two in-depth case studies. Firstly, 
outcomes of the survey and then the casestudy findings are addressed . 

9.1.1 Exploratory survey outcomes 

Firstly, some general survey outcomes concerning the organisational fulfilment of process ownership 
are presented. Secondly, as the organisational fulfilment of process ownership appeared to be 
related to the organisation' s level of BPMM - and we distinguished two level of BPMM, those in the 
early stages of BPMM and those progressed with BPMM - the outcomes for each of these levels is 
presented below. 

•!• Overall outcomes 
Two overall outcomes can be reported . First of all, the survey revealed that the vast majority of 
organisations with a BPM initiative assign process owners in their organisations. This indicates that 
the process owner role is common, and potentially important element of BPM. This makes it even 
more surprising that so little research has been conducted in this area . Secondly, three quarter of the 
respondents indicates that their organisation's BPM structure is either ad hoc or project-based 
(versus having a BPM department or an enterprise-wide BPM approach) . These results indicate a 
relatively immature BPM landscape in the Netherlands. 

•!• Organisational fulfilment of process ownership on the early stages of BPMM 
The process owner role is a common factor in the early stage organizations, as this role is assigned by 
69% of the organizations. Process ownership always is a part-time role, primarily assigned to 
managers in the line of the organization, whereas one-third of the organizations report to assign 
process owners on a staff level. The vast majority of organizations assign process ownership on only 
one of these levels, indicating that process owners do not operate in a process hierarchy. Three
quarters of the process owners has responsibility for process performance, whereas only half is 
responsible for process improvement. This difference indicates that process owners primarily focus 
on the management and control of their process and have not yet progressed to the next stage in the 
process management lifecycle: process optimisation. The majority of process owners have been 
facilitated with decision-rights over their process and capacity. The tasks conducted most frequently 
all have to do with the responsibility for process performance. 

•!• Organisational fulfilment of process ownership on the progressed stages of BPMM 
In the progressed group, all organisations have assigned process owners as part of their BPM 
initiative. Half even report to have process owners assigned on an executive level. Also, half reports 
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to have process owners in the line management whereas one-third assigned the role to the staff. Half 
reports to have process owners on a combination of these levels, indicating a process ownership 
hierarchy. Two-third of the process owners has responsibility for process performance, and process 
improvement, indicating a balanced approach of all phases in the process management lifecycle. The 
majority of process owners are only facilitated by their organisation with decision-rights over process 
and access to management information. They do not have a budget or access to capacity. Process 
owners in the progressed organisation conduct both tasks internally focussed (e.g. on the 
performance of the business process) and external tasks (e.g. representing the process) . 

The main differences between the fulfilment of process ownership on these two levels of BPMM are: 
• All respondents in the progressed group report that their organisation works with process 

owners, versus 69% of the respondents in the early stage group. This finding indicates the 
importance of the process owner role. 

• Half of the respondents in the progressed group report to have process ownership on an 
executive level, versus 7% in the early stage group. This finding indicates the importance of 
executive buy-in which is in line with the findings of De Bruin (2007). 

• In the progressed group, half of the respondents report to have a process ownership 
hierarchy, versus only one fifth in the early stage group. 

• Respondents in the progressed group more aften report that process owners have the 
responsibility for process improvement. This finding could indicate that these organisations 
have identified and implemented their processes, and now move on to the following steps in 
the process management lifecycle. 

• The process owner role is much more elaborate in the progressed group: overall process 
owners report to have more tasks. This can partly be explained by the fact that the process 
owner role is more aften a full-time role in progressed organisation. Whereas the tasks in the 
early group are mainly internally focused, in the progressed group the focus has also shifted 
towards external tasks. On top of that, the task 'initiate process improvements' is mentioned 
more frequently. This finding is in line with the differences in responsibilities as indicated 
above. 

9.1.2 Casestudy outcomes 

Both case studies happened to have a 'progressed' level of BPMM: whereas case A has a BPM 
department, the BPM approach of case B can best be characterised as an organisation-wide 
approach. The outcomes have a limited generisability for both groups of survey respondents, as the 
survey showed that the fulfilment of process ownership is related to the organisation's level of 
BPMM . Despite that, two cases have delivered useful insights. Comparing the organisational 
fulfilment of the process ownership in both case organisations, they appear to be relatively similar. 
See also Table 9-1 on the next page. 

Summarising the organisational fulfilment of the process owner role in case A, the process owner is 
responsible for process performance and budget monitoring. This last responsibility is redundant at 
this point in time, since BPM governance has not yet been approved by the board and the process 
roles are thus not facilitated with authorities. Main tasks of the process owner concern the process 
design, translating strategy into process requirements, reporting to stakeholders and chairmanship 
of the process chain meetings in which all functional departments involved are represented . 

Summarising the organisational fulfilment of the process owner role in case B, the process owners 
are responsible for process performance, keeping process documentation up-to-date and translating 
strategy into process requirements. These responsibilities are - with exception of the responsibility 
for process documentation - however primarily aspects of the process owner's line management 
function . The responsibilities and tasks that have been assigned to these line managers when 
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assigned the process owner role, all have to do with the release cycle management: keeping process 
models up-to-date. 

Tab/e 9-1: Casestudy comparison of organisational fulfilment of process ownership 

Element CaseA Case B 

Occupation Part-time Part-time 

Ownership hierarchy Limited to process owner Domain and process owners, process 
managers 

lndividual /team lndividual lndividual 
role 
Level and position Line management (product manager) Line management (stage manager) 
Responsibilities Process performance Release Cycle Management 

(Budget monitoring) Translating strategy into process 
An efficient and effective process design 

Main tasks Enabling process design Periodical check for improvement 
Translating strategy into KPls Periodical communication with 

Reporting to stakeholders stakeholders 
(Coordination of) process 

improvements 
Chairmanship of chain meetings 

Authorities No formal authorities Decision making 
(Decision rights on process design) 
(Setting up process requirements) 

Demanding reports 

9.2 How is the role fulfilled by process owners? 

Within case A, the role is actively fulfilled by the process owner whose role can be summarised as 
that of chain manager, a role which shares characteristics w ith the role of integration manager as 
described by Mintzberg (1992) . The process owner has taken responsibility for decentralised aspects 
and for process performance and improvement. The most important tasks carried out are among 
others monitoring process performance, initiating process improvement, chairing the process chain 
meetings and representing the process chain . On top of that, the centralisation of the responsibility 
for the process chain has resulted in a situation in which new policies are being made which were 
lacking in the situation prior to the BPM implementation. lngredients for succeeding with the 
implementation of a process management appear to be an urgent performance problem for which 
BPM is expected to provide a solution, a process owner who is capable of enthusing and persuading 
others to cooperate and who is enthusiastic about the process role himself, and who is provided the 
time and opportunity to fulfil this role by his functional manager. This last aspect also counts - in a 
lesser degree - for the work process managers. 

In case B, it is difficult to distinguish between the process owner role and the individual's line 
management function. lt can be argued that aspects of the process management cycle were already 
conducted as element of the line manager's role to which process ownership was assigned . The 
expansion of the line manager function with the process owner role therefore seems to be limited to 
all aspects concerning up-to-date process models, such as the release cycle management. This leads 
to the conclusion that the process owner role in case B resembles the process owner role as 
described by Siemieniuch and Sinclair (2002) who approached this role out of a knowledge 
management perspective. The process owner's emphasis on process models and other 
documentation might be a result from this organisation's structure as Machine Bureaucracy - an 
organisation in which the technocracy is powerful. Summarising it can be stated that the process 
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owner role in case B resembles an administrative function . Because several of the ingredients or 
reasons for succeeding present in case A are lacking in case B, the organisation's BPM undertaking 
lacks support from process owners. lt takes time of the line managers to fulfil this role and is seen as 
another distraction of daily operation, but it doesn't aid them in achieving their operational targets 
or improving problems. The added value mentioned in the interviews are a better view on the entire 
process, up-to-date process models and procedures at the workshop, but in general these issues only 
little value to process owners. 

