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Abstract 
 
The problem of failed projects has been and still is an interesting topic with many 

views emanating through various research avenues. The research presented in 

this thesis is one such avenue. In pursuit of Business Process Reengineering 

(BPR) via defined and executed projects, the financial institutions of South Africa 

have not seemed able to succeed in executing a high number of successful BPR 

projects. The research presented in this thesis was undertaken to understand why 

this was, even though industry accepted methodologies such as Six Sigma and 

Lean Engineering were adopted. 

The research focused on understanding what factors influenced the successful 

execution of BPR projects, by reviewing prior research and by conducting a case 

study. This analysis led to the development of the “Organisation Ring of Influence” 

(ORoI) model which highlighted the impact and influence organisation structures 

and organisation behaviours have on the successful execution of BPR projects.  

The primary objective of the research, however, was to take this understanding 

and combine it with the thinking of Systems Theory, more specifically the socio-

technical problem solving methodology developed by Peter Checkland, known as 

Soft Systems Methodology (SSM), in order to develop a management approach. If 

applied, the management approach would improve the probability of success of 

executed BPR projects. The management approach developed was termed the 

“Pre Project Organisation Environment Enablement Model” (P2OE2M).  

Key Words: Organisation Culture, Organisation Behaviour, Business Process 

Reengineering, BPR Projects.  
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1 Introduction 
 
Methodology! A word that has become renowned globally to guide various disciplines in 
realising successful projects, yet so many projects have been recorded as failures. A 
research article by McKinsey & Company states that, “on average, large IT projects run 45 
percent over budget and 7 percent over time, while delivering 56 percent less value than 
predicted” (Bloch, et al., 2012). Furthermore, a Harvard Business Review research article, 
reviewing 1471 projects, states that projects experience between 27% and 200% cost 
overruns with one in six projects experiencing a schedule overrun of up to 70% (Flyvbjerg & 
Budzier, 2012). The biggest question on people’s minds is; Why? Why have these projects 
failed? Surely if you follow a proven method of executing a project that is associated with 
many successes, these high percentages should not exist. The hard truth, however, is that 
these failed projects exist and the percentages of failures exceed the percentages of 
successes.  
 
These failures exist across various disciplines, including the discipline of Business Process 
Reengineering (BPR) (also known as Business Process Improvement (BPI) or Business 
Process Management (BPM)). BPR implementation failure rates are quoted as high as 70% 
(Habib & Shah, 2013) (Alghamdi, et al., 2014). BPR is used in the research presented in this 
thesis as the overarching term that encompasses a business process improvement or 
reengineering effort, project or initiative and associated methods, tools and techniques. 
Various literatures have been centred on the failure of these types of projects and the factors 
that influence their success such as culture, executive sponsorship and buy-in, suitable 
deployment teams and organisation adaptability (La Rock, 2003) (BPR Online Learning 
Centre, 1999) (Denning, 2010) (Davenport, 2007). If so much has gone into understanding 
why business process type projects either succeed or fail, why are such a large number of 
them still failing (La Rock, 2003)? One way to answer such a question is to perform a case 
study analysis against contemporaneous projects, contextualised and executed within an 
environment dedicated to deliver on BPR type projects. 
 
These issues or problems of failed projects, even within the BPR disciplines is very broad 
and spans various industries, including manufacturing and service type organisations. In 
order to undertake a reasonable study, focus should be given to a specific industry using 
specific methodologies within a project environment suited for business process 
reengineering type projects. 
 
The focus of the research presented in this thesis was to undertake such an endeavour, 
beginning with an introduction into the research as part of Chapter 1. This will be followed by 
an extensive literature review in Chapter 2, an explanation of the research design selected in 
Chapter 3 including the explanation of the method used for conducting the research, a 
discussion on the case study field work and the associated analysis outcomes in Chapter 4, 
an overview of the work of Donella Meadows and Peter Checkland that was used to inform 
the suggested management approach in Chapter 5 and the recommended management 
approach is described in Chapter 6. The thesis will conclude with points on knowledge 
contribution, limitations of research and considerations for future research as part of Chapter 
7.  
 
The next sections will provide an overview of the research. 

1.1 Background  
 
Further to the aforementioned context where BPR as a project discipline was placed as 
having a high number of failed implementations, it is worth mentioning that work has gone 
into creating frameworks and methodologies (Muthu, et al., 1999) (Murphy, 2009) that have 
inherent in them the purpose of enabling these success factors to ensure smooth and 
successful BPR implementations. BPR projects are deemed to have failed if the project 
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experiences overrun in costs, overrun in schedules, delivering poor quality and do not meet 
the delivery of the stated business requirements and benefits (derived from how projects are 
measured as failures as stated by McKinsey and Harvard Business Review (Bloch, et al., 
2012) (Flyvbjerg & Budzier, 2012)). 
 
Returning to the specific issue at hand, the researcher has worked in the financial industry’s 
project environment for more than 10 years, covering both the Information Technology (IT) 
and BPR disciplines. It was interesting to note how many projects throughout the 10-year 
tenure experienced cost and schedule overruns, delivered poor quality due to time pressures, 
did not meet business expectations and did not result in attaining the full stated benefits. 
Being in many roles, including that of a project manager, the researcher found himself and 
the project teams being blamed for failed projects. Sometimes the methodologies used to 
execute projects were also deemed as contributors to failed projects and were continuously 
changed and or improved upon only to result in more failed projects. The researcher holds a 
Master’s Degree in Engineering and was academically exposed to reasons why projects fail 
and found these practical experiences at odds with his academic experiences. This led the 
researcher to believe that there was a gap in the understanding of why projects fail, over and 
above the current available literature. The researcher then embarked on a journey to discover 
why projects fail and to determine if there was no silver bullet in existence that could solve 
the problem of failed projects. In this journey, it became apparent that there was no silver 
bullet and that projects can fail for so many reasons or any combinations thereof. The 
researcher found an opportunity to research project failures within the BPR domain with the 
aim to create self-understanding of why projects fail and to determine if there is any way of 
improving his own success in executing successful projects.  
 
The BPR domain was selected due to current tenure on projects and current observations 
about the four major South African banks, including which, that they have been observed 
aggressively pursuing cost savings by introducing BPR initiatives. The banks were met with 
project failure issues as the methodologies that they had adopted as silver bullets, namely, 
Six Sigma and Lean Engineering were not yielding the results as anticipated (David, 2008) 
and as seen in organisations such as Motorola and General Electric (Murphy, 2009) (Process 
Quality Associates, 2006). Research has also proven that there are factors that need to be in 
place before the execution of these methodologies would yield the promised results (La 
Rock, 2003) (BPR Online Learning Centre, 1999) (Murphy, 2009) (David, 2008). 
 
From the above it became apparent that the BPR project communities were intimately aware 
of the process improvement methodologies and the success factors related to successful 
BPR projects, which then led the researcher to the repeated question of why do these 
projects fail and ultimately how can one improve the rate of success? 

1.2 Purpose  
 
Having outlined the problem of failed BPR projects in the South African financial services 
industry, progress can be made to advance the purpose of conducting research within the 
BPR discipline. 
 
The ultimate and overarching purpose of the conducted research was to derive a fit-for-
purpose management approach that would guide project leaders in executing their projects 
within their organisational environments successfully (c/f Section 3.5.1). To reach that 
overarching purpose, the researcher observed BPR project executions within a financial 
institution in order to understand what factors influence the success of a project. These 
observations were interpreted in order to form concepts that led to the development of the 
management approach. 
 
Further to the project observations that would provide an understanding and the context of 
contemporary phenomena within the BPR discipline, a deep dive into the soft systems 
methodology was undertaken to understand how this method and or concepts could assist in 
deriving the management approach (c/f Chapter 5). 
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1.3 Questions 
 
Research is based on the foundation of seeking solutions to problems, and therefore asking 
the right questions (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) (Yin, 2009) will yield the correct answers any 
researcher is looking for. So, in order to achieve the purpose of the research, what would the 
right question be? 
 
Thus, the primary research question is formulated as follows: 
 
How should a BPR project be executed within a financial service company to achieve 
an appropriate balance of the critical success factors?    
 
Supporting questions need to be structured in a way that would guide the research through 
the process of answering the primary research question stated above. The following 
questions are supportive in nature towards answering the primary research question: 
 

 Has prior research identified all relevant project influential factors? If not, what are 
the other relevant project influential factors? 

 Which project influential factors are more relevant or important to the successful 
outcome of a BPR project? 

 How can the prevalence of the applicable BPR project influential factors be 
determined? 

 What is required in order to enable and prioritise highly relevant and important BPR 
project influential factors that would lead to a successful outcome? 

 How do the above integrate with current BPR project methodologies? 
 
In the next section the significance of the research and its knowledge contribution will be 
discussed. 

1.4 Research Significance and Knowledge Contribution 
 
Research is not about information gathering, information summarisation and relocation nor is 
it about catch phrases that product marketers’ use (Leedy & Omrod, 2010). Research is a 
systematic process of collecting, analysing and interpreting information in order to increase 
understanding and knowledge of a phenomenon (Leedy & Omrod, 2010). In the case of the 
research presented here the phenomenon is that of executing successful BPR projects in a 
financial institution. In understanding the above stated phenomenon, two distinct significant 
value added themes were proposed as being further outcomes of the conducted research, 
the first being that of knowledge advancement, and the second being that of organisational 
capability enhancement. 
 
Knowledge advancement is further subdivided into advancing knowledge for two academic 
disciplines. The first and primary academic discipline is that of Industrial Engineering of which 
BPR is a part. The conducted research advances the outcome of a fit-for-purpose 
management approach applied to BPR execution, specifically catering for the financial 
industry, and aiming to assist in improving the success rate of executed BPR projects.  
 
The secondary academic discipline for which knowledge advancement is prevalent is that of 
systems theory methods and the application thereof within the BPR project execution 
discipline. General systems theory has for a long period inferred integration with a multitude 
of disciplines (Von Bertalanffy, 2009). By applying systems theory methods, in particular the 
soft systems method, to the BPR discipline, the research will broaden the application domain 
of systems theory and advocate positively for the proclaimed inferred integration. 
 
The researcher defines organisational capability as the ability of an organisation to perform a 
function successfully. Via the advancement of the management approach towards BPR 
execution, financial institutions should be able to improve their rate of success for executing 
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BPR projects within their organisational environments. This directly enhances their 
probabilities to capitalise on benefits stated with these types of projects such as cost 
reduction, improved return on investment and the much sought after benefit of improved 
customer satisfaction. 
 
The advancement of knowledge in the BPR domain and systems theory discipline, as well as 
organisational capability enhancement positively supports the need for the research 
conducted. To further strengthen the case as to why the research was conducted an 
extensive literature review, covered in Chapter 2, was performed in order to: 
 

 Reveal relationships of prior research to the topic researched (c/f Section 2.1) 

 Identify gaps on previous research into BPR project execution methodologies and 
management approaches (c/f Sections 2.2 and 2.3) 

 
Before advancing to Chapter 2, it is important to consider the ethical implications of the 
research and therefore an overview of the ethical considerations is described next. 

1.5 Ethical Considerations 
 
Any research that is conducted in a real life context, such as a case study, obliges the 
researcher to cater for important ethical considerations (Yin, 2009). These ethical 
considerations fall into four major categories: 
 

 Protection from harm (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) (Yin, 2009) 

 Informed consent (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) (Yin, 2009) 

 Right to privacy and confidentiality (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) (Yin, 2009) 

 Honesty (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) 
 

The first category, protection from harm, does not lend itself to the type of research that will 
be undertaken, as the research does not add to the day to day activities of the project’s 
participants, nor does the research plan to expose the research participants to any harm or 
stress, as the research is conducted during working hours at the organisation’s premises 
(Leedy & Omrod, 2010). The three subsequent categories, informed consent, honesty and 
right to privacy and confidentiality however lend themselves to be considered. Appropriate 
measures have to be taken to safeguard the researcher and the research participants. 
 
Informed consent is when the research participants are made aware of the nature of the case 
study (Yin, 2009) and the use of any documentation that arises from conducting the case 
study (Leedy & Omrod, 2010). In the case of the current proposed research, as mentioned 
earlier, the organisation under study is the primary research participant. The organisation, its 
structures, behaviours and people were observed, while executing BPR type projects. The 
people themselves were not considered to be research participants, rather, they were 
considered to be part of the organisation’s attributes contributing towards interactions and 
outcomes. The interactions and outcomes were key observables used as data points within 
the case study conducted.  It was also imperative for the case study to be conducted, in as 
far as possible, in a natural setting with no unwanted influences in order to achieve unbiased 
or influenced results. An authorised appointee of the bank was consulted and informed by the 
use of a formal document, content of which appears under Appendix E.  
 
Privacy and confidentiality were also advanced by the use of the formal document. Privacy 
and confidentiality protect the organisation and its employees against unauthorised use of 
views and responses unless special permission is granted. Pseudonyms were used in 
instances where references linked specific outcomes to specific individuals or entities. 
 
Honesty is an ethical principle directed at the researcher. The researcher should at all times 
aim to report on all findings in a complete and honest fashion (Leedy & Omrod, 2010), 
without influencing, fabricating and misrepresenting information or outcomes. 
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Acknowledgement and credit (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) also reside under the auspices of 
honesty. The researcher is always bound by his own professional ethics and integrity, and 
should under no circumstance circumvent any acknowledgements and rightly attribute credit 
where credit is due. 
 
The researcher shall be guided by the aforementioned ethical considerations to maintain his 
own integrity and also to ensure that all known ethical qualms are rightfully addressed to 
avoid undue negative impacts on the research and the success thereof. 
 
The next chapter will focus on the reviewed literature and how it related to the research. 
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2 Literature Review 
 
Before a detailed literature review could be conducted, the relationship of BPR to othere 
researched disciplines had to be established. This was achieved using a limited set of 
literature during the early stages of the research, which started in the year 2011. This then 
informed the direction to be taken to identify appropriate and relevant literature for conducting 
a detailed review, as more current literature which would have to be published after the year 
2011, would be required during the 4-year tenure of the research. Thereafter the detailed 
review was broken down into three sections, namely; prior work; BPR methodologies; and 
project management methodologies. The prior work section of the literature review focused 
on analysing existing research on the subject of BPR project failures and how to improve the 
rate of success. The BPR methodologies section focused on creating an understanding of 
existing BPR execution approaches; and the project management methodologies section 
focused on creating an understanding of the project management methodologies used within 
the case study organisation.  
 
Further links to current research were also investigated in the domains of knowledge 
management (also known as intellectual capital management) and the learning organisation. 
The next section outlines the research relationship to the relevant research disciplines 
covered in the detailed literature review. 

2.1 Research Relationship to Researched Disciplines 
 
The use of a literature map (Creswell, 2009) was employed to indicate the relationship to 
current literature, which included books, prior research, recent journals and electronic 
articles. The literature map is illustrated in Figure 2.1. 
 
The literature map positions a topic, BPR Project Execution, as the definitive point of 
departure. This then leads into subtopics, which are further broken down into points of 
interest leading to the need for study, namely, the BPR Execution Methodology. 
 
The need for study is determined firstly by the BPR Methodology sub topic. As you will read 
in the Case Study Analysis section, Lean Six Sigma was practised within the organisation 
where the research was conducted. The service derivative of the Lean Six Sigma 
methodology is described in George, 2003, who provides an in-depth understanding of Lean 
Six Sigma and its use in the service industry.  
 
An alternative method for process improvement within service industries was also advanced 
by Goldratt (in Cox III, et al., 2010), known as Theory of Constraints. Lean Six Sigma and 
Theory of Constraints are technical methodologies whereby the actual processes are 
improved by following prescribed steps. Selecting the appropriate methodology for use is 
something that would require further understanding and research. Nave, 2002, suggested an 
approach to selecting the right methodology for use, however, he only focused on the 
purpose of the three commonly known methodologies, namely, Six Sigma, Lean, and Theory 
of Constraints. Lean Six Sigma is positioned as a hybrid that fulfils the purposes of Lean and 
Six Sigma when it comes to process improvement (George, 2003) (Furterer, 2009), therefore 
a selection approach should focus on broader aspects of use than just the purpose and 
should include methodology hybridisation and organisation integration components. 
 
BPR Success Factors forms part of prior research (BPR Online Learning Centre, 1999)  (La 
Rock, 2003)  (David, 2008) and provide descriptive narratives of what an organisation 
requires to succeed in executing BPR projects. However, this does leave the gap of how 
organisations would know that these success factors exist, and if not, how do they entrench 
these factors to ensure BPR project success. 
 
The need to study the BPR Execution Methodology as a phenomenon also arises because of 
concerns raised by industry gurus such as Harmon, 2008, who states, 
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“Techniques like Lean, Six Sigma, and Business Process Re-Engineering that were 
developed to help improve manufacturing processes need to be reconceptualised before they 
will be as effective in analysing and redesigning service processes.” (Harmon, 2008) 
 
In his article, “The FAD that Forgot People”, reports (as appearing in the Computer Science 
Corporation (CSC) index of 1994), Davenport, 2007, reports that 67% of the completed re-
engineering projects were judged as producing mediocre, marginal, or failed results. He also 
states that process reengineering has become synonymous with layoffs, hence the negative 
perception from a change management and people perspective. These concerns are still 
contemporary and relay the need for adequate change management practices when 
embarking on BPR projects.  
 
The last subtopic, Systems Theory, is not directly related to the BPR project execution 
phenomenon; however, Ackoff, 1995 suggests an alternate way of looking at process 
reengineering. He suggests that improvement or continuous improvement should focus on 
the whole and not the parts. Further research is required to advance this thought process and 
how it applies to process improvement and especially the BPR project phenomenon, as it 
relates to the research presented in this thesis. 
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Figure 2.1: Literature Map
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2.2 Literature Review of Prior Work 
 
A very famous quote in the BPR fraternity, “Reengineering is the fundamental 
rethinking and radical redesign of business processes to achieve dramatic 
improvements in critical, contemporary measures of performance such as cost, 
quality, service and speed” (Hammer & Champy, 1994), suggests that change 
should not be driven by what we know of how we do things, but how we should be 
doing things that we know, being normative rather than descriptive.  On reading 
this quotation and combining it with relevant experience in executing BPR projects, 
the researcher propounds business process change as being driven by the 
organisation purpose and capability that are aligned to the organisation strategy, 
structures, operating models and further directed by outside influences such as 
customer requirements and legislation. In other words, a holistic approach to a 
BPR project execution would be required. A literature review was conducted, 
focusing on the current research period between 2010 and 2015, while also giving 
consideration to research conducted as early as 1995. Figure 2.2 provides a view 
of reviewed literature based on previous research. The reviewed literature was 
specifically selected because it aligned to two particular research aspects that 
were considered as part of the research presented in this thesis, namely,  
 

 research into BPR project influential factors  

 proposed new models that are aimed at improving the success of 
executing BPR type projects. 