Despite the fact that there are several similar characteristics regarding the organisational 
implementation of process ownership, the case studies revel that the actual fulfilment of this role by 
the process owners themselves differs significantly. 

9.3 Limitations 

There are several potential shortcomings surrounding this research project. The descriptive and 
exploratory type of research itself farms a limitation as it is primarily focussed on exploration by 
description rather than on testing of hypotheses or statistica! analysis. Other potential limitations for 
the exploratory survey and case studies are discussed in this paragraph. 

9.3.1 Survey limitations 

The limitations surrounding the survey concern bath the respondents and survey content. 

•!• Respondents 
First of all, the sample population is not completely random since it concerns the attendants of BPM 
conferences, and specific targeted industry contacts. lt is believed that this sample represents 
frontrunners in the field of BPM. Therefore, the survey outcomes may be more positive or advanced 
than would have been the case with a random sample population. Secondly, the sample size of 22 
usable responses is small, and toa small for statistica! analysis. 

•!• Survey content 
During the conduct of the case studies it was experienced that - since process ownership was an 
additional role in these cases - interviewees and respondents sometimes did not distinguish 
between the responsibilities, tasks and authorities belonging to the different roles of the individual. 
This could also have taken place at the exploratory survey. Another limitation of the survey concerns 
the research type : the survey does aid in providing answers to the research questions stated in 
Chapter 3 and the ambiguities from the literature study, but the how and why questions remain 
unanswered. A third limitation is that the variable 'BPM structure' is used as a proxy for BPMM 
(although it is expected that these varia bles correlate) . 

9.3.2 Case study limitations 

As argued in Chapter 3, a multi-case study research setup was deliberately chosen. Due to time 
constraints and difficulties in gaining participation from potential case organisations, the number of 
case studies is limited to two. The fact that the case studies bath happened to represent only one of 
the two BPMM levels distinguished poses a limitation on their generisability. 

Several limitations concern the BPMM assessment that has been conducted in bath case 
organisations. Rosemann and De Bruin (2005)'s BPMM model was selected because of its rigorous 
development (Willaert et al. 2007) (De Bruin 2007), and because it captures BPM as a holistic 
management practice. On top of that, the model was claimed to have a high applicability (De Bruin 
and Rosemann 2007). The model however lacks a definition of the multiple maturity levels, bath for 
the factor level and the capability area level. This seriously limits the applicability of this model. 
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Another shortcoming of the BPMM assessment in the case studies is that the outcomes have a high 
level of variation . There are several potential explanations for this variation : 

• Respondents lacking knowledge / a frame of reference for BPM as a management discipline; 
• Different interpretation of the questions; 
• Different visions exist within the organisation. 

On top of that, the outcomes of the BPMM assessment in case A did not correspond with the 
researcher's perception of the level of BPMM, nor with the interview outcomes in which many 
interviewees confirmed that the organisation' s BPM approach was still in its infancy. These 
experiences lead to the conclusion that the absolute BPMM assessment outcomes need to be 
handled with care. However, when applied to measure the relative scores of the factors of the 
BPMM model (without paying attention to absolute scores) the BPMM assessment is a valuable tool 
since outcomes are consistent. 

9.4 Recommendations for practitioners 
This research showed that all surveyed organisations on the progressed level of BPMM assign 
process owners as part of their BPM initiative. The refo re, it seems recommendable to assign process 
owners in order for organisations to progress to higher levels of maturity (although this relation has 
not been established). On top of process ownership in genera!, executive ownership (and 
commitments) seems to be a crucial element in this, so gaining executive understanding and 
commitment could be one of first and important steps in an organisation's BPM journey. 

This research also teaches us that the actual individual fulfilment of process ownership can differ 
significantly from implementation of this role on the organisational level. Therefore, organisations 
should incorporate some kind of control to ensure that the actual fulfilment of this role meets 
organisational demands. In ensuring this role is being fulfilled as aimed for, organisations should 
make certain that process owners either experience the added value of process management and are 
thus willing to cooperate, or that process ownership at least does not conflict with the fulfilment of 
the potential manage rial role that process ownership has been assigned to. And if the role is assigned 
to e.g. a line manager, process ownership is has the most potential if these processes concern 'end
to-end' processes, rather than processes that do not cross functional borders. 

Concerning organisations progressed with BPM, as appeared in the case studies, the BPM 
department stated as aim to support the organisation by continuous process improvement (among 
others) . However, neither of these organisations succeeded in implementing a fully integrated 
process management cycle. In other words, in bath organisations the BPM department was not or 
only limitedly involved with process improvement and thus not fully utilizing the organisation's 
process knowledge. To prevent this sub-optima! situation from happening, organisations should 
ensure for a tight linkage between the process management in the business and BPM staff 
departments. 

A last recommendation concerns the evolution of the process owner role . The research revealed that 
process ownership has a different, more elaborate fulfilment in organisations progressed with BPM, 
compared to those in the early stages of BPMM. This might imply that process owner with different 
competences, traits, characteristics should be assigned as the organisation's BPM approach matures. 
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9.5 Outlook for future research 
This research project identified open issues in literature and an attempt was made to close the gap. 
The findings of this research provided better insight into process ownership, but at the same time 
many aspects remain unknown. Therefore, an outlook for further research is provided : 

• The survey revealed that the organisational implementation of process ownership is related 
to the organisation's level of BPMM. The in-depth case studies however only represent one 
(progressed) out of two BPMM levels distinguished in this research. The following research 
question could therefore be : 

RQl: How is process ownership fulfilled by process owners in organisations on the first 
stages of BPMM? 

• This research project revealed an image of the possible content of the process owner role. A 
next step could be to investigate whether what we have seen is also successful and effective. 
A potential research question could be: 

RQ2: What is an effective fulfilment of process ownership across various levels of BPMM)? 

• Process ownership is en element of BPM governance. Since process ownership is expected to 
be related to BPMM, the following research question could be formulated : 

RQ3: What is an effective BPM governance structure? 

• The survey outcomes revealed that all organisations in the progressed group have assigned 
process owners, versus ± two-third of the organisations in the early stage group. The 
following hypothesis could therefore be formulated: 

Hl: Process ownership is required for reaching high levels of BPMM 

As the outcomes indicate that executive ownership is an important element for BPM, which 
is in line with De Bruin (2007), a more specific hypothesis could be formulated: 

H2: Executive ownership is required for reaching high levels of BPMM 

• This research found support for the research of Pritchard and Armistead (1999), namely that 
process ownership is related to BPMM. The following hypothesis could be formulated: 

H3 : Process ownership is required for reaching high levels of BPMM. 

Although some potential explanations are provided in this report, the 'how' and 'why' and 
the direction of this relation is unknown and would legitimise research in this area; 

• In one of the case studies, the organisational structure archetype seemed to exert much 
influence on the fulfilment of process ownership. This justifies the following hypothesis: 

H4: Process ownership is related to the organisational structure archetype 

A research project could be initiated in which process ownership is investigated for each of 
organisational archetypes as developed by Mintzberg (1992). 

Other topics that were touched du ring the research project and in which further research is needed: 
• A classification of stages of the BPMM model, which would substantially increase the 

applicability of this model; 
• BPM success - what are the actual benefits of BPM in organisations? And if the successful 

organisations are investigated, what are their common characteristics? 
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9.6 Reflection on research 

This research project investigated the fulfilment of process ownership, bath on an organisational and 
individual level. An elaborate theoretica! framework was developed, of which some element proved 
to be of higher value that others. The elements that should be considered in a future research are 
presented be low for each of the elements from the Dl M model. 

•!• DIM element 1: Organisational environment 
Especially the organisational environment incorporated many contextual factors. Those most useful / 
important, and which thus should be taken into account are: 

• BPM Structure / BPMM: 
As the survey established a relation between BPM structure and BPMM, this aspect should be taken 
into account when investigating process ownership (although this relation was not visible on an 
individual level) . lt should however be noted that respondents in organisations with a low level of 
BPMM, tend to respond toa optimistic to a BPMM assessment, probably because of a lack of 
knowledge and reference framework. A method to improve the reliability of these outcomes could 
be a discussion or showing an example of a BPMM level 5 organisation. 