 

 
Figure 2.2: List of Literature Reviewed 

2.2.1 Review of BPR Project Influential Factors Identified by Prior Research 
 
As mentioned earlier, one of the outcomes of the literature review was to 
consolidate a list of BPR project influential factors as identified by prior research. 
Table 2.1 represents the consolidated list and also links each factor to the relevant 
literature reviewed. The list is in no particular order and does not distinguish 
between failure and success factors. It is a representation of factors that can 
influence a BPR implementation either negatively or positively as derived from 
consolidating efforts of prior research. 
 

Muthu et al., 1999 Grover et al., 1995

Mayer and deWitte, 1999 Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999

Den Hengst and de Vrede, 2004 Mayer and deWitte, 1999

Liman Mansar and Reijers, 2005 Den Hengst and de Vrede, 2004

Abdi et al., 2011 David, 2008

Kundi et al., 2012 Magutu et al., 2010

Eftekhari & Akhavan, 2013 Ramanigopal et al., 2011

Hussain et al., 2014 Jurisch et al., 2012

Hussein et al., 2014 Habib, 2013

Bahramnejad, et al., 2015 Eftekhari & Akhavan, 2013

Alghamdi et al., 2014

Nasir et al., 2014

Hussein and Dayekh, 2014

Grau and Moormann, 2014

BPR - Prior Research - Literature Reviewed

Prior Research into new BPR Execution Models Prior Research into BPR Success/Failure Factors 
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A baseline of factors was created by reviewing literature published from the year 
1995 to 2014 (Grover, et al., 1995) (Mayer & deWitte, 1999) (Al-Mashari & Zairi, 
1999) (Den Hengst & De Vreede, 2004) (David, 2008) (Ramanigopal, et al., 2011) 
(Jurisch, et al., 2012) (Hussein & Dayekh, 2014) (Nisar, et al., 2014).  The majority 
of the reviewed literature was selected as it had an element of originality (prior 
research was not its only source of reference) in terms of identifying the factors. 
Grover et al., 1995, was selected on the basis that they had extensively reviewed 
literature published prior to 1995 and that the factors represented were exhaustive 
for the research period prior to 1995. The banking sector, which is the context of 
the case study presented in this thesis, was covered by David, 2008, Ramanigopal 
et al., 2011 and Nisar et al., 2014.  
 
Other research into BPR project success or failure factors derived the factors by 
consolidating efforts of prior research and by referencing and supporting existing 
factors without contributing new factors (Magutu, et al., 2010) (Maleki & Yokabed, 
2011) (Habib, 2013) (Eftekhari & Akhavan, 2013) (Alghamdi, et al., 2014)  
 
While the majority of the reviewed research literature gave credence to the factors 
associated with the execution of a project, very little credence was given to 
organisational context factors, such as management structures, political climates 
and the organisations capability to absorb demands for change. Nisar et al., 2014, 
recommend that further work be carried out in order to clearly understand the 
relationship between an organisation’s structure and top management’s 
commitment to BPR. The research presented in this thesis aligns to this thinking 
and empirically investigated the suggestion by Nisar et al, 2014. In addition, Grau 
and Moormann, 2014, suggest that there is a gap in understanding the relationship 
between organisational culture and BPR (Grau & Moormann, 2014). They base 
this noted gap on their extensive review of literature on the topics of BPR and 
organisational culture. They have found that there are varied opinions on the 
relationship between BPR and organisational culture, based on basic qualitative 
investigations. They further suggest that empirical evidence is missing in this 
research aspect. The research presented in this thesis also aligns to this thinking 
and empirically investigated, Grau and Moormann, 2014, suggestion that empirical 
evidence is missing in investigations centred on understanding the relationship 
between organisational culture and BPR. 
 
Furthermore, the reseacher also investigated if the list represented in Table 2.1 
was indeed exhaustive and if all factors related to BPR implementations had been 
covered by prior research. 
 
Table 2.1: Consolidated list of BPR Project Influential Factors Based on Prior 
Research 

Prior Research Project 
Influencing Factors  

References  

1. Resistance to Change 
Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Ramanigopal et al., 2011; Jurisch et 
al., 2012;  

2. 
BPR Philosophy not aligned 
to situation 

Grover et al., 1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Hussein and Dayekh 2014 

3. 
Poor Stakeholder 
Involvement 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Den Hengst and de Vrede, 2004; 
Ramanigopal et al., 2011 

4. 
Poor analysis of As-Is 
Processes 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; Den Hengst 
and de Vrede, 2004; Jurisch et al., 2012;  

5. 
Poor design of To-Be 
Processes 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; Den Hengst 
and de Vrede, 2004; Jurisch et al., 2012;  
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Prior Research Project 
Influencing Factors  

References  

6. 
Reluctance to invest in large 
BPR type projects 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; David, 2008; 
Ramanigopal et al., 2011 

7. 
Alignment of Vision and 
Goals 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Mayer and deWitte, 1999; David, 
2008; Jurisch et al., 2012; Nisar et al., 2014 

8. 

Business Process 
Management (BPM) 
Framework inclusive of 
supporting functional 
structure, IT tools and BPR 
methods 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; David, 2008; Ramanigopal et al., 
2011; Jurisch et al., 2012; Nisar et al., 2014 

9. 
Continuous Improvement 
Philosophy Alignment to 
Organisation Strategy 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; David, 2008; Hussein and Dayekh 
2014; Nisar et al., 2014 

10. 
Correct benefit calculations- 
Quantitative versus 
Qualitative 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; David, 2008  

11. Communication 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; David, 2008; Jurisch et al., 2012; 
Hussein and Dayekh 2014; Nisar et al., 
2014 

12. 
Training of all impacted 
stakeholders 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Den Hengst and de Vrede, 2004; 
Jurisch et al., 2012; Ramanigopal et al., 
2011; Nisar et al., 2014 

13. 
Motivation for all impacted 
stakeholders 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; Den Hengst 
and de Vrede, 2004; Ramanigopal et al., 
2011; Jurisch et al., 2012; Nisar et al., 2014 

14. Change management 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Den Hengst and de Vrede, 2004; 
Ramanigopal et al., 2011; Jurisch et al., 
2012; Hussein and Dayekh 2014; Nisar et 
al., 2014 

15. 
Team structure and 
engagement 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; Mayer and 
deWitte, 1999; Den Hengst and de Vrede, 
2004; David, 2008; Ramanigopal et al., 
2011; Jurisch et al., 2012; Hussein and 
Dayekh 2014; Nisar et al., 2014 

16. 
Aligned human resource 
policies 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Mayer and deWitte, 1999; Nisar et 
al., 2014 

17. 
Customer centric process 
design 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; Mayer and 
deWitte, 1999; David, 2008 

18. Project management 
Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; David, 2008; Jurisch et al., 2012; 
Nisar et al., 2014 

19. Project priority 
Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Ramanigopal et al., 2011 

20. 
Standardisation of 
reengineered products 
inclusive of processes 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; Den Hengst 
and de Vrede, 2004;  
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Prior Research Project 
Influencing Factors  

References  

21. 
Executive sponsorship, 
leadership support and 
commitment 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Mayer and deWitte, 1999; Den 
Hengst and de Vrede, 2004; David, 2008; 
Ramanigopal et al., 2011; Jurisch et al., 
2012; Hussein and Dayekh 2014; Nisar et 
al., 2014 

22. 
Compelling Business Case 
for change 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Ramanigopal et al., 2011 

23. 
Use of a proven Process 
Improvement Methodology 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Mayer and deWitte, 1999; Den 
Hengst and de Vrede, 2004; Jurisch et al., 
2012; Nisar et al., 2014 

24. 
Line management 
leadership, support and 
commitment 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Hussein and Dayekh 2014 

25. 
IT awareness and 
understanding (Business 
Process Integration) 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Mayer and deWitte, 1999; Den 
Hengst and de Vrede, 2004; Ramanigopal 
et al., 2011; Jurisch et al., 2012; Hussein 
and Dayekh 2014; Nisar et al., 2014 

26. 
Stable Scope of Work 
(SOW) 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; David, 2008; 
Jurisch et al., 2012;  

27. 
Radical verse Incremental 
Business Process changes 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Mayer and deWitte, 1999;  

28. Project benefit expectations 
David, 2008; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; 
Ramanigopal et al., 2011; Jurisch et al., 
2012;  

29. 
Project implementation 
timeframe 

Grover et al.,1995; Jurisch et al., 2012 

30. 
Vendor support and 
relationship 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999; Nisar et al., 2014 

31. 
Business political climate 
influences 

Grover et al.,1995; Al-Mashari and Zairi, 
1999 

32. 
Organisation capability to 
absorb demand for change 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999;  

33. 
Management structure 
supports project execution 

Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999 

 

2.2.2 Review of BPR Execution Approaches Proposed by Prior Research 
 
In seeking the answer to the problem of failed BPR projects, prior research 
proposed new approaches towards improving the success of BPR 
implementations. This section provides a synthesis of the reviewed literature in 
alignment with the research presented in this thesis. 
 
Research conducted in the late 1990s and early 2000s focused mostly on the 
mechanics of business process reengineering and design, including step-by-step 
guides of conducting analysis and modelling of future solutions by means of 
various tools and proposed notations  (Mayer & deWitte, 1999) (Muthu, et al., 
1999)  (Den Hengst & De Vreede, 2004)  (Liman Mansar & Reijers, 2005). They 
give very little consideration in the proposed approaches towards the organisation 
context. Mayer and deWitte, 1999, for example, suggest that BPR success means 
integrating a BPR capability within an organisation. They also go on to suggest that 
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BPR projects are successful if they "are conducted within the context of the 
enterprise’s culture and values" (Mayer & deWitte, 1999). However, they do not 
necessarily look into how this can be achieved, as the organisational lenses 
applied are centred on the organisation’s capability to support a reengineering 
effort, through appropriate methods, tools and resources. Although Liman Mansar 
and Reijers, 2005, mention organisational structure as an element in their 
framework, they assume that organisational structures remain stable during the 
process redesign work. Recent experience has taught the researcher that 
organisational structures do not necessarily remain stable while a project is being 
executed. The research presented in this thesis looks at exploring this factor, as 
prior research into BPR project influential factors, noted in Table 2.1, do not 
contain any factors that take into account unstable organisational structures and its 
impact to BPR. 
  
In contrast to the research conducted in the late 1990s and early 2000s, recent 
research into BPR approaches acknowledges the need to execute BPR efforts 
integrated with the organisations context, to improve the success rate of BPR 
project implementations. 
 
Hussain et al, 2014, suggest that there is a gap in the knowledge of executing BPR 
projects in that the organisation’s readiness needs to be measured in order to 
minimise the risks associated with executing BPR projects. In addition, they 
suggest that readiness is a guarantee for BPR success (Hussain, et al., 2014). 
They go on to identify four failure factors which they classify as BPR readiness 
factors, namely, leadership Style (supportive), collaborative working environment 
(team engagement and change management), IT (integration, awareness and 
tools), top management commitment (right kind of leadership, senior management 
teamwork and engagement, management of risks). By referencing these factors, 
they propose a very simple model which states that the identified factors need to 
be assessed in order to gauge the readiness of an organisation to execute BPR 
efforts.  Hussain et al., 2014, go on to recommend further avenues of research. 
Particular mention is made of identifying those factors that negatively contribute 
towards readiness, namely, understanding the criticality of change management, 
management skills, capability of organisations to absorb the demand for change 
and excellence in cross functional operations of organisations. The research 
presented in this thesis aligns with the thinking presented by Hussain et al., 2014, 
and takes into account that Hussain et al., 2014, only considered four factors and 
recommend further research into organisational readiness for BPR by identifying 
and incorporating negative failure factors. The approach taken by the researcher to 
derive the proposed management model, takes into account a comprehensive list 
of identified BPR project influential factors without focussing on any particular 
factor or combination of factors. The approach also assesses the presence of 
these factors within an organisational environment integrated with the proposed 
BPR effort and minimises the risks, thereby improving the success rate of BPR 
execution efforts.  
 
Another suggested gap in BPR methods is that the methods are not 
comprehensive enough to lower the risk of BPR implementations (Eftekhari & 
Akhavan, 2013). In order to ensure a comprehensive BPR method, Eftekhari and 
Akhavan, 2013 proposed the integration of IT tools and techniques within every 
phase of a BPR implementation approach. In addition, they include a failure 
analysis component to be conducted at every phase as well. They provide a list of 
failure factors derived at by consolidating identified factors from prior research, 
which they propose be considered at every phase of a BPR implementation. The 
Comprehensive IT tools based Methodology (CITM) has three stages, namely, 
“Before starting BPR project, BPR implementation and After BPR project 
implementation,” (Eftekhari & Akhavan, 2013). Two aspects of their research are of 
interest to the research presented in this thesis. The first is that the list of failure 
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factors derived by Eftekhari and Akhavan and used as part of the failure analysis 
component is incomplete and fails to recognise mostly the contextual factors such 
as, political climate, change absorbtion capability and vendor relationships. In 
addition, BPR project factors such as project priority are also not included. This is a 
gap and the research presented in this thesis will look at incorporating all identified 
factors as represented in Table 2.1. The second aspect of interest is the first stage 
of the CITM, namely, Before starting BPR project. This stage is discussed as being 
the stage where the organisation’s performance is evaluated in terms of the 
organisation’s processes and performance of the aforementioned processes 
against competitors (Eftekhari & Akhavan, 2013). The stage also contains steps 
related to creating an understanding of the organisation’s structures, its 
performance stability and selected BPR approach. In a similar context, the 
researcher propounds that in order for a BPR project to be successful, a proper 
understanding of the organisational environment needs to be created within the 
context of the BPR project success and failure factors. By creating such an 
understanding, the researcher also suggests that appropriate steps be taken to 
minimise the risk of executing BPR projects, thereby increasing the possibility for 
success. The researcher has further developed a management approach that is 
later discussed in Chapter 6. 
 
There are other models posited by other researchers, such as, the integration of 
BPR methods with innovation methods in order to improve the  BPR design phase 
(Abdi, et al., 2011); integration of multiple management methods with BPR, such 
as knowledge management, learning organisation, change management and 
strategic deployment (Rrezaie, et al., 2013) ;defining a new method of conducting 
process reengineering by merging object orientation and knowledge based 
frameworks with BPR methods (Kundu , et al., 2012); the development of an 
iterative BPR model by integrating BPR methods with software development 
methodologies such as AGILE and the Spiral Model (Hussein, et al., 2014); an 
enterprise ontology based process reengineering approach that incorporates the 
need for process design to be holistic in nature encompassing the relationships 
between internal and external environments, staff and customers (Bahramnejad, et 
al., 2015). The majority of the models, however, do not give much concern to the 
factors that influence BPR implementations but rather go on to integrate best 
practices of other methods from other domains such as software development, 
knowledge management, learning organisation and innovation. Rrezaie et al., 
2013, however, integrate specific methods to cater for specific failure factors, such 
as change management methods to assist with BPR change management failure 
factors, learning organisation to assist with improving future implementations 
based on continuous learning and the creation of a knowledge management 
strategy to improve the success of future BPR implementations. This is further 
supported by alternate knowledge management integration approaches (Kyupova, 
et al., 2009)). The focus, however, is still on the mechanics of process 
reengineering and the conduct of a project, thus giving very little credence to 
contextual factors that exist within an organisational environment. 
 
The next section takes us to the next step of the literature review process. 
Entrenched BPR methods, such as Six Sigma and Lean, are discussed and 
reviewed in alignment with the research presented in this thesis. 

2.3 Business Process Reengineering Methods 
 
The literature review of prior work focused on how research had progressed in 
defining how to execute a BPR initiative and in identifying and classifying the 
factors that would influence the success thereof.  This resulted in the output of the 
project influential factors that influence a BPR initiative in terms of its outcome as 
noted in Table 2.1. It also highlighted the fact that the majority of the prior research 
had focused on the technical execution of the initiative, namely, focusing on how to 
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reengineer or improve the organisational processes, while very few focused on 
organisational environmental factors. In the context of the research presented in 
this thesis, organisational environmental factors refer to factors that exist in an 
organisation independent of a BPR project, such as an organisations willingness to 
invest in BPR type projects, an organisation structure that includes functions, such 
as BPM and an organisation’s appetite for scale of change. Prior research 
literature reviews also brought to the fore that some effort was focused on Project 
management or the management of the initiative itself and little to no effort was 
spent on understanding how to manage the project influential factors, which to a 
major extent determined the success of the BPR initiatives.  
 
This then leads us to look at the literature that defines and describes the most 
common and formalised Business Process Improvement (BPI) or BPR methods. In 
particular, the ensuing literature review focuses on how the various methods 
prescribe the management of a BPR initiative. This is then aligned with the 
research in terms of identifying the approaches, if any exist, that cater for the 
management of project influential factors that are external to the project such as 
organisational structures (Abdul Kader (Organisational Structures), 2013).  
 
It has to be noted at this point that focused research has already gone into the 
effectiveness of these methods. Zellner, 2011, reviewed research work by various 
authors with the aim to prove that very little work had gone into the technical 
aspects of business process improvement itself, in particular the improvement of 
the actual business activities that form part of the refined or improved business 
process (Zellner, 2011). Zellner, 2011, reviewed prior research that critiqued BPI 
methods, such as Six Sigma and Hammer and Champy’s BPR method, against the 
mandatory elements required by a method to highlight the fact that BPI methods 
do not necessarily cover, in prescriptive detail, the act of the improvement itself, 
and if they do, they lack a proper methodological structure that can be reused. The 
reviews of the BPR methods presented in this research, however, looks at the 
method in context of its proposed execution and its limitations in dealing with the 
organisation’s environment. This form of review is supported by research carried 
out by Hussein et al., 2013. Hussein et al., 2013, reviewed BPR methods in a 
general context, without specifically mentioning any specific method, and 
concluded that the current BPR methods and associated literature fail to take into 
account the human factor and change management. A limitation of particular 
interest, as stated by Hussein et al., 2013, posits that most of the existing BPR 
models do not take into account the analysis of the business organisation’s 
environment’. Hussein et al., 2013, further recommend future research in the 
domain of BPR related to identifying further avenues where BPR implementation 
breakdowns occur and how they can be prevented. Based on their critical 
evaluation of BPR methods and associated literature, they felt that very little 
practical research had been done in this area. The research presented in this 
thesis aligns with this view and provides further practical research into the failures 
of BPR implementations with the aim of proposing a management framework that 
would improve the success rate of BPR implementations. 
 
This section, in addition to the contribution made by Hussein et al., 2013, will go on 
to review BPR methods by focusing on describing the methods and the associated 
management steps, followed by the research alignment component.  

2.3.1 Six Sigma 
 
As mentioned above, the literature reviews will be based on the management 
steps followed by the BPR method. This will ensure that focus is maintained on the 
relevance of the literature review to the research.  
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Originally, Six Sigma was a metric, which meant that once achieved there would 
be 3.4 Defects per Million Opportunities (DPMO) (Pyzdek & Keller, 2010) (Cox III, 
et al., 2010). This metric was advanced by Motorola to then mean a methodology 
(Cox III, et al., 2010). The methodology was aimed at improving business 
processes, products and services in order to achieve high levels of customer 
satisfaction by reducing process variation, improving the throughput, reducing the 
defects produced on products and services by process execution and reducing the 
time it took to execute a process, develop a product or deliver a service (Cox III, et 
al., 2010). 
 
It is very much a technical method dedicated to the improvement of processes, 
products and services with various associated statistical tools and techniques, but 
it also has two distinct management approaches. The first management approach 
is aimed at improving an existing process, while the other management approach 
is aimed at designing a new process or radically redesigning an existing process 
once a process has reached optimal standards and cannot further be improved to 
achieve the desired results (Cox III, et al., 2010) (Pyzdek & Keller, 2010). The first 
management approach is generally known by the acronym DMAIC, which stands 
for the management phases Define, Measure, Analyse, Improve and Control (Cox 
III, et al., 2010) (Pyzdek & Keller, 2010). The second management approach is 
associated with the Design for Six Sigma (DFSS) nuance and is sometimes used 
interchangeably (Cox III, et al., 2010) (Pyzdek & Keller, 2010). This is known as 
the DMADV management approach, which stands for the management phases 
Define, Measure, Analyse, Design, and Verify (Cox III, et al., 2010) (Pyzdek & 
Keller, 2010). 
 
While the latter phases, such as Measure, Analyse, Control, Design and Verify, 
focus on the technical improvement or design of processes and their 
implementation, the Define phase is where the planning generally takes place. This 
phase is predominantly aimed at producing the Project Charter where the goals 
and objectives of a project are identified and, once approved, will kick off the work 
on all the other phases (Pyzdek & Keller, 2010). In order to achieve the Project 
Charter, an analysis is performed on the relevant processes to highlight 
opportunities, which then go through a selection process via the relevant executive 
committee (Pyzdek & Keller, 2010). This approach, however, assumes that the 
organisation is geared for these projects and has an environment in place that is 
conducive to BPR project success and, as such, no upfront plan is in place for 
negative factors that might influence the success of the BPR initiative to be 
undertaken.  
 
So, in summary, the DMAIC or DMADV approach was developed to ensure 
successful BPR project executions, however, the argument in the research 
presented in this thesis is that this approach is executed within an organisational 
environment that needs to support such an approach and enable its successful 
execution. How this organisational enablement is achieved is what drives the 
research presented in this thesis and ultimately the research recommendation. 

2.3.2 Lean  
 
Lean is more a philosophical and principled approach towards improving 
processes by removing what it terms as “waste” (Cox III, et al., 2010). It was 
advanced in Japan as part of the development of the Toyota Production System 
(Cox III, et al., 2010) (David, 2008) and further advanced to what is known as Lean 
Thinking by Womack and Jones, 2003. 
 
Unlike most literature on Six Sigma and Lean Six Sigma Womack and Jones, 
2003, do not focus on the specific technical approaches, such as Quality Function 
Deployment and Mistake Proofing production processes and services, but rather 



17 
 

suggest five principles that can be assumed as an approach towards achieving 
lean processes and services. 
 
These principles are based on the concept of creating value while eliminating 
waste within an organisation.  These principles as stated by Womack and Jones, 
2003, are: 
 

 Specify Value – This is the critical starting point for Lean and is where 
specific value is identified from a customer’s perspective. 

 Identify Value Stream – This is where the processes and services that 
were identified as adding the most value are reengineered by performing 
three management tasks, namely: 

o Problem Solving – This is where the concepts, processes, services 
and products are designed, engineered or reengineered. 

o Information management – This is where the scheduling and 
management of delivery occurs. 

o Transformation – This is where deployment of the finished product 
takes place. 

 Make the Value Flow – This is where organisational transformation takes 
place in terms of supporting the new processes, services and products that 
have been made lean. It is about restructuring the organisation to support 
the outputs. 

 Let the Customer Pull the Value – This is where the organisation can stop 
producing services and products based on forecasts but rather allow the 
customer to dictate execution of processes, services and products as and 
when they are needed. 

 Pursue Perfection – This, like any BPR methodology, is about continuous 
improvement. 

 
These principled approach steps described above, however, do not deal with the 
management thereof. There is no mention of how these should be managed, and 
rightfully so, as Lean is not a project management approach. 
 
Womack and Jones, 2003, however, do provide a view as to how to create a lean 
organisation and the action steps (getting started, create a new organisation, install 
business systems, and complete the transformation) that would be required to 
create such an organisation. They suggest that it would take an organisation close 
to five years to make the “Lean Leap” and would require considerate effort in order 
to execute on all five steps which would include tasks such as entire organisational 
training, restructuring of the business and setting up systems that would support 
the “Lean Leap”. These steps are a very complex BPR initiative that would span a 
long time and would probably need to be managed as such which would then 
require a project management approach that would be susceptible to influences 
that currently occupy the organisational environment. 
 
So in summary Lean is not proposed as a BPR project management approach 
towards executing BPR and, accordingly, it does not cater for the understanding of 
BPR project influential factors. 

2.3.3 Lean Six Sigma 
 
Lean Six Sigma as its name suggests is a combination of the two different BPR 
approaches described above. George, 2003, describes Lean Six Sigma as: 

 “Lean Six Sigma for services is a business improvement methodology that 
maximizes shareholder value by achieving the fastest rate of improvement in 
customer satisfaction, cost, quality, process speed, and invested capital. The 
fusion of Lean and Six Sigma improvement methods is required because: 
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 Lean cannot bring a process under statistical control 

 Six Sigma alone cannot dramatically improve process speed or reduce 
invested capital 

 Both enable the reduction of the cost of complexity”  

Furterer, 2009, describes Lean Six Sigma as: 

“an approach focused on improving quality, reducing variation, and 
eliminating waste in an organization. It is the combination of two improvement 
programs: Six Sigma and Lean Enterprise. The former is a quality management 
philosophy and methodology that focuses on reducing variation; measuring defects 
(per million output/opportunities); and improving the quality of products, processes, 
and services. …… Lean Enterprise is a methodology that focuses on reducing 
cycle time and waste in processes.”  
 
As mentioned previously, Lean does not address the project management thereof 
and, as such, when it was merged with Six Sigma to form Lean Six Sigma, the Six 
Sigma management approaches were applied towards executing a Lean Six 
Sigma initiative by integrating the Lean Value Stream approach within the DMAIC 
approach (George, 2003) (Furterer, 2009). Furterer, 2009, posits a new approach 
namely, Identify, Define, Design, Optimise and Validate (IDDOV) (a DFSS 
approach similar to DMADV). 
 
The above approach of integration then meant that, just like Six Sigma, the 
research argues that the DMAIC or DMADV (DFSS, IDDOV) approaches were 
developed to ensure successful BPR project executions and would in that event 
require an organisation to be supportive and enable the successful delivery 
thereof. How this organisational enablement is achieved is what would drive the 
research presented in this thesis and ultimately the research recommendation. 
 
Furterer, 2009, supports the notion that an organisation should enable the success 
of its Lean Six Sigma projects by implementing lessons learned from failed and 
successful projects. She introduces the Lean Six Sigma Project Assessment 
Strategy where she describes an approach for conducting a post project 
assessment that would improve the chances of future projects success by 
implementing the lessons learned on prior projects (Furterer, 2009). The phases 
that are required to execute a post project assessment as stated by Furterer, 2009, 
are: 
 

 Phase I is to “Define an Assessment Approach” and encompasses the 
need for a project to identify what will be measured in terms of its 
successes and failures as well as obtaining management buy-in in 
executing these assessments. 

 Phase II is to “Develop an Assessment Mechanism” in terms of how these 
assessments will be conducted. 

 Phase III is to “Implement the Assessments” in terms of their execution as 
defined by the what and the how in previous phases. 

 Phase IV is to “Analyse the Results” and to “Derive the Lessons Learned”. 

 Phase V is to “Define an Improvement Plan” that will be executed in order 
to ensure that future projects have a greater chance of success. 

 
Looking at Furterer’s approach above, the question then could be asked as to why 
do we not conduct a pre-project assessment? This approach will help to 
understand what factors will influence its outcome, thereby ensuring that one is 
able to mitigate negative influences prior to starting a project. It would also improve 
the chances of success and will not totally rely on the learnings of previously 
executed projects. As we know projects are unique endeavours and organisations 
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very rarely tend to be static in their composition. For example, sponsors may not 
be the same, team members may be new to the organisation and strategies and 
structures may have changed. These changes can only be understood by 
evaluating the current organisation in terms of its enablement of successful BPR 
project execution. The research is aligned to formulating an approach that would 
aim at creating this understanding. 
 
George, 2003, recognises the need for an organisation to enable the successful 
delivery of Lean Six Sigma projects or initiatives. He proposes that prior to 
organisations embarking on Lean Six Sigma initiatives the organisation should be 
set up in such a way that it would enable the delivery of successful projects. His 
proposal encompasses the following four phases: 
 

 Phase 1 is the Readiness Assessment of the organisation to determine 
how to structure the initiatives based on the available organisational 
infrastructure that would support successful delivery. This will lead to the 
understanding of current resource capability, project delivery capability and 
plan team set up and training needs accordingly. 

 Phase 2 is about Engagement with all stakeholders in order to create buy-
in for Lean Six Sigma. This would involve limiting the resistance to change 
by creating awareness on how Lean Six Sigma would benefit not only the 
organisation but its people as well. 

 Phase 3 is the Mobilisation of teams, first wave projects and an 
infrastructure to support the execution of such projects. 

 Phase 4 is about maintaining Performance and Control during and beyond 
the implementation of successful projects which includes monitoring of 
project execution, planning the organisation for absorbing the changes and 
ensuring that there is continuous improvement that will eventually 
transform the organisation. 

 
The above approach, which is meant to set up an organisation so that it would be 
able to deliver successful Lean Six Sigma projects, is in itself a massive project 
and is aimed at initially setting up an organisation in such a way that it would be 
able to execute successful Lean Six Sigma Projects. It is indeed an approach that 
could possibly do just that.  
 
So, why then the need for the research presented in this thesis? Firstly, as 
previously mentioned, projects are unique endeavours and organisations are very 
rarely static in their composition and, therefore, what would have been enabled in 
the past, would have been undone by changes in organisational strategy, its 
structures and its people. Meadows, 2008 quoted Russell Ackoff as saying: 
 

“Managers are not confronted with problems that are independent of each 
other, but with dynamic situations that consist of complex systems of changing 
problems that interact with each other.”  
 
This means that projects and organisations need to constantly understand their 
current environments before embarking on executing such projects on a 
continuous basis. They also need a way to do this that would consume as little 
effort as possible. Once certain negative influences are identified, organisations 
also need a guideline that would help mitigate such negative influences prior to 
project initiation. Organisations and projects also need to understand which project 
influential factors are critical in order to improve the success rates of projects, as 
not all project influential factors can be enabled in their entirety or even at all, given 
the organisations current operating models. 
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2.3.4 Theory of Constraints (TOC) 
 
Cox III et al., 2010, mention that the TOC was introduced by Eliyahu M Goldratt in 
the mid-1980’s. The TOC methodology focuses on managing system constraints, 
interdependencies and variability by employing the use of cause and effect logic 
(Cox III, et al., 2010). Its application is predominantly focused on improving 
organisations (Cox III, et al., 2010) in terms of achieving higher throughput, 
decreasing inventory and decreasing operating costs (Goldratt, 1990). As such, 
TOC as a method is very focused on the internal aspects of an initiative 
undertaken that will enable the above achievements.  
 
TOC acknowledges that an understanding of the system, its goals and its metrics 
be understood before embarking on a TOC initiative (Cox III, et al., 2010), 
however, it does not go into detail as to how this can be achieved. This concept is 
in line with what the research is directed towards. It is directed towards 
understanding the system of a BPR project in context of its execution environment 
and its influential factors with an aim to mitigate negative influences. 
 
Goldratt, 1990, proposes five steps that are required in order to improve the 
organisation and its processes. These are: 
 

 Identify the constraint(s).  

 Decide how to exploit the constraint(s). 

 Subordinate/synchronize everything else to the constraint(s). 

 If needed, elevate the system’s constraint. 

 If the constraint has been broken, go back to step one. Do not let inertia 
become the constraint. 

 
TOC also posits that these steps can be broken down into three questions that will 
guide the organisation in executing these steps, especially if a constraint is not a 
physical one  (Goldratt, 1990) (Cox III, et al., 2010). These questions are: 
 

 What to change? 

 What to change to? 

 How to cause the change? 
 
As can be seen from the above process steps, the TOC method does not focus on 
factors that may influence the success of the initiative. It is very focused on 
achieving a set of objectives that have been identified for the initiative. 
 
However, TOC explicitly define a project management method known as the 
Critical Chain Project Management method (Cox III, et al., 2010). It was a narrative 
concept designed to resolve the issues experienced by what it terms as traditional 
project management issues related to duration uncertainty, task uncertainty, 
resource contention and poor communication (Cox III, et al., 2010). Goldratt (in 
Cox III, et al, 2010), did not specify any steps or method as such when Critical 
Chain Project Management was initially developed. These issues are once again 
internally focused on the project and the management thereof. It does not address 
the organisational influence towards a projects outcome. It does, however, mention 
that a project should not be initiated until a “whole kit” or “full kit” is at hand, which 
should comprise an approved Project Charter, all the materials necessary for 
executing the project and all project preparatory work to be completed. This 
concept is of interest as one could assume that the project preparatory work could 
comprise the evaluation of the project influential factors within the organisational 
execution environment in order to enhance its probability of success by mitigating 
very early on negative influences.  
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So in summary, TOC does not support in its method and / or execution steps the 
need to evaluate a project’s or initiative’s organisational environment in order to 
understand what or how the organisation can influence the outcome of said project 
or initiative, thereby not facilitating the opportunity for mitigating negative 
influences. 

2.3.5 Business Process Reengineering as a method 
 
Business Process Reengineering (BPR) is used by the research presented in this 
thesis to encompass a business process improvement or reengineering effort, 
project or initiative, as well as the associated methods, tools and techniques. This 
should be noted in order to avoid confusion within this section. It is for this reason 
the heading is proposed as “Business Process Reengineering as a method”. 
 
The BPR concept was made prevalent due to the work by Hammer and Champy, 
1994, and was considered as a management approach that would promote radical 
organisational improvements and / or changes (Harvard Business School, 2010). 
Hammer and Champy, 1994, however did not specify any execution steps or 
methods that would guide the execution of such an endeavour. Instead it focused 
on the concept of business reengineering and what it meant to reengineer the 
corporation. This was the central theme of the book and it defined this concept as: 
 

“Reengineering is defined as the fundamental rethink and radical redesign 
of business processes to generate dramatic improvements in critical performance 
measures -- such as cost, quality, service and speed” (Hammer & Champy, 1994) 
 
One interesting statement put forward by Hammer and Champy, 1994, is that: 
 

“Every company’s reengineering program must be unique if it is to achieve 
anything substantial. There are no guaranteed-to-work or step-by-step 
prescriptions that can be followed in reengineering” (Hammer & Champy, 1994). 
 
In other words, there is no one method for success and each organisation should 
pursue the reengineering effort based on their context. In saying this, however, it 
does not mean that there should be no method at all. Methods are used as guiding 
steps that can be tailored based on an organisational need. This concept or idea is 
suggestive in nature and could be interpreted to imply that an organisation should 
understand the execution environment and execute their BPR initiatives 
accordingly, which once again aligns itself with the research. 
 
Further to this Hammer and Champy, 1994, suggest five guidelines towards 
successful execution, namely: 
 

 Always start with the customer and work backwards. 

 Move fast. 

 Tolerate risk. 

 Accept imperfections along the way. 

 Don’t stop too soon. 
 
Within these guidelines, Hammer and Champy, 1994, recognise the need to 
mitigate resistance to change by planning to execute an initiative that spans a 
lifecycle no more than 12 months, as resistance to change is a critical factor to 
overcome in order to ensure success. This idea is probably a concept that needs 
to be explored earlier on in a project’s initiation or even prior to its initiation, as this 
could lead to project failure. Hammer and Champy, 1994, thus indirectly support 
the need for an organisation to understand factors that could influence a project’s 
success before its initiation, thereby creating an opportunity for organisations and 
project managers to mitigate such negative influences.  
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Following on from Hammer and Champy’s work, other books were written that 
suggested step by step approaches that would facilitate a successful BPR attempt. 
The next few paragraphs briefly outline some of the suggestions within the other 
books, also including indications as to whether these suggested BPR management 
approaches cater for the management of project influential factors. 
 