• BPM governance 
BPM governance is the way in which an organisation organises its managers to ensure process 
management. As the process owner - in the case studies - was one of few process roles of BPM 
governance in the business, this structure definitely needs to be taken into account. 

• Organisational structure 
Especially in case organisation B the organisational structure, more specifically the organisational 
structure archetype of Machine Bureaucracy (Mintzberg 1992), potentially explains the fulfilment of 
the process owner role . In this particular organisation, the organisation's powerful technocracy 
arranged fora process owner role strongly focussed on keeping process documentation up-to-date. 

•!• DIM element 2 and 3: Organisational demands, behaviour 
In contrary to literature, in practice no distinction is made between accountabilities belonging to the 
process owner role and responsibilities. Accountabilities therefore do not have to be taken into 
account. Other aspects considered in this research, such as hierarchical position of process owners 
(partly related to the organisation's structure archetype), process ownership hierarchy, the type of 
occupation (part-time or full-time), responsibilities, tasks and authorities are useful for getting insight 
into the process owner role. An important remark concerns the situation in which the process owner 
role is a part-time occupation, as survey respondents and interviewees in such a situation do not 
explicitly distinguish between the attributes of the (line) management function and those of the 
process owner role . 

For the investigation of process owner tasks, a framework based on Yukl (1994)'s and Mintzberg 
(1980)'s managerial practices was developed. Although the application of this framework was useful, 
it could be supplemented with a set of tasks on the content of process owner activities, which are 
not addressed in Yukl (1994)'s and Mintzberg (1980)'s classification. 

•!• DIM element 4: Competences 
The 'open-ended' approach towards process ownership competences was useful; this allowed for the 
collection of competences most important fora good fulfilment of process owner role. 

9.7 Summary 
Summarising this research, it can be stated much more insight into process ownership has been 
gained . First of all, this research supports the indications that the (organisational) fulfilment of 
process ownership is related to the organisation's level of BPMM. Concerning the individual 
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fulfilment of process ownership, it appears that despite that the organisational fulfilment of this role 
is comparable, substantial differences can exist on the individual level. Two different process owner 
roles were carne to light in the in-depth case studies. One can best be described as that of process 
chain manager, the other as administrative function, but these roles probably do not cover the entire 
spectrum of typical process owner rol es. 
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Appendix 1: Abbreviations 

BDO 
BPM 
BPMM 
BPO 
BPR 
CMM 
C&P 
DIM 
ES 
GEA 
KPI 
MRO 
PEMM 
PI 
PMC 
QUT 
TQM 

TU/e 

Business Development Office, BPM staff department in case B 
Business Process Management 
Business Process Management Maturity 
Business Process Orientation 
Business Process Reengineering 
Capability Maturity Model 
Change & Process management, BPM staff department in case A 
Dynamic lnteraction Model 
Engine Services (unit of analysis in case B) 
Cash-dispenser process chain (unit of analysis in case A) 
Key Performance Indicator 
Maintenance, Repair and Overhaul 
Process and Enterprise Maturity model, developed by Hammer (2007) 
Performance Indicator 
Process Management Cycle 
Queensland University of Technology 
Total Quality Management 
Eindhoven University of Technology 
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Appendix 2: Conceptual BPM Maturity model 

Figure A2-1 below explains the relevance of an increased level of BPMM. The relation between 
BPMM and an increase in business profitability is demonstrated by McCormack (2001) . 

Figure A2-1: Conceptual BPMM model fol/owing De Bruin & Rosemann {2007} 

d 



Appendix 3: Foundation of theoretical framework in literature 

Table A3-1 shows the sou rees that we re used for the development of the theoretica! framework based. 

Table A3-1 : Grounding of theoretica/ framework in literature 

Elements per DIM class Source 

Roundtable BPM Evolution Boyatzis Other sources 
survey (QUT) (QUT, TU/e) (1982) 

1. Organisational Environment 

lndustry ./ ./ ./ Siemieniuch & Sinclair (2002) 

Market conditions ./ 
Firm size / B.U. size ./ ./ McCormack (2001) Siemieniuch & Sinclair (2002) 

Organisational strategy ./ 
BPM strategy ./ 
BPM structure ./ ./ 
BPM governance (aspects) ./ ./ ./ Willaert et al. (2007) 

2. & 3. Functional demands, 
behaviour 
Position in hierarchy ./ DeToro & McCabe (1997) Pritchard & Armistead (1999) 

Full-time vs. part-time role ./ 
Accountabilities 

Larsen & Klischewski (2004) DeToro & McCabe (1997) 
Willaert et al. 

./ ./ (2007) 

Responsibilities ./ Hammer (1996) Hammer & Vanhaverbeke & Hammer Hardjono & 
Stanton Torremans (2007) Bakker (2007) 
(1999) (1999) 

Authorities ./ ./ Hammer & Stanton (1999) Hammer (2007) 

Tasks ./ Larsen & Klischewski (2004) Hardjono & Bakker (2006) Hammer 
(2007) 

4. Competences ./ Hardjono & Bakker (2006) 
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Appendix 4: Exploratory survey outcomes 

Table A4-1 be low shows a representation of the survey outcomes grouped per each of the two levels 
of BPMM . 

Table A4-1 : survey outcomes per BPMM level 

No process owners assigned 

Part-time occupation 

Full-time occupation 

Board level 

Staff 

Line management 

Process ownership hierarchy 
• Progressed 

Responsible for process performance 
• Early stage 

Responsible for process improvement 

None of these responsibilities 

Decision rights 

Budget 

Capacity 

Access to management info 

0 0,1 0,2 0,3 0,4 0,5 0,6 0,7 0,8 0,9 
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Appendix 5: Case A - process roles 
In Table AS-land AS-2, the responsibilities, tasks, and authorities of respectively the process owner 
and process managers in case A are depicted. 

Table AS-1: Organisational expectations of the process owner ro/e in case A 

Role Process owner 
Responsibilities Performance of the business process on KPls 

{Monitoring budget) 

Tasks Enabling the business process design 

Translating strategy into KPls and Pis 

Reporting to stakeholders on process performance 

Coordination of improvement initiatives 

Chairmanship of the process chain meetings 

Authorities Designing the business process within Marketing's requirements 

Determining requirements for work processes 

Demanding reports on work process performance 

(Allocating budget for process change) 

Table AS-2: Organisational expectations of work process managers in case A 

Role Work process manager 
Responsibilities Performance of the work process on the Pis 

Bring in issues at the process chain meetings 
Tasks Design the work process 

Operational leadership in the work process 
Reporting to the process owner 
Participation in the process chain meetings 

Authorities Management of the work process 
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Appendix 6: Case A - survey outcomes 
This appendix presents the BPMM assessment outcomes of case A. Firstly, respondents of the survey 
are presented, ten the factor level outcomes and capability area scores as resulted trom the survey 
are discussed . Lastly, the outcomes of the researcher's BPMM assessment are presented . 

•!• Survey respondents 
The survey was filled in by bath employees of the staff department C&P and the Gea process chain . 
See Table 6-1 below. 

Table A6-1: Respondents of the BPMM self assessment survey 

C&P department Gea process chain 

• Two senior Process Architects; • One Process Owner; 

• One external BPM consultant; • Six Work Process Managers; 

• One manager BPM . 

•!• BPMM factor level scores 
In Table A6-2 below, the factor level scores as resulted out of the BPM assessment survey in case A 
are presented . As discussed in Chapter 7, the scores of the work process managers are in genera! 
higher than the scores of the other players in the process chain . Below the average factor level 
scores without and including the work process managers are displayed . As explained in Chapter 7, 
the decision was made to include the scores of the work process managers. Figure A6-1 displays the 
factor level scores. 

Table A6-2: BPMM factor level scores for case A 

Factor Scores excl. work Scores incl. work 
process managers process managers 

Ave rage St.dev. Ave rage St.dev 

Strategie Alignment 3.0 0.8 3.3 0.8 

Governance 2.1 0.4 2.4 0.8 

Methods 2.8 0.8 2.9 0.8 

IT 3.0 0.4 3.2 0.5 

People 3.8 0.6 3.5 0.6 

Culture 3.6 0.7 3.0 0.8 

Figure A6-1: BPMM factor level scores for case A 
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•!• BPMM capability area scores 

In Table A6-2 on the next page, the BPMM capability scores that resulted out of the survey in case A 
are presented. 

Table A6-3: BPMM capability area scores for case A 

Factor Capability Area Average Score 

Strategie Alignment 1 Process improvement plan 3.4 
(3.3) 2 Strategy and process capability linkage 3.1 

3 Process architecture 3.9 
4 Process output and measurement 2.9 
5 Process customers and stakeholders 3.0 

Governance 1 Process management decision making 2.2 
(2.4) 2 Process roles and responsibilities 2.4 

3 Process metrics and performance linkage 2.1 
4 Process management standards 2.2 
5 Process management controls 2.3 

Methods 1 Process design and modelling 3.4 
(2.9) 2 Process implementation and execution 3.0 

3 Process control and measurement 2.6 
4 Process improvement and innovation 2.0 
5 Process project and program management 3.0 

IT (3.2) 1 Process design and modelling 3.7 
2 Process implementation and execution 3.0 
3 Process control and measurement 3.0 
4 Process improvement and innovation 2.5 
5 Process project and program management 3.4 

People (3.5) 1 Process skills and expertise 3.4 
2 Process management knowledge 3.5 
3 Process education and learning 3.9 
4 Process collaboration and communication 3.4 
5 Process management leaders 2.9 

Culture (3.0) 1 Responsiveness to process change 3.1 

2 Process values and beliefs 3.0 
3 Process attitudes and behaviours 3.3 
4 Leadership attention to process 3.4 
5 Process management social networks 3.4 

•!• BPMM assessment by the researcher 
Below, for each of the factors out of the BPMM, it is shown on which capability areas the 
organisation has made progression (indicated with a '+' sign) which would argue for a high BPMM 
score, and on which capability areas no progression has been made (indicated with a '-' sign). The 
capability areas with a ± sign made somewhat progression. The decision was made not to follow the 
five levels of the BPMM since a specific description for each of these five levels is lacking. 

• Strategie Alignment (SA) 
The organisation has not formulated a (strategically aligned) process improvement plan. 
Only recently a start has been made with the representation of C&P in strategically 
prioritised programs and projects. Within the Gea process chain, improvement initiatives 
are carried out on the basis of the perception of urgency of the process owner. 



± In the Gea chain, process performance is monitored on the basis of KPls and SLAs. However, 
these performance measures are not further communicated to higher levels in the 
organisational hierarchy, but the process requirement are aligned with Marketing. The lack of 
alignment with strategy /top management is stressed by one of the interviewees: 

"Currently, it is questionable when a process performs welf. The KP/s that have been defined 
are based on an interpretation of the strategie objectives of the board. However, there is a lot 
of discrepancy between them. 11 

The policies that are being developed in the process chain more aligned with strategy, si nee 
these have to be approved by steering committees. 

+ A high-level enterprise wide process architecture has been developed by C&P, in which 
process chains and business processes are identified. 

+ Process performance is monitored on a weekly basis and evaluated on at least a quarterly 
basis. 

+ Stakeholders of the Gea process chain such as suppliers are known. Attempts are being made 
to start with similar process chain meetings with these suppliers . 

• Governance 
± In the Gea, a limited process governance framework is implemented . Decisions that can be 

made in the regular meetings are to the benefit of the process chain rather than for 
functional units. 

± Within the Gea process chain, process roles and responsibilities, tasks and authorities have 
been defined . At this point in time, the operational process roles have not been given 
authority, limiting the application of these roles. 
There is no direct linkage between process metrics and strategie goals. Remuneration is not 
linked with process performance. 
Within the organisation, there is no standard approach to BPM yet, nor is there control on 
compliance of these standards. 

• Methods 
+ Processes are uniformly modelled by means of Bwise, ensuring a consistent and comparable 

approach. Within the Gea chain, approximately 80% of the processes have been modelled. 
± Processes are monitored by among others the IT department. lf for example cash-dispensers 

are down, this will be notified by means of triggers. In the current situation, the monitoring is 
however quite reactive. Currently, attempts are being made to install a dashboard for that 
allows a daily control and thus a more proactive approach. 
Even though C&P is responsible for the conduct of process audits, these do not take place 
due to a lack of capacity. On top of that, the organisation does not practice methods such as 
Lean or Six Sigma. 
Therefore there is no (consistent) approach to managing BPM projects or programs 

• Information Technology 
+ Within the Gea chain, approximately 80% processes are modelled and in the tool Bwise (this 

tool is however not used for management and control). 
+ Many processes in the Gea chain are automated. 
± lf there are performance issues, these arise on the dash board of the IT department. As 

mentioned before, a more proactive dash board is being implemented. 
There is no IT used for analysis, evaluation or process improvement. 
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• People 
+ There is a relatively high level of satisfaction with process skills and expertise. On top of that, 

the process owner succeeded in gaining knowledge and overview over the entire process 
chain . Work process managers now have better insight in their contribution to the entire 
process. 
The process management skills are considerably lower than process skills and expertise. First 
of all, the organisation has little experience with BPM as a management discipline. On top of 
that, the process owners all had difficulties with answering the BPMM questions. 

± All members of the C&P have had a BPM training. This training is going to be provided to the 
process owners and work process managers in the business. 

± Within the Gea chain, work process managers are starting to cooperate. This is however 
limited to players in the chain (and suppliers) . 
There are no formal expectations for skills and competences of process management leaders 
(BPM has not even been approved by the board of the organisation) . 

• Culture 
There is no promotion of process values and beliefs, many employees do not know what 
BPM is. Th is is due to the tact that BPM has not been approved yet by the board . 

+ The players in the Gea process chain do however cooperate on process related issues 
because they see its added value. 

± Social networks are limited to the Gea chain and do not reach further into the organisation -
or possibly- expand to other organisations conducting BPM. 



Appendix 7: Case B - process roles 

In Table A7-1, A7-2 and A7-3 below, the organisational expectations of the domain owners, the 
process owners, process managers, and the BPM coordinator can be found. The RCM in Appendix 9 
might contribute to get a better understanding of the content of these roles . 

Table Al-1 : Organisational expectations of domain owners in case 8 

Role Domain Owner 

Responsibilities Process cohesion within the domain 
Determining KPls on a domain level 
Ensures the realisation of these do main objectives 
Ensures and efficient business process design within the domain 
The external relations of the domain 
The organisation of resources to make and implement process changes 

Table Al-2: Organisational expectations of process owners in case B 

Role Process Owner 

Responsibilities Translating domain KPls into business process KPls 
Ensuring an efficient and effective process design 
Ensuring compliance with law legislation 
Keeping process models, procedures and work instructions up-to-date 
Ensuring good interfaces with other business processes 
Periodical check for the need of improvements in the business process 
Responsible for the validation and approving process changes in Aris 
Communication of process changes 
Validation of the business process with that of the process managers 

Periodical communication with the BPMA on process developments 

Tab/e Al-3: Organisational expectations of process managers in case 8 

Role Process Manager 

Responsibilities Periodical process reviews (comparing the actual process with the Aris models) 
Ensuring process standards such as quality, time, money, etc. are met. 
Communication with the client on process performance 
Communication of process changes 
lnitiates process improvement (to the process owner) 
Review suggestions for process changes 
Approving suggested process changes to the process owner 

Tab/e Al-4: Organisational expectations of BPM coordinators in case 8 

Role BPM coordinator 

Responsibilities Interface between process owners and BPM modeller 
Administrates changes in process documentation 
Administrates 'work in progress' 
Assigns process changes to the BPM model Ier 
Evaluation of process models and provide feedback to BPM modellers 
Validation of process changes by the process owners 
Link work instructions to process steps 

m 



Appendix 8: Case B - process owner tasks 
In table A8-1 below, the tasks as reported by the process owners in case Bare presented . These data 
show that not all process owners make a distinction between their managerial function and their role 
as process owner. 

lf a process owner has indicated to carry out a task, this is marked with a " "/" . lf the square behind 
the task also has a dark background, this task was indicated as one of the top three most important 
tasks by the particular process owner. 