Harvard Business School, 2010, suggests six phases to the execution of BPR 
initiatives or what it terms BPI initiatives. These phases are: 
 

 Planning, which comprises the selection of the business processes 
requiring improvement, the scope of the work and the selection of the team 
that will execute the work. 

 Analyses of the processes in order to identify what can be improved. 

 Redesign of the processes selected for improvement based on analyses 
outcomes. 

 Acquire resources that would facilitate the implementation of the 
redesigned process. 

 Implement the redesigned processes. 

 Engage in continuous improvement. 
 
These steps noted by Harvard Business School, 2010, however, do not suggest 
any considerations that should be given to understanding organisational factors 
that could influence an initiative or a project’s success. It focuses all steps on the 
project itself and the internal aspects of a project, such as establishing project 
teams, defining the scope and realistic scheduling. One item worth mentioning is 
that, in line with Hammer and Champy, 1994, they also suggest that resistance to 
change is critical to the implementation of initiative and ultimately the success 
thereof. They suggest proper stakeholder involvement in the process redesign 
phase as well as effective communication prior to implementation to acquire buy-in 
and mitigate the negative influences of this factor. This approach is contrary to 
what the research is suggesting in terms of upfront (prior project initiation) project 
influential factor analysis and mitigation. 
 
Manganelli and Klein, 1994, suggest a methodology that they call the “Rapid Re 
Methodology”. They put forward that their approach to creating a BPR 
methodology should “guide” the user in understanding their “road map” that is 
required in order for them to successfully conduct a BPR initiative. They mention 
that the key to the successful use of a methodology is not in its rigid execution but 
rather lies in the analysis and thinking of the user when execution of such 
methodology takes place. 
 
The steps that they propose which serve as a guideline for prospective users, are 
framed around five stages. Stage 1, Preparation, is similar to any project 
methodology (c/f Section2.5) as its focus is on creating the goals and purpose of 
the initiative while stating high level costs, risks, schedule and organisational 
change requirements. Stages 2 to 5 (Identification, Vision, Solution and 
Transformation) are dedicated towards the analysis, design and implementation of 
the proposed reengineered processes (Manganelli & Klein, 1994). The focus for 
the research presented in this thesis is in understanding how the project influential 
factors are identified and managed early on in a projects lifecycle or even prior to 
its initiation, therefore Stage 1, Preparation, is elaborated upon further. 
 
The Preparation stage has four tasks, namely; recognise need, develop executive 
consensus, train team and plan for change (Manganelli & Klein, 1994). The 
“develop executive consensus” task is similar to that of the TOC’s 2-day executive 
workshop and aims at creating alignment between all senior to executive 
stakeholders on the scope of the initiative and the team that will be required to 
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achieve its intended goals. This concept of stakeholder alignment and team 
preparation caters for early on mitigation of negative influences from unclear scope 
as well as incoherent teams. Further to this, the task of change management looks 
at internal and external environmental assessments. Manganelii and Klein, 1994, 
posit that there should be an understanding of the organisations current structure 
and culture, but do not go into detail as to how this can be understood. The focus 
is also on understanding the current organisational structure, thereby assuming 
that it will remain static through the journey of the BPR project or initiative. They 
also do not go into detail on what they mean by organisation culture, which is a 
gap that needs further investigation. 
 
Mangenelli and Klein, 1994, towards the end of their literary journey state that, 
 

“Failures in BPR projects have usually come from mistakes in defining, 
organizing, or conducting the project”, 
 
and suggest the following nine rules (or what they term “commandments”): 
 

 Have a clear definition of what BPR means and what the goal of the BPR 
initiative is. 

 Be realistic about what can be achieved within constraints such as time 
and cost. 

 Have a plan of execution and implementation. 

 BPR Projects should not take too long. A 12-month window should be 
adequate to ensure success of change. 

 Have a strong leadership support in the form of a dedicated and committed 
sponsor. 

 Stick to the original scope of the project. 

 Technology is the enabler. 

 Do not overthink the discipline and the intention of BPR. 

 Follow a methodology as it is a guideline to achieving success. 
 

As can be seen, in the above, no mention is made of failures due to organisational 
environmental influences, which exist for the pure reason that these are 
organisational factors that are independent of a BPR project yet relevant to its 
success. The research is focused on elaborating this understanding of the 
organisational factors and their influence on a BPR initiative. 
 
A unique literary endeavour that strengthens the need of the research presented in 
this thesis, particularly the focus on project influential factors prior to project 
initiation comes in the form of Sethi and King, 1998. In their book Sethi and King, 
1998, reviewed various research papers that focused on the BPR discipline and its 
various aspects inclusive of BPR principles and methods and the management 
thereof. These two aspects align perfectly with the research endeavour. Let’s look 
at the first aspect, which is the BPR method as proposed by Rohit Talwar (in Sethi 
and King, 1998). Talwar (in Sethi and King, 1998), positions that most BPR 
initiatives involve six steps: 
 

 Building the future state or vision of the organisation. 

 Planning the achievement of that vision. 

 Analysing the current status of the organisation inclusive of structure and 
processes. 

 Redesigning business structure and processes in alignment to achieve 
future state. 

 Implementing the redesigned state. 

 Measuring the benefits and sharing the lessons learned. 
 



24 
 

The first step, which centred on the strategic planning for the organisation, looks at 
the organisation’s “Risk Assessment” (Sethi & King, 1998) to determine if the 
organisation is ready for further changes. This aligns with the research principle of 
early identification of project influential factors, particularly those of the 
organisation itself prior to embarking on any BPR initiative. This task also known 
as “readiness for change” (Sethi & King, 1998) , as resistance to change is seen as 
a dominant factor when executing a BPR initiative, looks at creating alignment 
between all stakeholders on what initiatives are required and what their goals are 
as well as taking into account if the organisation is not experiencing “initiative 
fatigue” (Sethi & King, 1998). It describes the concepts and the process to 
overcome the resistance to change factor. Talwar in Sethi and King, 1998, 
recommends the following steps be taken: 
 

 Building vision and gaining commitment by ensuring top management buy-
in, as well as addressing non buy-in of the organisation’s vision by 
questioning future involvement of non-buy-in participants. 

 Marketing of the projects that are undertaken to create organisation wide 
understanding and support. 

 Continuous risk assessment that will identify, analyse and manage risks as 
they arise while executing the project. Two primary sources of risk are the 
change initiative itself and the organisation’s ability to successfully execute 
a change. 

 The use of standard project and business process management tools and 
practices. 

 Creating a single body of authority to oversee, guide and resolve issues 
that arise for all projects. 

 Effective people management disciplines also need to be in place in order 
to motivate and create a high functioning team. 

 
Further to the above mentioned aspect of the BPR method that puts forward steps 
towards managing and mitigating resistance to change, as authored by Talwar (in 
Sethi and King, 1998,) Sethi and King, 1998 included the second aspect that the 
research presented in this thesis will focus on, namely, the management of BPR. 
 
As part of the BPR management aspect, Caron et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998), put 
forward a case study where key lessons were documented on the execution of 
BPR initiatives within the CIGNA Corporation. The one lesson that is aligned to the 
research presented in this thesis is that all BPR should be tailored to the 
characteristics of the organisational environment. This lesson addresses the need 
for understanding whether or not an organisation is capable of undertaking a 
complex BPR initiative based on its own competencies and structures.  A further 
lesson which is a common theme among most BPR approaches, is that initiatives 
should not be long drawn out activities but rather short term, approximately 12 
months, focused BPR initiatives as this would ensure a more successful change 
implementation. In addition to this case study, Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 
1998), put forward a paper that focusses on understanding what the preconditions 
for BPR success are and how to prevent failures.  
 
Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998), put forward the need for an approach that 
would identify organisational influences on projects and mitigate them prior to the 
initiation and execution of any BPR initiatives as they state as part of their research 
outcomes: 
  
“Obviously, more research is needed to support confident recommendations for 
action”. (Sethi & King, 1998) 
 
This statement is addressed particularly towards the understanding of why BPR 
projects fail and how this can be avoided by doing something prior to the execution 
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of BPR projects to improve its successful execution. The research was interview 
based and was addressed towards understanding the obstacles to BPR success 
and whether their absence is sufficient to prevent failure. As the research was 
interview based, the authors do posit a need to validate and test these findings 
against case studies. This is relevant, as it positions the research presented in this 
thesis as valid and as a contribution towards the knowledge of the BPR discipline. 
The research presented in this thesis will test the influence of project influential 
factors in a real life context (case study) and determine to what extent these 
factors influence the success of a BPR project. It will also put forward a 
recommendation in the form of a management approach towards improving the 
rate of executing successful BPR projects by focusing on what Bashein et al. (in 
Sethi and King, 1998), term as “preconditions for BPR success”.  
 
Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998), propose an approach that will deal with 
the absence of positive preconditions.  This approach is identified as: 
 

 Senior Management Commitment and Support. This must be obtained 
prior to project initiation and sustained during project execution. There 
needs to be the existence of a project sponsor and an executive level. 

 Realistic Expectations. Executives should understand what BPR is and set 
realistic goals and objectives in accordance with what they are trying to 
achieve. 

 Empowered and Collaborative Workers. As there are cross functional 
processes it is helpful to have a collaborative work style well established 
before undertaking any BPR initiatives. 

 Strategic Context of Growth and Expansion. BPR projects that are seen as 
supporting organisational growth and expansion are more likely to succeed 
than cost cutting BPR initiatives. 

 Shared Vision. All BPR initiatives should be aligned with the strategic 
goals of the organisation and this should be communicated on an ongoing 
basis. 

 Sound Management Processes. Management processes (not all inclusive) 
associated with IT, people, finance and organisational planning that are 
well established and stable operationally lead to a more successful 
execution of a BPR project. 

 Appropriate People Participating Full-Time. Project Teams should be 
dedicated and this is inclusive of all selected nominations from business 
areas impacted by the BPR initiative. 

 Sufficient Budget. The organisation should have adequate dedicated 
budget towards BPR initiatives in order to improve the chances of success.  

 
In addition to the above preconditions Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998), 
further classify that collaboration at a management level could delay BPR 
initiatives and even make them impossible to complete. This is due to the fact that 
decision making is part of a consensus group rather than a single executive 
sponsor making decisions for the BPR initiative. Other factors that negatively 
impact a BPR initiative’s execution to success prior to its initiation are unhealthy 
budgeting considerations, organisation change fatigue due to too many projects 
being executed simultaneously and the animosity that may exist between IT and 
human resource specialists (Sethi & King, 1998). These findings are certainly 
worth testing in a case study research setting as recommended by Bashein et al. 
(in Sethi and King, 1998). 
 
Back to the approach suggested by Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998), in 
dealing with negative influences on BPR project successes. Bashein et al. (in Sethi 
and King, 1998), suggest the following three steps: 
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 Execute a smaller initiative that is guaranteed success in order to improve 
buy-in for further larger more complex BPR initiatives. 

 Train all impacted stakeholders on being change ready and create self-
empowerment over and above the training on BPR and the redesigned 
reengineered processes and jobs. 

 Ensure that IT and Human Resources are involved from the beginning of 
all BPR initiatives including the selection of such initiatives. 

 
In summary, Business Process Reengineering as a method does acknowledge the 
need for understanding how BPR project influential factors will influence a BPR 
project and in doing that has made a few suggestions in achieving such an 
understanding, however, further research is required in understanding how such 
factors influence a BPR project, to what extent do they influence a BPR project and 
how can these factors be identified, analysed and mitigated for negative 
influences. The need for which is supported by Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 
1998). 
 
The next section focuses on two dominant project management techniques and 
methods emanating from the research case study. 

2.4 Project Management Methodologies 
 
A literature review was conducted on well-known project management methods 
and standards, that were adopted by the bank for which the case study was 
conducted. These currently are the Project Management Professional (PMP), and 
the PRINCE 2 methods and standards (Singh & Lano, 2014).  
 
The focus of the literature review was on identifying how the project execution 
processes catered for project influential factors, if any, as part of the “best practice” 
approaches towards executing a generic project. Note that a BPR project is a 
specific type of project focusing on the creation, improvement and sustainment of 
business processes.  The literature reviews also provided an opportunity to create 
research alignment. In addition, literature reviews were conducted on prior 
research in the domain of project management that focused on factors impacting 
the success rate of projects executed. 

2.4.1 Project Management Professional (PMP) 
 
The PMP standard is a standard published by the Project Management Institute 
(PMI) and is currently in its fifth edition. It describes in detail the tools and 
techniques that are associated with project management in dealing with the 
relevant knowledge areas (project integration, scope, time, cost, quality, human 
resource, risk, communications, procurement and stakeholder management) of a 
project manager. It also details a life cycle inclusive of the process groups 
(initiating, planning, executing, monitoring and control and closing) for executing 
projects.  
 
As part of the detailed descriptions the standard also acknowledges the fact that 
there are certain factors that influence the success of a project that are not 
controlled by the project manager or the project. It terms these factors as 
“Enterprise Environmental Factors” (Project Management Institute, 2013) (Project 
Management Institute (PgMP), 2013) (Project Management Institute (OPM3), 
2013). The definition of “Enterprise Environmental Factors” is: 
 

“Enterprise environmental factors refer to both internal and external factors 
that surround or influence a project’s success.  These factors may come from any 
or all of the enterprises involved in the project. Enterprise environmental factors 
may enhance or constrain project management options and may have a positive or 
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negative influence on the outcome. They are considered as inputs to most 
planning processes.” (Project Management Institute, 2013) 
 
These factors are considered unchangeable by a project manager and his team 
while executing the project. Three of these factors are of particular interest to the 
research as they integrate the organisation with the project. Remember that the 
research argues that a project is executed within an organisational environment 
and as such the organisational environment should be considered when embarking 
on a project, not simply in identification but also in mitigating negative influences. 
These three factors are:  
 

 organisational culture  

 organisational structure 

 organisational political climate. 
 
Organisational culture is defined as the cultural norms that are established within 
an organisation over time and that are centred on establishing, initiating, planning 
and executing projects (Project Management Institute, 2013). Some of the 
organisational culture factors address leadership styles, organisation risk appetite 
and operational policies and procedures. The PMP standard acknowledges that 
this is a critical factor for a project’s success and as such a project manager should 
know who are the decision makers or most influential leaders in an organisation 
that could critically influence the project’s outcome. This concept is addressed by 
the stakeholder management knowledge area and elaborates on the use of a 
stakeholder list (Project Management Institute, 2013) or register (Project 
Management Institute (PgMP), 2013). However, leadership is only one aspect of 
culture; there is also the risk appetite portion. The PMP standard does provide a 
detailed risk management framework as part of its risk management knowledge 
area. The steps include identifying, analysing, response planning and monitoring 
and controlling project risks (Project Management Institute, 2013) (Project 
Management Institute (PgMP), 2013).   From the research perspective, risk 
appetite is closely linked to the organisation’s appetite to absorb change and at a 
rate that is acceptable so as to enable a project’s successful delivery. Therefore, 
the researcher argues that before a project begins the project manager should 
understand if the proposed project’s changes can be implemented and absorbed at 
a rate acceptable to ensure project success, which is a specific element not 
contained within the PMP standard. 
 
Organisational structure is defined as the current or existing structure of an 
organisation that includes management styles and structures, and business 
functional and operational areas (Project Management Institute (OPM3), 2013) 
(Project Management Institute, 2013) in which the project would reside. From this 
definition it can be noted that the standard assumes a static organisation. This, 
however, is not always true (Abdul Kader (Organisational Structures), 2013) (Abdul 
Kader (ORoI), 2013) which then results in projects being executed in a fluid 
structure that then negatively influences the outcome of a project. Fluid 
organisational structures are not easily identifiable as they are closely guarded 
strategic initiatives within an organisation as they are considered to be major 
change initiatives with a major people impact. A project manager has to identify 
with the concept that an organisation is only static while it is static and when it 
changes, a mitigation plan should already be in place to minimise its negative 
influence on the outcome of a project. This concept then identifies a gap in the 
literature which will be addressed by the research (c/f Chapter 4). 
 
Organisational political climate is not defined within the PMP standard; however, 
an assumption can be made that it refers to business politics within an organisation 
(c/f Chapter 3) which infers that stakeholder management is very important as 
stakeholders can negatively or positively influence the success of the project. This 
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is noted by the PMP standard (Project Management Institute, 2013) (Project 
Management Institute (PgMP), 2013) (Project Management Institute (OPM3), 
2013). Some of these stakeholders are identified as being the project sponsor, the 
organisational impacted business unit managers and their teams as well as project 
delivery partners (Project Management Institute, 2013) (Project Management 
Institute (PgMP), 2013). As mentioned earlier, the PMP standard does cater for 
stakeholder management. 
 
The PMP standard, as part of the planning process group, suggest the need for the 
project manager to identify what these enterprise environmental factors are in 
order to plan for a successful project (Project Management Institute, 2013). It 
outlines certain outputs and products that would position these enterprise 
environmental factors for consideration when making a decision on whether a 
project should be approved or not. These products are the Business Cases and 
Feasibility Studies, which in practice should contain the identification of the 
Enterprise Environmental Factors (Project Management Institute, 2013) (Project 
Management Institute (PgMP), 2013). However, in relation to the three factors, 
namely, organisational culture, organisational structure and internal political 
climate, the researcher argues that the organisation should enable the success of 
the project even before it is initiated by not only identifying whether these factors 
have a negative influence on the outcome of a project but also mitigate their 
negative influence.  
 
Even though the PMP standard is a widely acknowledged project management 
methodology and framework there is a well-known practised project management 
method known as PRINCE 2. The PRINCE 2 method as it relates to the research 
is described next. 

2.4.2 PRINCE 2 
 
Before the PRINCE 2 project management method is reviewed and aligned with 
the research, it is worthwhile to note the difference between PRINCE 2 and PMP.  
 
PRINCE 2 is a project management framework and method that prescribes a step-
by-step approach to execute a project from start to finish by highlighting what steps 
are required by when and by whom (Turley, 2010). It does not provide detailed 
descriptions of tools or techniques or the project management profession. For 
example, it stated as a step that estimation is required but does not cover the tools 
or techniques required to conduct project estimation (Turley, 2010). PMP, however 
covers a very broad spectrum of tools and techniques required to fulfil the steps it 
identifies as part of executing a project. PMP does not specifically prescribe who 
needs to execute which step and in which sequence either, but rather provides a 
view that steps are iterative even though they are performed in the relevant 
process groups. (Turley, 2010) (Project Management Institute, 2013) (Project 
Management Institute (PgMP), 2013). 
 
Returning back to PRINCE 2 and how it relates to the research, PRINCE 2 is an 
acronym for Project In Controlled Environments and was developed by the United 
Kingdom government agency, the Office of Government Commerce (Prince2.com, 
n.d.). PRINCE 2 as mentioned above is a prescriptive project management method 
and it is currently the de facto standard for managing projects within the United 
Kingdom government and is also used extensively internationally (Prince2.com, 
n.d.). This method was adopted by the Bank as a means of managing the BPR 
projects, hence it is crucial to understand how this method deals with factors, either 
internal or external to the project, that may have a positive or negative influence on 
a project’s outcome. 
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PRINCE 2 as a method focuses on the internal aspects of a project as it 
determines its success by the ability of a project manager to deliver within the 
specified tolerances of project time, cost, quality, scope, benefits and risk. (Turley, 
2010). Because it is so internally focused it identifies that a project most likely fails 
due to: 
 

 insufficient planning of the project  

 lack of communication 

 inadequate estimation of time and cost of delivery. (Turley, 2010) 
 
These factors, however, do not explain the concept of a project being managed 
within an organisation and as such how will it be influenced by certain factors 
which are outside the domain of a project but reside in the organisation within 
which the project is being executed (factors such as organisational culture and fluid 
organisational structures (Abdul Kader (ORoI), 2013) (Abdul Kader (Organisational 
Structures), 2013)). 
 
PRINCE 2, however, does subscribe to the principle that a project should be 
tailored to suit its environment (Turley, 2010), and just like the PMP standard, it 
does define the need for projects to be approved based on a Business Case, 
which should outline the project’s likelihood to succeed by identifying potential risks 
associated with executing the project (Turley, 2010).  
 
Tailoring a project to suit its environment is approached from two different angles. 
The first angle is to adapt the PRINCE 2 method so that it suits the organisation in 
terms of its structures, tools, policies and procedures (Turley, 2010). The second 
angle is to tailor the PRINCE 2 method so that it caters for the type of project in 
terms of its size, complexity and risk profile (Turley, 2010). The first approach 
which is centred on identifying the current organisational operating environment in 
order to ensure that the PRINCE 2 method operates within it is a critical 
component that aligns with the research. According to Turley, 2010, a project 
cannot run efficiently if a project method is followed blindly, which he terms as 
“robotic” project management. He also terms project tailoring as a means by which 
a project can achieve a good balance between project control and project 
administration. 
 
Tailoring a project as defined by PRINCE 2 is still project internally focused as it 
still approaches tailoring by means of changing how the prescribed project 
processes are to be executed based on the project itself as it relates to size, 
complexity, risk and organisational fit. Even though tailoring as a principle is well 
received, PRINCE 2 still lacks the approach whereby a project manager and an 
organisation can understand the organisational environmental factors that are part 
of the organisation and that would negatively or positively influence a project’s 
outcome. Hence, PRINCE 2 does not cater for an opportunity for project managers 
to mitigate such influences prior to the initiating of a project.   
 
Recent research has been conducted in the domain of project management where 
focus was placed on improving the success rate of executed projects. The next 
section provides a literature review in order to identify if the research integrates 
project influential factors in their recommended approaches and if the research 
considers the impact of the organisational environments influence on the success 
or failure of executed projects.    

2.4.3 Literature Review – Prior Research on Project Management   
 
As mentioned above, prior research has been conducted in the domain of project 
management with the aim of improving the success rate of executed projects. 
Research in the domain of project management, however, generally focused on IT 
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type projects (Singh & Lano, 2014). Even though this is the case, consideration 
was also given to reviewing literature pertaining to construction type projects as 
there are similarities between their critical success factors (Varajão, et al., 2014) . 
For the purposes of the research presented in this thesis, the types of projects 
were not a concern, as the researcher intends to draw on the key insights and 
conclusions presented in these papers with the aim of aligning them to the 
research presented in this thesis. 
 
Singh and Lano, 2014, consolidated a literature review of over 70 journal papers 
published between 2000 and 2011. The papers covered aspects on project 
management methodologies, empirical and statistical analysis of successes and 
failures, project management maturity models and impacts and effects of 
leadership / management on project successes. The literature review which 
covered the aspect on empirical and statistical analysis of successes and failures, 
shows that a critical influential factor is the organisational structure (Singh & Lano, 
2014).  A definition of what is meant by organisational structure, however, was not 
present. Allen et al., 2014, conducted an empirical study on two projects, that 
represent a successful and a failed project, respectively. They also provided a 
definition of organisation structure when they found that the external influential 
factor was critical to a project’s success (Allen, et al., 2014). Two elements 
presented as part of the external influential factor were, organisational structure 
and organisational influence. Allen et al., 2014, suggest that, organisational 
structure refers to the type of structure an organisation implements, namely; 
functional, projectised or matrix, with each representing a level of influence a 
project manager has in executing the project. The research presented in this thesis 
will look at evaluating the factor organisational structure in more detail with 
relevance being placed on BPR project types that are executed within a financial 
industry setting. 
 
Organisational influence refers to the degree of influence and authority a project 
manager has in executing the project as determined by the organisational culture 
exhibited by the organisation’s leadership with respect to support and commitment. 
Amponsah, 2012, dedicated his research to understanding how culture would 
influence the success of projects being executed, in particular, projects that span 
multiple industries within the geographic location of Ghana (Amponsah, 2012). He 
concluded that culture, determined by biodiversity of individuals, their geographic 
location, their personal motivations and their integration and interaction within their 
organisations, had a critical influence on the success of projects within Ghana. By 
this one can infer that culture determines behaviour and behaviour determines 
outcomes. Behaviour in terms of organisations is a research area put forward by 
Kwak and Anbari, 2009. They suggest that since early 2000 research in this area 
has dwindled (Kwak & Anbari, 2009). The research presented in this thesis will 
also explore organisational behaviour within the context of BPR projects executed 
in a financial institution. 
 
In addition to the analysis of critical success factors research was also conducted 
in terms of putting forward frameworks and recommendations that would support 
the rate of success of projects. Shane et al., 2012 defined the 5DPM (5 
Dimensional Project Management) framework. In addition to the technical, 
schedule and cost project management dimensions, they added context and 
financing as dimensions to project management where context refers to the 
external influences associated with projects, such as, environmental, stakeholders, 
global and legal. They suggest that the context of a project be understood early on 
in the project lifecycle in order to reduce negative influences by planning 
appropriately. An alternative, yet similar planning approach is suggested by 
Arabzad and Shirouyehzad, 2012. They consolidated a list of success factors into 
a framework and by using a SWOT analysis they went on to claim that 
organisations can improve the rate of successful projects because “….any project 
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can be successful by removing weaknesses, considering threats, maintaining 
existing strengths and utilizing opportunities” (Arabzad & Shirouyehzad, 2012).  
These types of recommendations to improve project management successes in 
the IT and construction domains are relevant also to the BPR domain as the BPR 
methods such as Six Sigma and their attributed project failure factors can be 
resolved by implementing project management approaches (Kulkarni, et al., 2007). 
 
The next section will provide a summary of the literature reviewed. 

2.5 Summary 
 
As mentioned, this chapter focused on how certain well known and adopted BPR 
and project management methodologies recognised and dealt with project 
influential factors. Within the context of the research, this focus was continuously 
alluded to as part of each literature review section above in order to maintain 
alignment and to highlight why the research is warranted. 
 
As mentioned previously, the majority of the reviewed research literature gave very 
little credence to organisational context factors such as management structures, 
political climates and the organisations capability to absorb demands for change. 
Nisar et al, 2014, and Grau and Moormann, 2014, suggest that future empirical 
research be conducted on these aspects. Furthermore the Reseacher noticed that 
no credence was given to the fact that organisations of today are faced with 
continuous uncertainty and rapid change, resulting in continous reassessment and 
direction changes (Alas, et al., 2012). This gave rise to the question as to whether 
prior research into BPR project influential factors, as consolidated and represented 
in Table 2.1, is exhautive or are there gaps? The researcher empirically 
investigated this aspect as part of the case study work presented in Chapter 4. In 
addition, prior research into BPR execution approaches also revealed gaps 
associated with identifying those factors which negatively contribute towards an 
organisation’s readiness for BPR (Hussain, et al., 2014).  
 
In reviewing documented BPR methods, it was also found that the majority of the 
methods focused on the execution of a project once it had been approved and the 
method itself focused on the process domain and not so much on the project 
domain. That being said, there is acknowledgement for concepts like 
environmental assessments (Manganelli & Klein, 1994) within the initiation 
component of a project and as part of setting up an organisation (George, 2003) 
for the successful execution of BPR initiatives. These concepts, barring two 
components, are very much in alignment with the research. The first component is 
that the researcher argues that before any project can be approved or even 
initiated the organisation should conduct an assessment of the project influential 
factors based on priority and criticality in order to appropriately mitigate negative 
influences thereby improving a project’s chances of success. This aligns with 
recommendations for future work made by Hussein et al., 2013. 
 
The second component is that the recommendations put forward by authors like 
George, 2003, are very intensive and are more dedicated towards moving an 
organisation into embedding cultures like Lean which inherently will take years to 
achieve. Organisations then need a more practical approach that will help them 
understand what BPR project influential factors are, what are critical for the 
success of such initiatives, and how they can balance the negative influences of 
these factors, once identified, so that the chances of success are improved without 
having to embark on a long journey to radically change the organisation’s 
operating model or culture. 
 
The first component mentioned above applies to the reviewed project 
methodologies as they also recommend the concepts of environmental 
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assessments (Project Management Institute, 2013) (Project Management Institute 
(PgMP), 2013). The difference is that the environmental assessments are 
considered as part of the feasibility and or business case component, which is 
institutionalised to allow executive committees to make decisions on whether a 
project is viable for execution or not. The project methodologies also do not give 
detailed thought on the concept of project preconditions as described by Bashein 
et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998). 
 
Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998), recognises the idea of analysing 
preconditions for project success in order to be able to appropriately plan for 
negative influences prior to initiation of a project to improve its success and 
suggest that more work in this area is required in order to provide a more formal 
recommendation. This concept is what the research presented in this thesis aims 
to take further as part of improving the success rate of BPR projects being 
executed within the financial industry. 
 
The next chapter will focus on the research design and methodology that will be 
employed to achieve its outcomes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



33 
 

3 Research Design and Method 

3.1 Introduction 
 
Selecting a research methodology can sometimes be a conundrum due to various 
methodologies in existence that can be broadly categorised as quantitative  
(Creswell, 2009)  (Leedy & Omrod, 2010), qualitative  (Creswell, 2009) (Leedy & 
Omrod, 2010) or mixed method (Creswell, 2009). Thus, before embarking on the 
research design, the researcher has to align the philosophical approach with the 
intended objectives of the research in order to explain the selection of the research 
design and its associated strategy and method (Creswell, 2009).  Figure 3.1 
defines a framework developed to achieve the above, based on Creswell’s, 2009, 
“A Framework for Design” and Carter and Little’s, 2007, “The Contributions of 
Method, Methodology, and Epistemology to Qualitative Research”. 
 
Figure 3.1 was adapted from Carter and Little, 2007, and Creswell, 2009. 
 
 

Research 

Objectives

Key Words (Explore, Explain, 

Describe, Understand, 

Validate, Build, Develop)

<informs>

Research Design 

Selection

Qualitative 

Philosophical Assumptions 

Axiological, Epistemological,

Interpretivsm

<informs>

Research Inquiry

 Case Study

<determines>

Research Method

Purpose

Questions

Data Collection and Analysis

Interpretation and Conclusion

Research Validity

<determines>

 
 

Figure 3.1: Research Design Framework  
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Only four of the five areas depicted in the Research and Design Framework, 
namely, Research Objectives, Philosophical Assumptions, Research 
Inquiry/Strategy, and Research Method will have a description of what it means 
followed by its application. The reason for only describing the four highlighted 
areas above is that the fifth area of concern, Research Design Selection, is an 
outcome of Research Objectives and Philosophical Assumptions. This outcome is 
then used as the basis to determine the relevant strategy for inquiry. The Research 
method will also be discussed in this chapter. 

3.2 Research Objectives 
 
Research Objectives, as posit in the research design framework, refer to the 
alignment of the research objectives to a research design as supported by Carter 
and Little, 2007, when they suggest that research objectives influence the selection 
of a research methodology. The purpose of the research is to some extent the 
heart of the research objective, therefore key words were selected from the 
purpose of the research and matched with research methodology literature. The 
reason for selecting this approach is inherent in the research literature narratives 
themselves. Across various research methodology literature (Creswell, 2009) (Yin, 
2009) (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) words such as “exploratory”, “descriptive”, 
“explanatory”, “validate”, and “build” are used to describe the reasons for selecting 
a particular research methodology over another. 
 
From the aforementioned purpose, three key words stand out, namely “observe”, 
“understand” and “derive”. These three key words can be used to direct the 
selection of a suitable methodology. 
 
Observation advances the need for a real life context, and dictates that the 
researcher be involved in events forming part of a phenomenon that is executed 
under a real life situation. The researcher can choose to participate and observe 
such events with the intent to understand and interpret the phenomenon that has 
taken place over a lengthy period of time.  Qualitative research is advocated to suit 
research undertaken within natural settings (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) and real life 
context  (Creswell, 2009)  (Yin, 2009)  (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) where deep 
understanding of a phenomenon (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) is required over a lengthy 
period of time  (Creswell, 2009)  (Yin, 2009)  (Leedy & Omrod, 2010). Thus using 
the first two key words, namely observe and understand, a qualitative methodical 
approach would be suitable. 
 
Leedy and Ormrod, 2010, suggest that Qualitative research serves one or more 
purposes of describing, interpreting, verifying and or evaluating a phenomenon. 
The purpose of interpretation is defined as being able to enable the researcher to 
gain new insights, develop new concepts or theoretical perspectives and discover 
problems existing within and for a particular phenomenon (Leedy & Omrod, 2010). 
The keyword, ‘derive’ can be replaced with the synonym ‘develop’ and can be 
directly intertwined with the interpretive purpose. Remembering that the research 
advances the outcome of a BPR project execution methodology, which alludes to 
new concepts arising from the resolution of known problems within a particular 
phenomenon, a positive suggestion can be made to once again select a qualitative 
methodology. 
 
Therefore, when designing the research, a qualitative design approach was put 
forward, as no quantitative research objectives were proposed that would involve 
statistical procedures and variable relationship examinations.   
 
A mixed method approach involves the use of both quantitative and qualitative 
designs yielding both quantitative and qualitative data (Cameron, 2011) (Hall, 
2012) (Terrell, 2012). As stated above the need for the use of a quantitative design 
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was ruled out. In addition, the research will only yield qualitative data and lends 
itself to a qualitative data synthesis approach, therefore the mixed methods 
approach was also ruled out for use.   

3.3 Philosophical Assumptions 
 
In order to further inform and substantiate the selection of a research design, it 
would be prudent to reflect on the ontology and epistemology (Creswell, 2009). 
This is due to the fact that researchers often bring their own philosophical 
assumptions and beliefs to their research (Creswell, 2013). These philosophical 
assumptions, ontologies or epistemologies and beliefs have been engrained by our 
experiences and ultimately lead us to the selection of our theories that guide our 
research (Creswell, 2013). Creswell, 2013, suggests that before embarking on a 
discussion of the philosophical assumptions the researcher should reflect on their 
beliefs being brought into the research as well as how their beliefs have been 
shaped. 

3.3.1 Axiological 
 
Axiological assumptions are characterised by qualitative research wherein the 
Researcher makes known his values about the study as they inherently influence 
the research questions and research design (Hays & Singh, 2012). This is in 
keeping with the above-mentioned statement where the beliefs of the researcher 
are brought into the research. The following paragraphs highlight the academic 
and practical experience influences on the values and beliefs the researcher brings 
into the research presented in this thesis. 
 
The researcher brings to the research 17 years of practical work experience of 
which over 10 years have been spent on projects related to BPR within a financial 
institution. As part of the 10 years, the researcher has seen more failed projects 
than successful projects. For the purposes of the research and to aid in 
clarification, the researcher classifies failure of projects as projects which do not 
successfully deliver all scoped functionality and requirements or the project was 
delivered later than planned for or the project was delivered over budget or a 
combination thereof without the usage of formalised change control processes. 
Failed projects will be further classified as those projects that have been cancelled 
prior to delivery, irrespective of cancellation reason. Success, on the other hand, in 
the context of the research presented in this thesis, refers to delivering the BPR 
project on time, on budget, with the agreed scope or by managing any deviation by 
the use of a formalised change control process.  
 
The classification of failed versus successful projects is supported by Standish 
Group, 1995. They classify three types of projects which they term “resolution 
types”. The first types support the classification of successful projects, as they 
deem successful projects to be projects which deliver on time, on budget and by 
delivering all functionality and features. The researcher has added “managing any 
deviation by the use of a formalised change control process”, as experience in the 
project industry has taught the researcher that the organisation executing a project 
will classify its success based on the last change request which had a stated 
impact on time, budget and scope. In terms of failure, Standish Group, 1995 
qualifies challenged and impaired project types. Challenged projects are projects 
that have been completed yet have challenges in coming in on budget, on time and 
or by delivering fewer anticipated features and or functions (Standish Group, 
1995). Impaired projects are those project types that have been cancelled prior to 
completion (Standish Group, 1995). As mentioned in the previous paragraph, 
these types of projects, challenged and impaired, which are not termed successful 
are classified as the opposite of success, which is failed. 
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Based on his practical experience, the researcher also holds the belief and 
philosophical assumption that project failure is also determined to some extent by 
the attributes of the organisation, such as organisation behaviour and culture 
(Abdul Kader (Organisational Structures), 2013).  