Tab/e AB-1 : Process owner tasks in case B 

Corresponding activity (Mintzberg 1973 & Yukl 1994) 

Nr. Task (Role) Responses y z 
1 Motivating & lnspiring (Leader) ./ ./ ./ ./ 4 3 

2 Rewarding (Leader) ./ ./ ./ ./ 4 0 

3 Networking outside the process (Liaison) ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 6 2 

4 Monitoring process performance (Monitor) ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 6 5 

5 Monitoring environmental changes that (can) have an .,/ .,/ .,/ 3 1 
impact on process (Monitor) 

6 lnforming members of the organisation / process .,/ .,/ .,/ .,/ 4 0 
(Disseminator) 

7 Representing the process (Spokesman / Figurehead) ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 6 1 

8 lnitiative improvement projects (Entrepreneur) ./ ./ ./ ./ 3 3 

9 Problem solving (Disturbance Handler) ./ ./ ./ ./ 4 1 

10 Managing conflict (Disturbance Handler) .,/ .,/ .,/ .,/ 4 0 

11 Allocating resources to the process (Resource Allocator) ./ ./ .,/ .,/ 4 0 

12 Negotiate for resources and cooperation? (Negotiator) ./ ./ ./ ./ 4 1 

13 Guiding process werkers (Coaching) ./ ./ ./ ./ 4 0 

14 Delegating (Coaching) ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 5 0 

15 Facilitating development of employees in the process .,/ .,/ .,/ .,/ 4 1 
(Coaching) 

Each column under the row 'Responses' corresponds with the tasks indicated by one process owner. 
Column Y shows how aften a task is ticked, column Z presents the number of times that a task was 
indicated as most important. From these outcomes it can be concluded that the tasks 'networking 
outside the process', 'monitoring process performance' and 'representing the process' are the tasks 
carried out by most line managers / process owners. The tasks most aften indicated as most 
important are 'Motivating and inspiring', 'Monitoring process performance' and 'lnitiating 
improvement projects'. 
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Appendix 9: Case 8- Release Cycle Management 
In Figure A9-1 below, the Release Cycle Management (RCM) of case B is presented. The process 
owners play an important role in this RCM since they have to evaluate the new or adjusted process 
models and publicly (dis-)approve them . 

Fig_ure A9-1 : Release Cycle Manag_ement at case B 
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Appendix 10: Case B - survey outcomes 
This appendix presents t he BPMM assessment outcomes of case B. Firstly, the survey respondents 
are presented, the factor level outcomes and capabil ity area scores as resulted from the survey are 
discussed . Lastly, the outcomes of the researcher's BPMM assessment are presented . 

•!• Survey respondents 
The survey was filled in by bath members from the staff department BDO and the Engine Services 
domain. See for more details Tale Al0-1 below. 

Table Al0-1: Respondents of the BPMM self-assessment survey 

800 Engine Services domain 

• One manager BPM; • One domain owner; 
• Two business arch itects; • Seven process owners . 

• One bus iness modeller; 

•!• BPMM factor level scores 
In Table Al0-1 below, the factor level scores resulting out of the BPM assessment in case B are 
presented . These average factor scores are also visual ised in Figure Al0-1. 

Table Al0-2: BPMM factor level scores for case B 

Factor Average St.dev. 

Strategie Alignment 3.5 
Governance 3.1 
Methods 3.4 
IT 3.0 
People 3.5 
Culture 3.3 

Figure Al0-1: BPMM factor level scores for case B 

5,0 ..,.....-~--,.,_.~-~~~--~-~-..,,.----~~.,,.., 

4,5 +------------------------; 
4,0 +-------------------..,..-------1 
3,5 +-----,...------- "'--------
3,0 

2,5 

2,0 

1,5 

1,0 

0,5 

o,o+-~::;.;.:_L._~....&.:;;::;;.:;.i_~~=i.--.A.ll::l=.1..~-~=-~__JL...:..:l=---1 

Strategie Govern11nce Methods 
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•!• BPMM capability area scores 

IT People Culture 

0.8 
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0.8 
0.4 
0.4 
0.6 

In Table Al0-2 on the next page, the BPMM capability scores that resulted from the BPMM 
assessment are presented . 
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Figure Al0-2: BPMM capability area scores case B 

Factor Capability Area Average Score 

Strategie Alignment 1 Process improvement plan 2.8 
(3,5} 2 Strategy and process capability linkage 2.8 

3 Process architecture 4.3 
4 Process output and measurement 2.5 
5 Process customers and stakeholders 2.3 

Governance 1 Process management decision making 3.5 
(3,1} 2 Process roles and responsibilities 3.5 

3 Process metrics and performance linkage 2.0 
4 Process management standards 3.5 
5 Process management controls 2.8 

Methods 1 Process design and modelling 4.0 
(3,0} 2 Process implementation and execution 3.3 

3 Process control and measurement 2.0 
4 Process improvement and innovation 3.0 
5 Process project and program management 4.0 

IT (3,3} 1 Process design and modelling 4.8 
2 Process implementation and execution 4.3 
3 Process control and measurement 3.8 
4 Process improvement and innovation 1.8 
5 Process project and program management 3.3 

People (3,5} 1 Process skills and expertise 3.5 
2 Process management knowledge 2.8 
3 Process education and learning 3.0 
4 Process collaboration and communication 3.5 
5 Process management leaders 2.0 

Culture (3,3) 1 Responsiveness to process change 2.5 
2 Process va lues and beliefs 2.3 
3 Process attitudes and behaviours 2.8 
4 Leadership attention to process 3.8 
5 Process management social networks 3.0 

•!• BPMM assessment by the researcher 
Below, for each of the factors out of the BPMM, it is shown on which capability areas the 
organisation has made progression (indicated with a '+' sign) which would argue for a high BPMM 
score, and on which capability areas no progression has been made (indicated with a '-' sign) . The 
capability areas with a '±' sign made somewhat progression. The decision was made not to follow the 
five levels of the BPMM since a specific description for each of these five levels is lacking. 

• Strategie Alignment (SA} 
There is no strategy driven process improvement plan. lmprovement projects are initiated by 
the business on the basis of operational problems (targets based on planning not being met) . 

± There is no direct linkage between strategy and the actual processes, but the BPM approach 
itself is clearly in line with strategy. 

+ An enterprise-wide process architecture has been developed and translated in two multiple 
layers onto a work instruction level. 

+ Process measurement dash boards are installed. These are primarily in line with the yearly 
forecast made by the domain owners. 
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• Governance 

+ An elaborate BPM governance structure was established and implemented throughout the 
organisation. 

± Process roles and responsibilities are being fulfilled, but often have a negative feel to it. The 
process owners have little motivation for cooperation. 

+ Recently, the process dash boards in the organisation are implemented / aligned. 

• Methods 
+ The use of Aris to model processes uniformly. 
+ Process and procedure descriptions available at the workshop to support employees in 

conduction of their tasks. 
+ A six sigma office that can be approached in case of performance issues (although this office 

is not aligned with BPM). 

• Information Technology 
+ Aris is uniformly used to model and communicate processes. 
+ Process (stage) performance is monitored on a weekly basis. The process owners/ line 

managers have dash boards (applications as Excel are used, the functionalities of Aris are not 
fully applied) to their disposal to monitor and control process performance. 
The organisation does not use tools for process evaluation and improvement such as 
simulation or mining. Process are however analysed and improved with the methods Lean, 
Six Sigma, Kaizen. 

• People 
± People are reported to have good knowledge of their processes, both in BDO as in the 

management of ES. lt is however also reported that in the process knowledge of the 
employees in the workshop is limited. 
There is relatively little knowledge about BPM principles (although there is more knowledge 
about Six Sigma). 
At this stage in time, only employees from BDO have had education in the BPM area. 