3.3.2 Epistemological 
 
Expanding further on the topic of philosophical assumptions, epistemological 
assumptions are based on the definition of, “how knowledge is known – through 
the subjective experiences of people” (Creswell, 2013). This assumption is tied to 
the close nature between the researcher and research participants, wherein field 
studies are undertaken at a working environment (Creswell, 2013). The 
researcher’s epistemological assumption is that knowledge on the BPR project 
phenomenon will be gained by observing BPR projects within a real life context. A 
latter epistemological assumption is that the researcher is familiar with the work 
environment and the research participants themselves, therefore allowing them to 
expose naturally the events that would occur. A counter to this assumption is that 
research participants forming part of the BPR projects being observed would 
behave unnaturally thereby diluting the research findings. This counter argument 
however can be overcome by exposing the researcher to the field work for a long 
period, thus allowing the researcher to get to know the participants, thereby getting 
to know what they know and obtaining first-hand information (Creswell, 2013). As 
with the axiological assumptions the epistemological assumptions direct the 
selection of a qualitative research design. 

3.3.3 Interpretivism Research Paradigm 
 
Interpretive frameworks also have embedded philosophical assumptions (Creswell, 
2013). Three common frameworks (Creswell, 2013) or worldviews (Creswell, 2009) 
were considered as part of the research design selection, namely, Positivism, 
Social Constructivism and Pragmatism. 

3.3.3.1 Positivism 
 
Positivism has a foundation built on a deterministic philosophy whereby causes 
determine effects and outcomes (Creswell, 2009). It is reductionist, logical, 
empirical and cause and effect oriented (Creswell, 2013). It is predominantly 
noticed within quantitative research wherein variables comprising hypotheses are 
measured objectively  (Creswell, 2009)  (Creswell, 2013). It has a strong affiliation 
to research, applying quantitative statistics in order to report on the results 
(Creswell, 2009). One of the assumptions associated with this framework is that 
“Research is the process of making claims..,” (Creswell, 2009), which then 
assumes that the research undertaken has to have made claims or propositions or 
hypotheses that would be tested, however, this is not the case as the research 
undertaken is based on applied research. The researcher aims to study the BPR 
project phenomenon to gain more understanding of the factors that influence its 
outcome. These factors would then lead into the development of concepts that will 
be applied towards creating a management framework aligned to the purpose of 
the research. 

3.3.3.2 Pragmatism 
 
Pragmatism arises from the worldview that actions, situations and consequences 
are more important than cause and effect conditions (Creswell, 2009). Neither is it 
committed to any one system of philosophy (Creswell, 2013). Pragmatists believe 
in freedom of choice and will therefore choose whatever approach works for the 
research at that point in time (Creswell, 2009). This is synonymous with mixed 
research design approaches whereby the researcher can draw from both 
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qualitative and quantitative assumptions (Creswell, 2009). This framework however 
has one key assumption that the researcher would like to explore. The first 
assumption is “freedom of choice,” to select methods, techniques and procedures 
that best meet their needs when conducting the research (Creswell, 2013). This 
assumption will be carried forward when defining the data analysis technique, as 
the researcher assumes that the data analysis will be conducted using 
unconventional yet proven methods. This is the only assumption that ties the 
research to the Pragmatism framework. 

3.3.3.3 Social Constructivism 
 
The last philosophical interpretive framework is founded on the need for individuals 
to understand the world in which they live and work (Creswell, 2013).Social 
Constructivism (often described as interpretivsm)  (Creswell, 2009) (Creswell, 
2013) is typically seen in qualitative research. The aim is to create meaning of a 
context or situation by relying as much as possible on participant views of the 
subject under study. This framework assumes that meanings are constructed by 
human beings as they engage with their world (Creswell, 2009). This assumption is 
related to the ontological view of how we understand the world. We could 
understand the world as being a real world existing independently of our 
knowledge or a world that is socially created (Poetschke, 2003). This ontological 
view links directly to the research as the researcher seeks to gain an 
understanding of the BPR project phenomenon within a certain context wherein the 
context and phenomenon are the objects of study while the participants interact 
within the context to generate the meaning hence “social constructivism” 
(Poetschke, 2003). This assumption of reliance on the participant’s views to define 
the interpreted meaning has led the researcher to a “problem of double 
hermeneutics” (Poetschke, 2003), as the research participants can interpret the 
meaning of the context and data while the researcher interprets the interpretation. 
To avoid this problem of double hermeneutics the researcher would have to rely on 
his interpretation of the context by making use of multiple data collection 
techniques in a textual format that is an output of the context and human 
interaction rather than an interpreted view as can be the case with surveys.  
 
Taking into account the philosophical assumptions, a supportive conclusion can be 
drawn to support the selection of a Qualitative Research Design Methodology.  
 
The next section will focus on the research inquiry. 

3.4 Research Inquiry 
 
Creswell, 2009, describes qualitative approaches as being constructivist and 
requiring observations of behaviour. He further states: 
 
“In this situation the researcher seeks to establish the meaning of a phenomenon 
from the views of participants…….One of the key elements of collecting data in this 
way is to observe participants’ behaviours by engaging in their activities” (Creswell, 
2009). 
 
Selecting a qualitative research design meant that the research had to display in its 
structure and method some common characteristics described in Table 3.1 
(Creswell, 2009) . Table 3.1 also describes the link between the characteristic and 
the research. These links will be used to unravel the conundrum of selecting a 
research strategy/inquiry. 
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Table 3.1: Qualitative Characteristics Linking to Research  

Question Qualitative 
Characteristics 

Links to Research 

What is the purpose of 
the research? 

 To describe and explain  

 To explore and interpret 

 To build theory 

The research aims to 
explore the BPR project 
phenomenon. Each unit 
of analysis will be 
described against the 
project influential factors, 
with the aim of 
interpreting their 
combined outcome. The 
research should 
ultimately use this 
interpretation to develop 
concepts and not build 
theory. 

What is the nature of the 
research process? 

 Holistic 

 Unknown variables 

 Flexible guidelines 

 Emergent methods 

 Context bound 

 Personal view 

The research process will 
include observing BPR 
projects within a real life 
context. The axiological 
assumptions (personal 
views) will be part of the 
research. Emergent 
methods will be used as it 
is qualitative in nature. 

What are the data like 
and how are they 
collected? 

 Textual and or image-
based data 

 Informative small 
sample 

 Loosely structured or 
non-standardised 
observations and 
interviews 

The research will rely on 
observations of social 
interaction and 
documentation. No 
interviews are proposed 
as part of the research. 
Due to the nature of the 
research only a limited 
number of analysis units 
or cases would be 
observed over a 
predetermined time 
period. 
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Question Qualitative 
Characteristics 

Links to Research 

How are data analysed to 
determine their meaning? 

 Search for themes and 
categories 

 Acknowledgem that 
analysis is subjective 
and potentially biased 

 Inductive reasoning 

Data will be analysed by 
firstly forming a 
description of events 
linked to the project 
influential factors. This 
will then lead to 
interpretation by 
consolidating all 
descriptions in search of 
concepts. Analysis of the 
data will bring into it some 
aspects of the 
researcher’s 
interpretation of the 
events and will be 
subjective, however, a 
suitable technique will be 
employed to alleviate 
bias. 

How are the findings 
communicated? 

 Words 

 Narratives, individual 
quotes 

 Personal voice, literary 
style 

 

The research is based on 
the project influential 
factors, which are textual 
and descriptive in nature. 
The findings will be 
conveyed by the 
researcher in a textual 
format as well. 

 
From Table 3.1 a summary can be drawn as to the intent of the research and how 
it aims to achieve this. The research will explore the BPR project phenomenon in 
an empirical nature bound within a real life context and time period in order to 
understand influence of the project influential factors on a BPR project’s outcome. 
These meanings or understandings will be consolidated in order to inform their 
interpretation that will ultimately lead to the development of new concepts. 
 
The above research intent leads into the selection of the research strategy by 
mapping the above summary to literary descriptions made about research 
strategies. Before directly mapping the intent of the research presented in this 
thesis, let us first state what the research is not intending to do, thereby excluding 
alternate research strategies. The research is not intending to describe (Creswell, 
2013) or understand (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) a particular experience from several 
participants as they have lived and or perceived it; hence a phenomenological 
study is not an appropriate research strategy. 
 
Similarly, the research is not intending to derive a theory based on data collected 
about the human interactions and actions and how they influence one another; 
hence also excluding a grounded theory research strategy (Leedy & Omrod, 2010). 
 
Leedy and Omrod, 2010, describe the purpose and focus of a case study research 
strategy as being research undertaken to understand a situation or situations in 
great depth within its natural settings bound by a specific period of time.  The 
research intent matches the above description, as the “situation” can be a 
synonym for a “BPR project” and in the same way “natural settings” can be 
synonymous to “real life context”. 
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To further support the use of the case study research strategy, a further description 
by Cresswell, 2013, suggests that a case study research explores a real life, 
contemporary bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over 
time through the detailed analysis of in-depth data collected, which include 
observations and documentation, and reporting its description and or identified 
themes. As can be seen, the intent of the research propounds the use of the case 
study research strategy when correlated to the above description. 
 
It should be noted that the case study form of inquiry is not without its “heightened 
scepticism toward cross-case econometrics” (Gerring, 2007). Two key problems 
would have to be addressed in order for the case study form of inquiry to remain 
credible for use by the researcher.  
 
The first problem is that of interpreting cause and effect relationships (Gerring, 
2007). This is a problem for the researcher, as one of the steps of the research is 
to conduct a cross case analysis (c/f Section 3.5.6) of the cases selected for study 
by interpreting the data ascribed to project influential factors as indicative of the 
importance or relevance to the outcome of the project itself. 
 
The second problem is that of counterfactual arguments (Gerring, 2007), which 
either support the interpretation of the cause and effect relationships or refute its 
interpretation all together. This is also a problem for the researcher that links to the 
interpretation of data that will be carried out within the cross case analysis phase of 
the research. 
 
The problems stated above could invalidate the research, however, they can be 
expelled by the use of alternate analysis techniques (Gerring, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) 
other than the standard approaches, namely, Pattern Matching, Explanation 
Building, Time-Series Analysis, Logic Models and Cross-Case Synthesis (Yin, 
2009). This approach refers back to the Pragmatist philosophical assumption 
wherein the researcher is allowed to select his own methods and techniques 
(Creswell, 2013). Charles C Ragin developed the Qualitative Comparative Analysis 
(QCA) technique  (Gerring, 2007)  (Ragin, 2008) (c/f Section 3.5.6) as an 
alternative to determining causal relationships within a case study form of inquiry. 
This alternative method will be adopted to expel the problems raised above. 
 
The following sections deal with the research method adopted by the researcher 
and will close the description of the Research Design Framework. 

3.5 Research Method 
 
Now that it has been established that the research design methodology should be 
qualitative and that the research inquiry should be a case study form of inquiry, 
one can now focus on the specifics of the research method. The research method 
relates to the tools and techniques to be used in conducting the research (Hughes, 
2006) and will be outlined in this section. 
 
Yin, 2009, suggest that the following five components of a research method design 
are important for case studies: 
 

 a study’s question 

 its propositions, if any  

 its unit(s) of analysis 

 the logic linking the data to the propositions; and 

 the criteria for interpreting the findings. 
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Two components, namely, its propositions and the logic linking the data to the 
propositions, are contradictory to the research type undertaken. The research 
presented in this thesis is of an applied research nature and will rely on the 
purpose of the research to fill in for the propositions. This approach is supported by 
Yin, 2009 when he suggests that the “purpose of the research” performs a similar 
function to “proposition”. The use of the purpose of a research is further supported 
by Cresswell, 2009, as he suggests the purpose being an important part of the 
research as it sets the objectives and the intent of the research. Taking into 
account Yin, 2009 and Cresswell, 2009, views on the purpose of the research, the 
above components were restated to reflect the explicit use of purpose statements 
rather than propositions. So, for the purposes of the research presented in this 
thesis, the following components will be required as part of the research method: 
 

 Its purpose 

 Its study question or questions 

 its unit(s) of analysis 

 the logic linking the data to the purpose; and 

 the criteria used for analysing and interpreting the findings. 
 

Yin, 2009, suggested a case study method (see Appendix P) which was adapted to 
fit the restated required components, and to relay the high level purpose of the 
research as described in Section 1.2. The adapted method used in conducting the 
research is represented in Figure 3.2. 
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Figure 3.2: Case Study Method 

Looking at the case study method represented by Figure 3.2, the following eight 
topics need to be described: 
 

 Develop Research Purpose 

 Develop Research Question/s 

 Case Study and Unit of Analysis Selection 

 Data Collection 
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 Data Analysis  

 Cross Case Analysis 

 Concept Development 

 Methodology Development 
 
One additional topic of “Research Validity”  (Creswell, 2009) (Yin, 2009) (Creswell, 
2013) will also be described as it is important in establishing the credibility and 
reliability of the research. 

3.5.1 Develop Research Purpose 
 
The purpose statement provides information about the central phenomenon being 
explored, the context in which the exploration will take place and the objectives or 
aims of the research (Creswell, 2009). The purpose statement or statements have 
to be explicit as it should direct the researcher towards the relevant research 
questions and the relevant data to be collected.  
 
The purpose for the research presented in this thesis is to derive a fit-for-purpose 
management approach that could guide project leaders in executing their projects 
within their organisational environments. This will be achieved by empirically 
observing how prior researched factors influence the outcome of BPR projects, 
leading to stronger understanding of the “BPR project execution” phenomenon. 
This understanding by way of observation and analysis of relevant data will lead to 
certain interpretations being made that will eventually inform the development of 
the BPR execution methodology. 
 
The researcher developed the Purpose Development Model (Figure 3.3) in order to 
visually illustrate the contents of a purpose and how such a purpose would then 
lead into the research questions. The next paragraph illustrates the use of this 
model by practically constructing a revised purpose as it relates to the research 
presented in this thesis. 
 

PURPOSEExplored 

Phenomenon

Objective

Data

Context

Research 

Questions

<leads to>

<is part of><is part of>

<is part of><is part of>

<within>

<to realise>

<by analysing>

 
Figure 3.3: Purpose Development Model 

The phenomenon explored as part of the research presented in this thesis is the 
“BPR Project Execution” phenomenon. This phenomenon is conducted within the 
context of a Financial Institution and focuses on observing executed “BPR 
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Projects” in order to realise the objective of deriving a fit-for-purpose “BPR 
Management Approach” by analysing collected data that are associated with the 
impact that “BPR Project Influential Factors” have on the executed BPR Project. 
 
The Research question or questions that support the above purpose are covered 
next.  

3.5.2 Develop Research Question/s 
 
Yin, 2009, suggests that case studies are the preferred method when a “How?” or 
“What?” question is being posed. This is further supported by Creswell, 2009, who 
proposes a central question and associated sub-questions. Yin, 2009, also puts 
forward the need for supporting questions that would guide the researcher towards 
answering the central research question.  
 
The central research question proposed for the research presented in this thesis 
should also aim to direct the rate of improvement for executing successful BPR 
type projects and should incorporate the identification of prevalent and non-
prevalent success factors. The research question should not focus directly on 
identifying or supporting previously researched influential success factors or the 
Technical Process Improvement Methodologies, such as Six Sigma that has been 
developed for over thirty years (Process Quality Associates, 2006), other than to 
aid the research. Using the guidelines suggested by Creswell, 2009, the following 
central question was developed and is the research question for this study: 
 
“How should a BPR project be executed within a financial service company 
to achieve an appropriate balance of the critical success factors?”   
 
The next step is to derive the supporting questions by focusing on the purpose of 
the research. The following questions are supportive of the central question: 
 

 Has prior research identified all relevant project influential factors? If not, 
what are the other relevant project influential factors? 

 Which project influential factors are more relevant or important to the 
successful outcome of a BPR project? 

 How can the prevalence of the applicable BPR project influential factors be 
determined? 

 What is required in order to enable and prioritise highly relevant and 
important BPR project influential factors that lead to a successful 
outcome? 

 How do the above integrate with current BPR project methodologies? 
 
Using the research purpose and questions as guidance, the next step would be to 
select the case study and unit of analysis. 

3.5.3 Case Study and Unit of Analysis Selection 
 
Selecting an appropriate case study design (Yin, 2009) is determined largely by 
the empirical universe that the researcher is attempting to understand. (Gerring, 
2007). The researcher therefore requires sufficient access to the potential data, 
research participants, documentation and the case study’s contextual environment 
for detailed observations (Yin, 2009). The case study must also be selected based 
on its most likely ability to “illuminate” (Yin, 2009) the research question.  
 
Before proceeding to the case study design and the selection of the case study 
and its units of analysis, it is prudent to point out certain definitions used as part of 
the research presented in this thesis in order to avoid confusion. “Case Study” 
within the context of the research is also used as a reference for the organisation 
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which is a financial institution under study, and which will be termed as the “Bank”. 
“Units of analysis” is also termed “Case/s” and is used as a reference for the 
objects under study within the Bank. The objects for the research presented in this 
thesis are classified as the “BPR projects”. 
 
Coming back to the case study design Yin, 2009, describes four types of case 
study designs as represented by Figure 3.4. This model was used to inform the 
selected case study design and wasnused for conducting the research. 
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Figure 3.4: Basic Types of Case Study Designs (Source Yin, 2009) 

An embedded single case design was selected for the following reasons: 
 

 A pilot case study (Yin, 2009) was performed to ensure the suitability of the 
organisation selected as the case study for research (c/f Section 4.1) 

 The researcher is employed by the selected financial institution thus 
providing easy access to the required data, research participants, 
documentation and case study environment where detailed observations 
and field work could be carried out. 

 The financial institution was aggressively engaged in BPR thus affording 
the researcher the opportunity to select the minimum required units of 
analysis to allow for a “cross-unit or cross case comparability (unit 
homogeneity)” (Gerring, 2007). This is an important aspect, as units of 
analysis, also termed cases within the research presented in this thesis, 
have to be similar to one another in whatever respect, as they affect the 
potential interpretation of the causal relationships (Gerring, 2007). No 
knowledge can be gained within an “uncontrolled homogeneity” (Gerring, 
2007) as the cases can differ in several aspects, thus changing their 
context leading to false causal processes. 

 Permission to conduct the research within the institution was obtained. 
 