+ Players in the process seem to cooperate with each other to achieve desired outcomes, e.g. a 
structural 'information management' meeting has been established separately from BPM. 
Currently, no skills levels or competences have been specified for the different BPM roles. 

• Culture 
± On the management level in case B, there is a reasonable level of responsiveness to process 

change. This is at least going to be reinforced by the RCM that has been implemented. In the 
interviews it became clear that the employees at the workshop are reluctant to these process 
changes and not willing to check for changes in models or procedures. At the same time, 
potential process improvements are discussed with representatives from the workshop. 

+ The level of attention to process management is high and in the near future this subject is 
going to be promoted by the executives. 

+ There is a high level of commitment and attention of the management to BPM. 
Only limitedly a start is being made to look across boarders of the own domain and to assess 
the way of working in si mi lar domains. 
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Appendix 11: Case study survey 

Dear [First Name] [Last Name], 

Welcome to the survey of the Eindhoven University of Technology on BPM within [Organisation] . 

To ensure a common understanding of important terms used in this survey, these are explained 
be low: 

BPM is used as an explanation for the horizontal, process-centred management discipline such as 
implemented at [Organisation] by means of process-related roles such as process owners and (work) 
process managers. 

BPM maturity (BPMM) is a variable which measures how complete, good, and broad the BPM 
approach within [Organisation} is. Think for example of top management understanding and 
involvement, the use of uniform methods and process-aware information systems, well-defined 
accountability and a culture receptive to business processes. A subtle but important difference 
between BPMM and 'process maturity' is that the latter only measures the quality of a process, 
whereas BPMM measures the quality of the entire process management approach. 

You can start with the survey. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Respondent details 

1. What is your position in the organisation structure? 

2. What is your process role within [Organisation]1? 
• Domain Owner 
• Process Owners 
• Process Manager 
• BPM Consultant (Business Architect) 
• BPM Model Ier (Business Analyst) 
• External Consultant 
• Other ... 

The following guestions concern your role as Domain Owner. Process Owner or Process Manager 
(others are diverted to guestion 13) 

3. What percentage of your time is approximately dedicated to the fulfilment of your process role? 

• 0 - 20% 

• 21-40% 

• 41 - 60% 

• 61 - 80% 

• 81- 100% 

4. Which responsibilities are assigned to process owners? 

• The efficient and effective running of a business process 

• lmproving the business process 

• None of the aforementioned responsibilities 

• Don't know / Other, namely: 

5. Do you have other responsibilities related to your process role? 

6. Which formal authorities do process owners have? 

• Decision-making authority 
• Budget 
• Capacity 
• Access to management information 
• No formal authority 
• Don't know 

1 
The answer options are adapted for each case organisation 
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7. Is the performance of your business process apart of the evaluation of your functioning? 

• Yes 
• No 

8. Please indicate which tasks / activities are carried out by process owners? 

• Motivating and inspiring employees within the business process 

• Rewarding employees within the business process 

• Networking outside the process in favour of the business process 

• Monitoring business process performance 

• Monitoring environmental changes that (can) have an impact on the business process 

• Disseminating external information within the business process 

• Representing the business process (bath status and expert request) outside the business 
process 

• lnitiating process improvement projects 

• Problem solving within the business process 

• Managing conflict within the business process 

• Negotiating for resources such as budget and capacity 

• Allocating these resources within the business process 

• Supporting and managing employees within the business process 

• Delegating tasks within the business process 

• Facilitating process-related training and education for employees within the business process 

• Don't know / Other, namely: 

9. Please indicate which three tasks / activities are the most important for the fulfilment of your 
process role? 

10. Do other tasks belang to your process role? lf so, which one/s?? 

11. With which other functions do you cooperate most aften (in sequence of low frequency to high 
frequency)? 
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12. Do you experience obstruction in fulfilling your process role? lf so, please explain: 

13. Do you cooperate with, or do you have insight in the functioning of domain owners, process 
owners and process managers? 

• Yes 
• No 

Competences 

14. What are the three most important competences (knowledge and skills) fora domain owner to 
be successful? 

15. What are the three most important competences (knowledge and skills) fora process owner 
to be successful? 

16. What are the three most important competences (knowledge and skills) fora process 
manager to be successful? 

17. Please select the three process roles that have contributed the most to realising the BPM 
objectives: 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Domain Owner 
Process Owners 
Process Manager 
BPM Consultant (Business Architect) 
BPM Model Ier (Business Analyst) 
External Consultant 
Other ... 

18. Please explain: 

BPM maturity (1 / 3) 

In this last paragraph of this survey, 'Best in Class' statements are presented. Please indicate for each 
statement the extent to which you (dis-)agree. 

19. To what extent do you agree with the following statements on the link between organisational 
strategy and process management? 

a. Process improvement initiatives are selected on the basis of a strategie goals. 
b. The organisation's strategy is translated into process requirements and processes are part of 

the organisation's strategy. 

c. All processes and the interrelations are defined in an enterprise-wide process architecture. 

d. Processes are being controlled with process measures derived trom the organisation's 
strategy. 

e. The requirements of customers and other process stakeholders are balanced. 

20.To what extent do you agree with the following statements on process governance? 

a. A process-based governance framework has been designed and implemented . 

b. The process roles within this process governance framework are actively fulfilled . 

c. Performance of process is linked to reward and remuneration of these process roles. 
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d. The entire organisation works with uniform process standards. 

e. Compliance with these standards is evaluated periodically. 

21. To what extent do you agree with the following statements on the methods that support 
consistent process management? 

a. Uniform methods for representing processes e.g. BPMN, IDEFO, and Strategy Maps are used. 

b. Processes are monitored with uniform methods such as process audits, service level 
agreements, qual ity checks etc. 

c. Processes are evaluated with uniform methods such as ABC or cost analysis, benchmarking, 
value chain analysis. 

d. Processes are improvement with uniform methods such as Lean and Six Sigma. 

e. Uniform methods are used for managing the overall BPM program and projects e.g. portfolio 
management, and the process of process management. 

22. To what extent do you agree with the following statements 
In hoeverre bent u het eens met de volgende stellingen over de gebruikte IT ter ondersteuning van 
procesmanagement? 

a. Processes are model led and documented in a uniform way with software such as Aris, and 
Staffware. 

b. Processes are executed with the help of workflow, ERP, BPM Systems or other IT. 

c. Processes are controlled with IT e.g. triggers, control varia bles, flags etc. 

d . Processes are optimised on the basis of simulation software, scenario analysis or similar. 

e. Project - and the process of process management is carried out with the help of specific 
software. 

23.To what extent do you agree with the following statements on process- and process 
management knowledge and skills? 

a. The organisation possesses suitable process skil ls and expertise. 

b. The organisation possesses suitable process management skills and expertise. 

c. The organisation facilitates process-based education programs. 

d. There is a lot of collaboration on process-related work. 

e. Process management knowledge and responsibilities are actively taken fulfilled on all levels 
in the organisation. 

24.To what extent do you agree with the following statements on the collective process values and 

beliefs? 

a. Employees are proactive towards process change. 
b. Employees see the organisation as a series of linked processes including their own role . 
c. Employees are crit ica! towards the processes and their own work with a focus on process 

improvement. 
d. BPM is visibly supported by the board of the organisation. 

e. Process knowledge and experiences are shared within the organisation. 

25. Do you have any remarks regarding the content of this survey? 

Thank you for your participation. 
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Appendix 12: Exploratory survey 

Survey 

The Eindhoven University of Technology and YNNO conduct a research project into process roles in Dutch 

organisations. By means of this survey we' re aiming to gain insight in and an understanding of the fulfilment of 

process roles, and the role of process owner in particular. Therefore we'd like to invite you to fill in this survey. 

Completion of this survey will take at most 5 minutes. 

Your responses will be treated anonymous and confidential. The outcomes of the survey will be presented via 

the BPM forum and www.ynno.com. 

lf you are consultant, we would like to ask you to fill in this survey with one actual business case in mind 

starting from paragraph two onwards. 
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1. Respondent details 

Organisation2
: 

Your position: 

In which industry is your organisation primarily active? 

0 Agriculture 0 Manufacturing 

0 Building and Construction 0 Mining 

0 Banking and Financial services 0 Professional Services/ Consultancy 

0 Education 0 Research & Development 

0 Financial Services & lnsurance 0 Telecommunications 

0 Government 0 Tourism 

0 Health 0 Trade 

0 IT 0 Transport 

0 Other, please specify: 

2 The answer to this question is only included in order to be able to group multiple responses from one 
organisation. Hereafter, the answers will be removed . 
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2. BPM Approach 

Which of the following options best describes your organisation's BPM approach? (please select 
just one answer) 

o Ad hoc 

o Projects 

o BPM department /team 

o Enterprise-wide BPM approach 

Which of the following process roles are formally assigned in your organisation? 

Role Not assigned Part-time function Full-time 

Process Architect lïl lïl lïl 

Process Administrator lïl lïl lïl 

Process Manager lïl lïl lïl 

Process Owner lïl lïl lïl 

Other process roles, namely: 

Proceed to the following page, if: 

• Your organisation has formally assigned process owners, either full-time or as a side-

function, or: 

• This role has not been assigned formally, but process responsibilities are actively 

taken upon for (inter-departmental) business processes. 

lf this is not the case, the survey ends here and we would like to thank you kindly for your 

cooperation. 
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3. The fulfilment of process ownership 

Where in the organisation is process ownersh ip assigned? (multiple answers possible) 

0 Board 

0 Staff 

0 Line management: 

0 Product management 

0 Product market combination 

0 Functional management. 

0 Don't know / Other, namely: 

Which responsibilities are assigned to process owners? 

o The efficient and effective running of a business process 

o lmproving the business process 

o None of the aforementioned responsibilities 

o Don't know / Other, namely: 

Which formal authorities do process owners have? 

o Decision-making authority 

o Budget 

o Capacity 

o Access to management information 

o No formal authority 

o Don't know 

Which tasks / activities are carried out by process owners? 

o Motivating and inspiring employees within the business process 

o Rewarding employees within the business process 
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o Networking outside the process in favour of the business process 

o Monitoring business process performance 

o Monitoring environmental changes that (can) have an impact on the business process 

o Disseminating external information within the business process 

o Representing the business process (bath status and expert request) outside the business 
process 

o lnitiating process improvement projects 

o Problem solving within the business process 

o Managing conflict within the business process 

o Negotiating for resources such as budget and capacity 

o Allocating these resources within the business process 

o Supporting and managing employees within the business process 

o Delegating tasks within the business process 

o Facilitating process-related training and education for employees within the business 
process 

o Don't know / Other, namely: 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Appendix 13: Survey developed by TU/e and QUT 

This section defined the terms BPM Initiative, end-to-end process and BPM as they are used 
in this survey. It is important to read these definitions to ensure questions are interpreted as 
intended. 

The term 'BPM initiative' or 'BPMI' is used as a proxy for your organisation's process-based 
initiative. It is recognised such an initiative may not be called 'BPM' but may be called 
something like Business Transformation, Business Improvement or Change Projects. 

The term 'end-to-end process' is used as a proxy for other terms such as key, core, and critica! 
business processes, which are used to indicate the high-level processes that define an 
organisation ' s business. 

The term 'BPM' is used to refer toa holistic organisational-wide management practice aimed at 
adopting a process focus to doing business. It is recognised that an organisation may not refer to 
such an approach as BPM however such a management approach would include a focus on: 

• defining the end-to-end processes of the organisation; 
• standardising and streamlining processes; 
• creating a customer perspective and generating value-add; 
• collaborating on processes; 
• connecting with customer and supplier processes; 
• eroding cross-functional boundaries; 
• simplifying process work; and so on. 

Respondent Details: 

a) Does your organisation currently have a recognised BPM initiative? 

[ Yes D No, hut it had one in the past [ ' No, and it has never had one 

b) Please indicate your level of involvement with your organisation's BPM initiative: 
[ 1 am currently involved with the BPMI and have been since it began or 1 was 

involved with the BPMI for its entirety (where the BPMI has finished) 
D 1 am currently involved with the BPMI but became involved after it started and 

have a strong understanding of its history. 
C 1 am currently involved with the BPMI but became involved after it started and 

have a only a limited understanding of its history. 
C 1 am not currently involved with the BPMI hut was in the past. 
C: 1 am not currently involved with the BPMI and never have been. 

c) Position title: 

d) Position level: L J Operational C Tactical D Strategie 

e) How long have you been with your organisation? ____ years 

f) Is English your first language? Yes No 
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Organisation's Demographics 

a) Organisation's name: ____________________ _ 

b) Headquarters located in: t!rop-t!oH 11 li\l ll ith 1111111/ri l'\ of CIA 1rnrlt! foei hook 

c) Industry type: 

D Agriculture 
D Building and Construction 
D Banking and Financial services 
[j Education 
C Health 
C Innovation, Science and Technology 
IJ Manufacturing 
LJ Mining 

C Professional Services 
[ Retail 
C Telecommunications 
[_l Tourism 
D Transport 
D Utilities 
D Other, please specify 

d) Annual turn-over: currcnc; drop-dm\ n 1 i st 

e) Net profit: currcnc; drop-do\\ n list 

f) Approximate number of employees: ______ _ 

g) Approximately what percentage of employees is full-time?_ % D Don 't know 

h) Approximately what percentage of employees is in a work-related union? 
___ % D Don 't know 

i) Sector: 

C:: Private [] Public D Not For Profit (NFP) D Other, please specify __ _ 

j) Organisation ' s ownership structure: 
[ J Stand alone company 
D Wholly owned or controlled subsidiary 
Ll Parent company 
LJ Other, please specify _________________ _ 

j2) If your organisation is a wholly owned or controlled subsidiary, please indicate your parent 
company: 
• Name: 
• 

(oitional) 

If your organisation has never had a BPM initiative, we thank you for your time and 
participation in our survey. 
If your organisation has a current BPM initiative or has had a BPM initiative in the past the 
following questions relate to this initiative. 

a) In what year did your organisation start its BPM initiative? (select from drop down 
list of possible years starting with 2007 backwards to 1990 with the last option being Prior to 
1990) 
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b) In what year did your organisation finish its BPM initiative? (select from drop 
down list of possible years with the first option being Not Finished - Still Current the 2007 
backwards to 1990 with the last option being Prior to 1990) 

c) Which area instigated your organisation's BPM initiative? (select one) 

C Parent company 
D Board of directors 
D Executives 
[ BPM Centre 
[j Line of Business 

D IT Department 
D Finance Department 
D Sales & Marketing Department 
C Human Resources Department 
D Other, please specify _____ _ 

d) How would you best describe the structure of your organisation 's BPM initiative when it 
started? 

[I Ad hoc 
1-~ Project-based 
D Pockets of excellence, e.g. BPM Centre / BPM team 
D Enterprise-wide Program 

e) How would you best describe the structure of your organisation's BPM initiative at this point 
in time? 

D Ad hoc 
D Project-based 
D Pockets of excellence, e.g. BPM Centre / BPM team 
D Enterprise-wide Program 

f) Which area was responsible for the structure of your organisation's BPM initiative when it 
started? (select one) 

C Parent company 
LJ Board of directors 
1-J Executives 
[J BPM Centre 
1. Line of Business 

D IT Department 
D Finance Department 
D Sales & Marketing Department 
D Human Resources Department 
D Other, please specify _____ _ 

g) Which area is responsible for the structure of your organisation's BPM initiative at this point 
in time? (select one) 

D Parent company 
D Board of directors 
u Executives 
D BPM Centre 
D Line of Business 

D IT Department 
D Finance Department 
[I Sales & Marketing Department 
C Human Resources Department 
D Other, please specify _____ _ 

h) Does your organisation have a parent company? 

r- Yes D No 

h2) If Yes, to what extent was your organisation's BPM initiative influenced by its parent 
company when it first started? 