Limitations on conducting a single case study predominantly fall in the category of 
non-generalisability (Creswell, 2009) (Yin, 2009). This means that the research is 
conducted within a particular context and the outcomes are ascribed to that 
context. Particularity is supported as a form of case study research outcome 
instead of generalisability (Creswell, 2009) (Hyett, et al., 2014).  
 
Table 3.2 outlines the protocol used to select the BPR projects within the case 
study context. This approach of using a protocol to select the units of analysis aids 
in asserting construct validity (Yin, 2009). 
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Table 3.2: BPR Project Selection Protocol 

Exploratory Questions per Project 

Step Category  Question Positive 
Result Action 

Negative 
Result 
Action 

1 Mandatory Is a detailed project plan 
available? 

Step 3 Step 2 

2 Mandatory 
(if negative 
on step 1) 

Is a detailed 
implementation proposal 
available? 

Step 3 Project 
rejected 

3 Mandatory Is the BPR project 
focused on an 
organisational business 
unit, including strategy 
and lowest level process 
execution? 

Step 4 Project 
rejected 

4 Mandatory Is there evidence of the 
use of a project execution 
methodology? 

Step 5 Check if 
Step 5 is 
positive, if 
not reject 
project 

5 Mandatory Are Six Sigma and or 
Lean Engineering used as 
the process improvement 
methodology? 

Project 
accepted. 
Check for 
supporting 
documentation
. 

Project 
Rejected 

6 Supportive Is a Project Charter 
available? 

Mark as a 
sample Project 
Charter. Move 
to Step 7 

Step 7 

7 Supportive Is a Business Case 
available? 

Mark as a 
sample 
Business 
Case. Move to 
validation 
questions. 

Not 
Required 

Validation Questions for Artefacts Required 

Step Category  Question Positive 
Result Action 

Negative 
Result 
Action 

1 Mandatory Have all artefacts per 
project been obtained? 

Check for 
sample 
artefacts. 

Obtain 
artefact 
from 
relevant 
resource. 

 

Further to selecting the case study and unit of analysis, the Researcher opted to 
settle for a minimum of five BPR projects as any lower number would not aid in the 
cross referencing of data collected across the units of analysis. A typical question 
on this approach would be; why a minimum of five? As mentioned above, in order 
to remain true to the principle of unit homogeneity, units of analysis had to be very 
similar in all respects (Gerring, 2007). Gerring, 2007, also suggests that “case 
study researchers are often suspicious of large-sample research, which they 
suspect, contains heterogeneous cases whose differences cannot easily be 



46 
 

modelled”. Furthermore, application of the QCA cross case analysis technique (c/f 
Section 3.5.6.1) is advised for a small set of N cases ranging from 5 to 50 (Marx, 
2010) and a medium sized research design (5<=N<=50) is suggested as having 
the capability to contribute to theory development and or theory testing (Marx & 
Dusa, 2011) thus justifying the use of five BPR projects. 
 
The next step in the process would be to identify what types of data would be 
collected and analysed. 

3.5.4 Data Collection 
 
Data for case study research can take many forms, including documented 
observations, documents, archived records and electronic media (Leedy & Omrod, 
2010). The focus of the data collection should be directed towards achieving the 
intent of the research by aiding the answering of the research questions. 
Cresswell, 2009, suggests that collected data should provide descriptions of the 
case study setting where the case study will be conducted, the participants being 
observed, the events that will be observed and the processes performed in order to 
achieve these events. This description leads us to the understanding that data 
should be collected in order to provide the context of the organisation, the context 
of the BPR project teams, the context of the BPR project and the execution of the 
BPR project itself. 
 
Data collection was centred on two themes, namely, data procedures  (Creswell, 
2009)  (Yin, 2009) or strategies and the associated data collection protocol (Yin, 
2009). Data procedures and strategies give rise to the “how”, while the data 
protocol gives rise to the “what” (Yin, 2009). Table 3.3 provides a descriptive 
rendition of the data collection procedures employed and the associated protocol. 
Data were collected during the observation period between, that is, from October 
2011 to July 2012 (c/f Chapter 4). 
 
Table 3.3: Data Collection Types and Associated Protocols 

Observation Data Collection Type 

Description For the purposes of the proposed research, observation can be 
defined as; “the researcher taking field notes on the behaviour and 
activities” (Creswell, 2009) acted upon within each unit of analysis 
at the research site. The field notes will be taken in an 
unstructured or semi-structured way (using key objectives defined 
in the protocol) (Creswell, 2009).The above way of taking field 
notes provides the researcher with flexibility to adapt to situations 
that would otherwise have eluded the researcher.  
 
Two types of observation techniques will be employed for data 
collection. The first being whereby the researcher does not 
participate but rather only observes the unfolding of activities. This 
type of observation technique will be employed during all forms of 
meetings associated with the projects. The observations will be 
documented and saved on an email for further references in order 
to support or negate documented evidence. The second is 
whereby the researcher also participates while observing 
(Creswell, 2009). This technique will only be employed if the 
researcher is a participant in the project. Participation will be 
closed to the role for which the researcher was employed to 
perform within the organisation, in order to minimise any 
influences on research outcomes. These techniques will provide 
the researcher with first hand experiences, allow information to be 
recorded as it occurs, gain insight into problems by observing 
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unusual aspects and the ability to explore topics that may be 
uncomfortable to discuss (Creswell, 2009). 
 

Protocol Field notes required: 
 

 Context of event or activity  (Creswell, 2009)  (Yin, 2009)  
(Leedy & Omrod, 2010) 

 Descriptive notes (reconstruction of event or activity) 
(Creswell, 2009) 

 Interpretive or reflective notes (speculations, problems, 
ideas, impressions and prejudices) (Creswell, 2009) 

 Majority of the field notes will be email based as this is a 
quick an easy medium to document and store 
unstructured observations. Email based, refers to the fact 
that all notes will be stored using an email, including any 
emails distributed across stakeholders related to the 
projects (see Appendix C) 
 

 
Objectives: 
 

 Seek insight into challenges experienced within the BPR 
project 

 Identify how these challenges were overcome 

 Gain understanding of what success factors were present 
and how relevant they were to the success of the BPR 
project 

 Identify which success factors were not prevalent and 
what impact they had on the BPR projects success 

 Identify what steps were taken to execute the BPR project 

 Understand how the BPR Methodology was employed and 
executed 

 Identify remedial steps taken to ensure project success (if 
any) when stumbling blocks were experienced 

 

Documentation Data Collection Type 

Description  Documents in the context of the proposed research, will involve 
organisationally produced artefacts including project plans, project 
charters, business cases, meeting minutes, training documents, 
emails and reports. (Creswell, 2009) 
 

Protocol Each document should serve the purpose of gaining insight into 
the execution of the BPR project and ultimately aid in achieving 
the objectives defined in the protocol for the observation data 
collection type. 
 
Further to aiding the achievement of the aforementioned 
objectives, the following questions should yield positive answers 
before usage in research is accepted: 
 

 Is the document an approved project document? This aids 
in strengthening the credibility of the research. 

 Has permission been obtained for the use of the document 
in the research? This aids in ensuring that no unethical 
lines are crossed while conducting the research. 

 Is a copy of the document available for review? This aids 
in strengthening the construct validity of the research. 
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Data collected are used as sources of evidence (Yin, 2009) when it comes to 
qualitative research, and as such it is prudent to describe how the weaknesses of 
each data source will be overcome by the research. 
 
Let us first look at the weaknesses of “documentation” as a data source and how it 
will be overcome: 
 

 “Retrievability” (Yin, 2009) was overcome by subjecting multiple BPR 
projects to the case study selection protocol. If any mandatory document 
was not available, the BPR project was rejected. Furthermore, the 
researcher had access to the databases that housed the relevant 
information. 

 “Biased Selectivity” (Yin, 2009) was similarly overcome by subjecting the 
considered BPR projects to the case study selection protocol. 

 “Reporting Bias” (Yin, 2009) was overcome by the creation of a peer 
review panel that included observed participants. (see Appendix D for 
panel members). 

 “Access” (Yin, 2009) was overcome based on the fact that the researcher 
was employed by the organisation and approval was provided by 
executive management to conduct the research, therefore the researcher 
had access to relevant information for the selected BPR projects. 

 
The second source of data weaknesses was overcome in the following manner: 
 

 “Time Consuming” (Yin, 2009) was not considered a weakness by the 
researcher, as the researcher dedicated 10 months of field work to aid with 
the observation of the BPR projects. 

 “Selectivity” was overcome by subjecting the selected BPR projects to the 
case study selection protocol and by spending a long period in the field 
enabling the acquisition of the relevant observations. 

 “Reflexivity” was overcome as the researcher was employed by the 
organisation and the observed research participants were well acquainted 
to the researcher. This being said however does not expel the possibility of 
double interpretation or double hermeneutics, where the researcher 
interprets information based on the research participants relayed 
interpretation of observed events. This problem of double hermeneutics 
remained a concern throughout the research; hence the researcher 
cautiously avoided participant interpretations.  

 
Overcoming the weaknesses of the data sources is important in improving the 
reliability of the research and the credibility of the data analysed. This leads us to 
discuss the process of data analysis. 

3.5.5 Data Analysis 
 
Data analysis focuses on the analysis of the BPR projects by describing the 
context of each BPR Project, relaying a chronological view (“chronicle” if not used 
for interpreting causal relationships (Yin, 2009)) of the key events used for analysis 
and by creating adequate codes/categories (Creswell, 2009) that will be used for 
cross case analysis. Each unit of analysis will be analysed against the BPR project 
influential factors in terms of relevance and impact. In addition, each unit of 
analysis will be described based on documented evidence summarising key events 
and activities that occurred during the lifecycle of each project. 
 
Cross case analysis is where the interpretation of causal relationships will take 
place by using the QCA technique (c/f Section 3.5.6). It does not form part of the 
single case/unit of analysis, which is the individual analysis of the selected BPR 
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Projects. Therefore, data analysis is more of a “description case” where data are 
organised and analysed to describe relations to a phenomenon (Yin, 2009).  
 
The key output of the data analysis would be to create a ubiquitous set of data that 
is comparable across all five BPR projects aiding in the use of the QCA analysis 
technique. Therefore, the coding of the data informing the data analysis has to be 
based on highlighting the project influential factors. This relation then leads us to 
the selection of the BPR project influential factors to be used as the “codes” of data 
that will be analysed. The process involved in conducting the data analysis can be 
likened to “peeling back the layers of an onion” (Creswell, 2009) starting at the 
outer most layer working towards the inside, revealing the interpreted results. 
Figure 3.5 represents the descriptors of the process steps that need to occur in 
order for the data analysis to take place. The data analysis process steps are not 
meant to be linear and loops can occur between them.  
 
The interpretative process and structure will be carried forward for discussion as 
part of the cross case analysis section that follows. 
 

 
Figure 3.5: Data Analysis Layers 

3.5.6 Cross Case Analysis 
  
Cross case analysis leads in from the individual descriptive analysis of the BPR 
projects by focusing on the combined analysis of the project influential factors and 
their impact on the outcome of the project. It is similar to what Yin, 2009 describes 
as “Cross-Case Synthesis” as he mentions that the technique of cross-case 
synthesis aggregates findings across numerous studies. The difference here lies in 
the fact that the BPR Projects are the individual studies that are being aggregated. 
Aggregation, however, refers to statistics and statistics refers to a more dominant 
quantitative approach. This then leads to the dilemma of selecting an appropriate, 
robust and proven way of conducting a qualitative analysis of the aggregated 
findings. This can best be achieved by outlining what the research aims to interpret 
or propound as the research outcomes or objectives. So, let us first begin by 
defining the outcome of the cross case analysis. 
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The main outcome of the cross case analysis is to allow the researcher to 
scientifically determine the most relevant project influential factors, thereby 
facilitating interpretations of the impact of these factors on BPR projects. These 
interpretations in turn will lead to the derivation of concepts (c/f Section 3.5.7) that 
will be used to build a methodology (c/f Section 3.5.8) that facilitates the 
prioritisation of these factors in executing a BPR project. 
 
Rihoux and Ragin, 2009, mention the technique Qualitative Comparative Analysis 
(QCA) and its five uses. QCA can be used to summarise data, check coherence of 
data, check hypotheses or existing theories, conduct a quick test for conjecture 
and facilitate the development of new theoretical arguments (Rihoux & Ragin, 
2009). The QCA usage that most aligns itself to the cross case analysis outcome 
sought is that of the facilitation of the development of new theoretical arguments. 
Rihoux and Ragin, 2009, define this usage as a means of using a truth table free of 
contradictions with the aim of obtaining a reduced expression that may be 
interpreted to yield new theoretical arguments. Aligning the above statement with 
that of the cross case analysis outcome, the researcher derived the following 
statement: 
 
“The truth table is used to aggregate the individual BPR Project analysis findings 
into a format that facilitates the use of QCA in order to determine the most relevant 
project influential factors by reducing the expression in a scientific manner 
facilitating the interpretation and development of new insights and concepts.” 
 
The above statement, which aligns the usage of QCA and the cross case analysis 
outcome now directs us to explore QCA as the cross case analysis technique that 
was selected. A brief overview of QCA is provided in the next section. 

3.5.6.1 Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) Overview 
 
Ragin, in Schneider and Wagemann, 2007, initially proposed the use of QCA as an 
interpretive analysis technique for social science data. It is based on set theory and 
its associated mathematical principles such as set relations (Ragin, 2008). Many 
examples of set relationships are cited in various books, however, it would be 
prudent to elaborate the principle of set relations in the context of this specific 
research. 
 
Take a simple example of a successful BPR project.  If the researcher were to 
propound that there was a link between successful BPR projects and good project 
management, the researcher would be arguing the fact that successful BPR 
projects were a subset of BPR projects experiencing good project management. 
The fact that there exist successful BPR projects with mediocre project 
management experiences does not refute the researcher’s claim in any way. It 
merely points to the fact that there are many paths that could lead to successful 
BPR projects. The above example should not be confused with correlational 
arguments as it is asymmetric in nature. Good project management might be 
sufficient for the creation of a successful BPR project, yet a successful BPR project 
does not necessarily have to constitute good project management. This 
asymmetric principle is one of three properties of set theory and inherently forms 
part of the properties of QCA as well  (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 
2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). 
 
Equifinality is another property that was touched upon when it was mentioned that 
there might be many paths that lead to a successful BPR project. To explain 
equifinality, one needs to expand the notion of a successful BPR project to have 
more than one condition. The term condition is primarily used within QCA as 
something that has to be present or absent in order to realise a certain outcome  
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). For the 
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purposes of the research presented in this thesis the outcome in question is a 
successful BPR project as defined in Chapter 3 and the interim conditions can be 
considered to be the project influential factors described in Table 2.1 (b/f Section 
2.2). The conditions are termed interim, as they will be enhanced when conducting 
the cross-case analysis (c/f Section 4.9.1). Referring back on the property of 
equifinality, one could add an additional condition for successful BPR projects, 
namely, strong executive sponsorship. Hypothetically, if empirical evidence 
suggested that executive sponsorship was necessary for the realisation of a 
successful BPR project, one would then end up with two paths to a successful 
BPR project outcome. This can be presented in the selected notational format 
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) as illustrated below: (“PM” denotes good project 
management, “ES” denotes strong executive sponsorship and “O” denotes the 
outcome which is a successful BPR project) 
 

PM * ES  O  
~PM * ES  O 

 
The statements read as: A successful BPR project is the outcome (denoted by the 
symbol “”, also indicating sufficiency (c/f Section 3.5.6.2)) when the project 
experiences good project management AND (denoted by the symbol “*”) strong 
executive sponsorship OR (denoted by symbol “+”), alternatively when the project 
does not experience good project management (denoted by the negation symbol 
“~”) but experiences strong executive sponsorship. The statement can also be 
represented by:  
 

PM * ES + ~PM * ES  O 
 
The third property namely; Conjunctural Causation  (Schneider & Wagemann, 
2007) (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009), refers to the phenomenon of having 
multiple conditions in combination in order to realise a certain outcome  (Schneider 
& Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). In other words, no 
single condition is responsible for producing the outcome. Using our example of 
equifinality and expanding it to include one more necessary condition required for 
realising the outcome of a successful BPR project which is the condition of strong 
project team cohesion (denoted by “TC”), one could end up in a case where a 
successful BPR project is deemed to be caused by the presence of good project 
management, strong executive sponsorship and strong project team cohesion as 
denoted by the solution term or solution path below: 
 

PM * ES * TC  O 
 

The above properties are key to the research presented in this thesis as prior 
research has propounded many project influential factors and if the researcher 
were to aim at prioritising these factors in terms of relevance or higher relevance 
the researcher would need to define the relevance of these conditions for the 
outcome and also determine what solution paths lead to the desired outcome. 
 
In addition, one of the niches of QCA is its use for small to medium sized “N” case 
study type research  (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & 
Ragin, 2009) (Marx, 2010) . The minimum number of cases selected within the 
research presented in this thesis aligns itself with the small N type of case study 
research approach. Charles C Ragin, 2008, also inferred that QCA was developed 
to support the social science research community by filling what he saw as a gap 
in the data analysis of case study type research, in particular where the number of 
case studies ranged from 2 to 100 and a comparative analysis was required in 
order to assert an inference of causation. This inherent asserted capability of QCA 
just described is what will be used when conducting the cross case analysis, 
bearing in mind the outcome of the cross case analysis is to derive insights into 



52 
 

new concepts derived by analysing the aggregated project influential factor 
findings. 
 
At this juncture it is prudent to note that QCA as a case study research analysis 
technique comes in various forms or nuances. The first one is Crisp Set QCA or 
csQCA as initially developed by Ragin as mentioned in Schneider and Wagemann, 
2007. The csQCA nuance required dichotomised data which meant that conditions 
were either full members of a set or full non-members of a set  (Schneider & 
Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). This meant that when 
truth tables were created for analysis facilitation, conditions were either 
represented by a 1 or a 0 indicating the condition’s presence or absence in a set.  
 
The dichotomisation of data was a key debate amongst social science 
researchers, both qualitative and quantitative proponents alike (Schneider & 
Wagemann, 2007) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009).The main critique against the use of 
dichotomised data and inherently csQCA was that dichotomisation leads to loss of 
information if analysis were to be conducted at a micro level or if degrees of set 
membership were defined as data input or output (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007).  
 