Not at all A lot 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D Don't know 

h3) If Yes, to what extent is your organisation's BPM initiative influenced by its parent 
company at this point in time? 

Not at all 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
A lot 

7 D Don 't know 

i) Who was accountable for the conduct of your organisation's BPM initiative when it started? 

C CEO D CIO C CFO D COO D CPO D Other, please specify __ _ 

j) Who is accountable for the conduct your organisation's BPM initiative at this point in time? 

IJ CEO C CIO C1 CFO D COO D CPO D Other, please specify __ _ 

k) How long is your organisation planning to continue with its BPM initiative (in some form)? 
D At most 2 years 
D 2 to 5 years 
D 6 to 10 years 
D Ongoing 
D Other, please specify __________________ _ 

1) If there are plans to continue the BPM initiative for more than 2 years, briefly explain what 
these plans involve? 

m) Please indicate up to three main drivers of your organisation's BPM initiative when it 
started? List/ Other, please specify. 

Il lil 

m2)Have the main driver/s changed over time? 

C Yes D No D Don 't know 

m3) If Yes, please indicate what the main drivers are now and the major reasons why they 
changed: 

n) Please indicate up to three main objectives of your organisation's BPM initiative when it 
started? List/ Other, please specify 

Il 111 

n2) Have the main objective/s changed over time? 

l: Yes C. No [] Don 't know 

n3) If Yes, please indicate what the main objectives are now and the major reasons why 
they changed: 
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o) Please indicate up to three main success measures of your organisation's BPM initiative when 
it started? List/ Other, please specify 

ii iii 

o2) Have the main success measures changed over time? 

D Yes D No D Don 't know 

o3) If Yes, please indicate what the main success measures are now and the major reasons 
why they changed: 

p) How satisfied is your organisation with its progress in achieving these success measures? 

Very 

Dissatisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

In this section, questions require answers for two points in time. 
They relate to the start of the BPM initiative, and to the situation now. 

7 

Very 

Satisfied 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the statements for each point in time. 

a) Employees within the organisation are highly motivated. (OD) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b) Employees have confidence in the abilities and skills of other employees. (OD) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c) Employees have confidence in decisions made by other employees. (OD) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Don't 
know 

D 
D 

Don't 
know 

D 
D 

Don ' t 
know 

D 
[J 

d) Employees have confidence that other employees act in the company's best interest. (OD) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

e) Employees from within the same department communicate on a regular basis. (OD) 

ii 
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Strongly Neutra! Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 c 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [ 

f) Employees from different departments communicate on a regular basis. (OD) 

Strongly Neutral Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

g) Employees are willing to commit time and energy to improving processes. (OD) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

h) Employees view BPM as being critica! to the future of the organisation. (OD) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

i) Executives create an environment that encourages learning through experience. (EB) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Start of BPMI 1 
Now 1 

2 
2 

3 
3 

Neutra! 

4 
4 

5 
5 

6 
6 

Strongly 
Agree 

7 
7 

j) Executives stimulate employees to be creative and innovative. (EB) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Start of BPMI 1 
Now 1 

2 
2 

3 
3 

Neutra! 

4 
4 

5 
5 

6 
6 

Strongly 
Agree 

7 
7 

k) Executives focus on the long-term viability of the organisation. (EB) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Now l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1) Executives are convinced of the value of BPM. (EB) 

Strongly Neutra! Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Don't 
know 

D 
D 

Don' t 
know 

D 
D 

Don't 
know 

D 
D 

Don't 
know 

jj 
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Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 -~ 

Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [ 

m) Executives create an environment that promotes BPM. (EB) 

Strongly Neutral Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI l 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

n) Executives provide employees with the needed support for BPM. (EB) 

Strongly Neutral Strongly Don ' t 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

o) Executives are committed to continuing with BPM. (EB) 

Strongly Neutral Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

p) Executives view BPM as being critical to the future of the organisation. (EB) 

Strongly Neutral Strongly Don't 
Disagree Agree know 

Start of BPMI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

The remaining questions of the survey require answers for two periods of time (if applicable). 
They include the first twelve months of your organisation's BPM initiative and the last twelve 
months of your organisation's BPM initiative. 

Please indicate the level of emphasis your organisation bas given to the following areas: 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 

a) Methods for representing processes e.g. BPMN, IDEFO, Value Chain, Strategy Maps or 
similar. (3 .1) 

No Neutra! Strong Don 't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [] 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

b) Methods for monitoring processes e.g. process audits, service level agreements, quality checks 
or similar. (3.2) 

No 
Emphasis 

1 2 3 

Neutra! 

4 5 6 

Strong 
Emphasis 

7 

Don't 
know 

D 
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Year 
Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

2 3 4 5 6 7 [J 

c) Methods for evaluating processes e.g. ABC analysis, benchmarking, value chain analysis or 
similar. (3.3) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

d) Methods for improving process e.g. Lean, Six Sigma, blue-sky thinking or similar. (3.4) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

e) Methods for managing the overall BPM program and projects e.g. process portfolio 
management, process of process management or si mi lar. 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

f) IT for modelling processes, e.g. Aris, Staffware or similar. (4.1) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

g) IT for executing processes, e.g. a workflow engine, ERP, BPMS or sirnilar. (4.2.) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

h) IT for controlling processes e.g. triggers, control variables, flags or sirnilar. (4.3) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
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First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

i) IT for changing processes e.g. simulation software, scenario analysis or similar. (4.4) 

No Neutra) Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

j) IT for process information management e.g. process dash-boards, intranet, portals, on-line 
forums or si mi lar. ( 4.5) 

No Neutra) Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

k) Planning process initiatives in accordance with strategie goals. (1.1) 

No Neutra) Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 [ J 

1) Maintaining a relationship between process capabilities and organisational strategy. (1.2) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

m) Developing an enterprise-wide architecture that defines the organisation's processes and their 
interrelations . ( 1.3) 

No Neutra) Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

n) Aligning process measures with the strategie goals they are to achieve. (1.4) 

No Neutra) Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
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o) Balancing the process requirements of customers with those of other process stakeholders. 
(1.5) 

No Neutra) Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 c 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

p) Implementing a process-based govemance framework. (2.1) 

No Neutra) Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 

q) Assigning process related roles and responsibilities. (2.2) 

No Neutral Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 
Year 

Last Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

r) Linking reward and remuneration to the optimisation of end-to-end process performance. (2.3) 

No Neutral Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 

s) Adopting process-related standards. (2.4) 

No Neutral Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 c 

t) Assessing compliance with process-related standards. (2.5) 

No Neutral Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 

u) Ensuring the availability of suitable process skills and expertise. (5.1) 
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No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 c 
Year 

Last Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 c 

v) Establishing a comprehensive body of BPM knowledge. (5.2). 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 

w) Providing a range of process-based education programs e.g. covering both process-specific 
and broader BPM aspects. (5.3) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 [J 

x) Increasing collaboration on process-related work. (5.4) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 

y) Developing the attributes required in process management leaders. (5.5) 

No Neutra! Strong Don ' t 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 c 

z) Creating an environment that is proactive towards process change. (6.1) 

No Neutra! Strong Don ' t 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First l 2 3 4 5 6 7 c 
Year 

Last Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 

aa) Communicating the organisation's values and beliefs regarding BPM. (6.2) 

No Neutra! Strong Don't 
Emphasis Emphasis know 

First 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 
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Year 
Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

First 
Year 

Last Year 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

bb) Encouraging attitudes and behaviours that support BPM. (6.3) 

No Neutra) Strong 
Emphasis Emphasis 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

cc) Promoting BPM through executive and senior management leadership. (6.4) 

No Neutra) Strong 
Emphasis Emphasis 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

dd) Facilitating the active sharing of process-related knowledge and experiences. (6.5) 

No 
Emphasis 

1 

1 

2 

2 

Neutra) 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

That completes our survey. 

Thank you for your participation. 

6 

6 

Strong 
Emphasis 

7 

7 

[. 

Don't 
know 

D 

D 

Don't 
know 

D 

D 

Don't 
know 

D 
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