The above critique led to the development of Fuzzy Set QCA or fsQCA also 
developed by Ragin as an enhancement to QCA to cater for degrees of set 
membership  (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007)  (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 
2009). This format or nuance of QCA is of particular interest for the research, as it 
allows the numerous number of project influential factors to be categorised in order 
to reduce the number of conditions that are required for a truth table form of 
analysis. The truth table form of analysis is still required as even fsQCA is 
represented by a truth table based on having a cross over score of 0.5 in terms of 
defining set membership for analysis  (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). This 
however does not mean that the degrees of membership are lost as the raw values 
are calibrated in order to inform the calculation for consistency and coverage 
values (c/f Section 3.5.6.2).  
 
As mentioned previously the best way to describe the detail of the specific QCA 
nuance selected is by detailing its approach to the research which follows next. 
(Ragin’s fsQCA manual can be referenced under Appendix F for a detailed generic 
view of the fsQCA technique and the fsQCA tool) 
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3.5.6.2 QCA Application Model 
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Figure 3.6: QCA Application Model for Cross Case Analysis 

The QCA Application Model (Figure 3.6) for Cross-Case Analysis was developed 
by the researcher in order to guide the use of fsQCA within the research presented 
in this thesis. Each component of the model will be briefly overviewed in the 
context of the fsQCA technique and its usage within the research presented in this 
thesis. It will start off by looking at the structural configuration of the conditions 
used for analysis, leading into the analysis approach of the derived fsQCA truth 
tables. The “Infer/Concept Development” component approach will be carried 
forward for an overview to Section 3.5.7. 
 
The “Consolidate All Units of Analysis” component is self-descriptive and does 
not need much explanation. All the individual analyses of the revised project 
influential factors would first need to be aggregated in the form of a matrix. The 
format for consolidation should contain the following items: 
 

 The revised project influential factor 

 The presence of the factor within individual cases 
 
The second component “Reduce Conditions” is based on the avoidance of 
“limited diversity” as the number of possible combinations increases exponentially 
as the number of conditions increases (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009) (Schneider & 
Wagemann, 2007). The reduction of initial conditions can be approached by using 
the technique of aggregating the initial conditions (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009) into a 
category. The category would then become the new condition.  
 
By using a six-value scheme to represent data with FsQCA, one is able to 
represent a finer grained fuzzy set without losing the essence of the data one is 
trying to represent (Ragin, 2008). Figure 3.7 represents the selected way of 
representing data, namely, six-value fsQCA, after aggregation of initial project 
influential factors versus the alternate csQCA method.  
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Figure 3.7: FsQCA versus csQCA Data Representation (Source Ragin, 2008) 

The selected fsQCA method of data representation describes the “Create fsQCA 
Matrix” component. The matrix will represent the following items: 
 

 The conditions (aggregated format of the initial project influential factors) 

 The scores of the conditions 

 The outcome of the case, namely successful or not represented by a “1” or 
a ‘0” respectively 

 
The fsQCA tool selected (Ragin & Davey, 2009) uses these data to compute all the 
relevant analysis required. This then leads us to the description of what we aim to 
analyse and how we aim to analyse it, namely, the “Analyse fsQCA Matrix” 
component of the model. 
 
QCA and inherently fsQCA centres on the analysis of “necessary” and/or 
“sufficient” conditions by calculating scores for “consistency” and “coverage”  
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). There are 
three levels of analysis that can be derived from looking at the most complex 
solution term, the most parsimonious (minimal) solution term and the intermediate 
solution term  (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008). All the above 
concept descriptions will ensue based on the context of its application to the 
research. 
 
Let us first begin by describing what is meant by the concepts “necessary” and 
“sufficient”. A Necessary condition is a condition that infers the presence of the 
outcome by its presence, or alternatively, where empirical evidence points to the 
fact that the outcome cannot exist without the condition being present (Schneider & 
Wagemann, 2007).  
 
A necessary condition could then be termed as a critical condition and would 
require the highest priority. This argument could lead to a major debate centred on 
the inferences of the research, as only five cases are analysed. A much higher 
number of cases would need to be considered before strong empirical evidence 
can be produced for claiming any condition necessary for the outcome of a 
successful BPR project. This led to the researcher deliberately excluding this form 
of analysis going forward. 
 
Sufficient conditions, however, do not suggest an absence of an outcome if the 
condition is absent, but rather suggest that if the condition is present there exists 
empirical evidence to suggest that the outcome will also be present (Schneider & 
Wagemann, 2007) (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). If one infers a condition is sufficient for 
the outcome one is not placing any inference on the absence of the condition nor 
the absence of the outcome nor is one inferring or hypothesising that the absence 
of the condition will lead to the absence of the outcome. The inference will only be 
falsified if no sufficient conditions exist in the absence of the outcome. 
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Consistency, likened to significance, is a measure that evaluates the merit of a set 
relation being inferred or argued for (Ragin, 2008), however, a perfect consistency 
is not a measure that social scientists aim for, or consider a successful measure of 
a set relation. (Ragin, 2008). For example, a condition may exist in 8 out of 10 
cases, which may be substantial enough to indicate that some sort of connection 
exists between the condition and the outcome (Ragin & Davey, 2009). Caution is 
also placed on the actual consistency value that one could attribute to a claim that 
a condition is sufficient for an outcome. Research has suggested that consistency 
values of 0.75 and greater are much easier to argue for than consistency values 
below 0.75  (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) therefore a researcher 
can claim that a condition (or combination of conditions) is “almost always” 
sufficient for the outcome (Ragin, 2008) if a threshold value is maintained at 0.75 
and higher. Note that the fsQCA tool (Ragin & Davey, 2009) is used to calculate 
consistency scores. 
 
Once a condition has been identified as a sufficient condition for an outcome, one 
needs to determine the “empirical importance”, “relevance” and “strength” 
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007)  (Ragin, 2008)  of a sufficient condition. Coverage 
scores are used as a measure of empirical importance and can sometimes 
contradict consistency as you can have a high consistency value indicating a 
sufficient condition of interest while the same condition will have a low coverage 
score indicating its low relevance or strength (Ragin, 2008). Coverage measures 
the proportion of cases a specific condition covers. Thus if one has a condition with 
a lower coverage score indicating a small proportion of cases and a condition with 
a high coverage score indicating a high proportion of cases one can argue that the 
condition with the higher coverage score is of a higher empirical importance than 
the condition with the lower coverage score (Ragin, 2008). This principle of set 
theoretic arguments is of critical importance to the research as it will be used to 
create a mapping of priority for the BPR project influential factors under study.  
 
“Counterfactual Analysis” is an analysis technique developed by Ragin, 2008 to 
cater for the gap of limited diversity when it comes to case study research analysis  
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007)  (Ragin, 2008). It is suggested that social 
phenomenon is limited in its occurrence within a natural context (Ragin, 2008), 
thereby complicating their analysis. Analysis would be easier if empirical evidence 
for relevant logical causal conditions existed and if one could focus on single 
causal conditions (Ragin, 2008), however, the social phenomenon does not work 
in accordance of perfect experimentation. This therefore creates “Logical 
Remainders” when one maps empirical evidence to the truth tables created to 
support fsQCA analysis  (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008), in other 
words not all rows of the truth table would be represented by the cases under 
study. 
 
Counterfactual analysis is an analysis outcome based on “imagining” the existence 
of empirically relevant cases, counterfactual cases, and using them to inform the 
outcome of a solution term (Ragin, 2008). This becomes important when the aim of 
the analysis is to focus on the most parsimonious or simplest solution term 
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007), however, arguments exist against searching for a 
parsimonious solution term (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007). The argument 
revolves around the use of logical remainders in order to inform the analysis of a 
parsimonious solution term as it inherently produces limited information which 
could be relevant to the research outcome (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007).It is 
recommended that the aim should be towards searching for an intermediate 
solution term which would contain relevant information that is neither complex nor 
parsimonious but highly relevant to the research (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007). 
Searching for an intermediate term would involve the use of logically relevant 
counterfactual cases that are based on substantive knowledge (what we know 
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about the world), for example, if we wanted to explain which conditions contribute 
to good driving and we had six conditions of which two were gender and pregnant 
state, we would not use any logical remainders that represent a configuration 
containing a man that is pregnant (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007). Ragin, 2008, 
suggests the use of Easy Counterfactuals (reduction of complex solution term by 
one condition) over Difficult Counterfactuals (reduction of complex solution terms 
by two or more conditions), which also supports the aim of searching for an 
intermediate solution term based on inclusion of relevant logical remainders. 
 
Counterfactual analysis should therefore lead us to a solution term that has the 
highest coverage and consistency score indicating sufficiency. This will be used to 
determine the priority of the causal conditions or conjunctural causal conditions by 
comparing scores of solution terms between the most complex solution term and 
the resultant term after counterfactual analysis has been applied, thus facilitating 
the achievement of the objectives for the cross case analysis. 
 
The output of the sufficiency analysis based on assessing subset relations using 
consistency and coverage scores as well as applying simplifying assumptions in 
the context of counterfactual analysis has to be assessed to verify the output. This 
brings us to the “Veristic Verification” component of the model. Ragin, 2000, 
suggest that sufficiency can be assessed using the Probabilistic or Veristic 
assessment technique. He also goes on to suggest that the Veristic assessment 
technique is most likely the only one available for social research where the 
numbers of cases are quite small. Unlike the Probabilistic approach where 
disconfirming cases are allowed, the Veristic approach does not allow 
disconfirming cases, or cases where the causal condition or conjunctural causal 
conditions are present in both the absence and presence of the outcome (Ragin, 
2000). The Veristic approach also facilitates the researcher in determining levels of 
sufficiency by the application and non-application of a threshold (Ragin, 2000).  
 
A perfect sufficient causal condition can be inferred if the causal condition exists in 
all the empirical cases presenting the outcome, which means that the Veristic 
threshold has to be set at the maximum number of cases presenting the outcome 
(Ragin, 2000). A mostly sufficient causal condition can be inferred if the threshold 
is set at a benchmark representing a cross over point of 0.5 or half the number of 
cases presenting the outcome (Ragin, 2000). A disconfirming causal condition is 
not allowed if the causal condition is present in both case scenarios where the 
outcome is present or absent (Ragin, 2000). The above sufficiency assessment 
criteria will be applied to the outcome of the sufficiency analysis to further support 
the priority of the causal conditions inferred by the initial sufficiency analysis. 
 
Returning back to the principle of asymmetry we know that any inferences made 
on the analysis of the BPR project influential factors on the outcome of a 
successful BPR project do not imply any inferences on the BPR project influential 
factors on unsuccessful BPR projects. This then leads us to the final step of the 
model namely, “Analyse the negated fsQCA Matrix”. The focus of this analysis 
is to further strengthen the inferences made. This will be done by firstly searching 
for “logically fallible inferences or subset relationships” (Schneider & Wagemann, 
2007) by analysing the condition’s causal relationships on the failed outcome or 
negated outcome, namely, the failed projects. Secondly, by analysing the fully 
negated matrix in order to substantiate the claims made on the positive influence of 
the presence of the conditions by confirming if the reverse is true if the conditions 
were to be absent. 
 
 Logically fallible refers to the concept where a causal condition is both a subset of 
the presence and absence of an outcome, which according to Schneider and 
Wagemann, 2007 is an untenable claim. For example, an inference that a BPR 
project, constituting that a strong cohesive team will most likely be successful is 



57 
 

proven fallible if empirical evidence suggests that BPR projects with strong 
cohesive teams would most likely fail as well.   
 
It should be noted that when one uses the term “negated”, one means performing 
an analysis of cases that have the absence of the outcome (“Negate fsQCA 
Matrix”), which in the context of the research are cases that have been observed 
and classified as failed BPR projects. The negation of a fuzzy score is calculated 
by subtracting the original score from the value “1”. For example, good project 
management with a fuzzy score of 0.6 becomes 0.4 (mathematical negation of 
fuzzy scores (Ragin, 2008) (Ragin & Davey, 2009)). The analysis is no different 
than the analysis of the original fsQCA matrix in terms of consistency, coverage, 
counterfactual analysis and Veristic verification, however, the outcome would be 
used to rule out any contradictory or untenable claims and validate that the 
absence of the conditions hold true for the reverse of the outcome thereby 
strengthening any inferences or claims made while analysing the original fsQCA 
Matrix. 
 
Any claims made on causal conditions will be used as part of the “Infer/Concept 
Development” component of the model which is described in the next section. 

3.5.7 Concept Development 
 
In the discussion of the outcome of the cross case analysis, it was stated that the 
main outcome of the cross case analysis was to allow the researcher to 
scientifically determine the most relevant project influential factors. This will aid in 
facilitating interpretations made on the impact of these factors on BPR projects and 
will further aid in supporting inferences or claims towards the development of 
concepts. (Note that by inference one is inferring causal relationships rather than 
cause and effect correlations.) 
 
Let us first begin by defining and understanding what is meant by concepts in the 
context of the research. 
 
The philosophical definition of a concept is an “idea” (Collins English Dictionary, 
2003) (Oxford Dictionary, 2013) or a “theoretical construct within some theory” 
(Collins English Dictionary, 2003) which ties back to case study research, as case 
study research is exemplified if discovery (ideas) and theory development 
(theoretical constructs) are revealed (Yin, 2009). Also Inherent in fsQCA is set 
theoretic reasoning which gives rise to one of its uses which is concept formation 
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) where concept is defined as “the 
simultaneous presence of several phenomena” (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007). 
For example, the concept of a successful BPR project being defined in terms of the 
presence of good project management, or by way of set theoretic logic, the 
condition good project management is a subset of the outcome of successful BPR 
projects or good project management is sufficient for a successful BPR project. 
 
Now that one has defined what is meant by concepts and how the research 
method supports such derivation, a further elaboration on the outcome of the 
concept development section follows. 
 
Using the example of good project management being sufficient for successful 
BPR projects, we will step through the researcher’s thinking of concept 
development. 
 
Firstly, concept development has to verify that whatever is claimed or inferred 
contributes to adding knowledge to the domain of BPR project execution; 
therefore, the hypothetical claim centred on good project management will only 
hold true as a new concept if prior research and literature do not contain the 
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elements thereof. Secondly any concepts proven as new concepts will be 
investigated and described in further detail. The concepts that are formed will then 
play a key role in deriving a methodology that focuses on the prioritisation of the 
BPR project influential factors, which would facilitate the undertaking of BPR 
projects within a financial institution.  

3.5.8 Methodology Development 
 
The research presented in this thesis has an output in mind and that output in 
question is centred on recommending an approach that will facilitate the execution 
of successful BPR projects by understanding how to balance and prioritise the high 
impact BPR project influential factors within the execution environment as a step 
before embarking on the technical BPR project work. Technical, as mentioned 
previously, means the actual BPR techniques such as Six Sigma. 
 
Now as with all other uses of terminology, a definition of “methodology” in the 
context of the research presented in this thesis follows after which we delve further 
into the research approach adopted for methodology development. 
 
Various literatures have conflicting definitions of “methodology”  (Carter & Little, 
2007), so in acknowledging that view, a purposeful definition of methodology is 
defined in the context of the research presented in this thesis in order to 
differentiate “method” from “methodology”. Let us define method and methodology. 
Method is defined as being a prescribed approach that requires the compulsory 
execution of all steps in a sequential manner by using prescribed materials in order 
to achieve a stated result. This should be noted as this is not the aim of the 
research. 
 
“Methodology” is defined as a domain specific (“scope of a particular discipline” 
(Business Dictionary, n.d.)) approach that provides guidelines based on certain 
“principles” (Business Dictionary, n.d.) that are contained in the execution phases 
in order to improve the achievement of a desired outcome. This definition as 
mentioned earlier is in the context of the research; however, this definition, in 
particular the “principles” aspect aligns to alternate suggested definitions of 
methodology, such as, “methodology is a branch of knowledge that deals with the 
general principles,” (McGregor & Murnane, 2010). 
  

Figure 3.8 depicts the model that was used in order to develop the methodology. 

Firstly, the concepts that developed as an outcome of the case study were used as 
the major input principles. Secondly, a literature review was undertaken to gain an 
understanding of project management and BPR project methods with the aim of 
using this knowledge to solidify the research as new knowledge by highlighting the 
gaps ascribed to the concepts developed as part of the case study. 
 
There was also a need to study a framework that would facilitate the holistic nature 
of understanding BPR project execution environments. This need led to the study 
of Systems Theory (c/f Chapter 5). The output of the methodology as highlighted in 
its definition is to produce a set of guidelines and principles centred on the BPR 
project influential factors in order to facilitate an improvement in the success rate of 
executing BPR projects. 
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Figure 3.8: Methodology Development Model 

Importance should also be placed on the credibility of the research, as such, the 
next section focuses on considerations that would facilitate research credibility. 

3.6 Research Validity and Reliability 
 
There are certain criteria that can be used to judge the quality of research designs 
(Yin, 2009) and the quality of the qualitative research (Leedy & Omrod, 2010) 
conducted. These criteria are vital in asserting the credence of the research. Yin, 
2009, suggests that the research has to ensure that it passes certain tests, 
including tests of “trustworthiness, credibility, confirmability and data 
dependability”. Creswell, 2009, suggests that a credible qualitative research should 
hold validity and reliability, however, cautions on the use of generalisability. In 
order to ensure that the researcher is aware of what is expected of a quality case 
study Yin, 2009, provides the following descriptions of the criteria that need 
consideration: 
 

 Construct validity: identify correct operational measures for the concepts 
being studied. 

 Internal validity: seeks to establish causal relationships (not used for 
exploratory cases studies, however, it is a consideration when the 
research is interpreting causal relationships). 

 External validity: defining the domain to which a study’s findings can be 
generalised. 

 Reliability: demonstrating that the operations of a study, can be repeated, 
with the same results. 

 
One also has to be cognisant of the research being conducted in order to ensure 
that the correct trade-offs are made when considering research validity (Gerring, 
2007).  Each criterion will be discussed in the ensuing sections. 

3.6.1 Construct Validity 
 
Ensuring construct validity is considered a challenge within case study research as 
researchers have often been pointed out as failing to develop adequate operational 
measures (Yin, 2009). There are few suggested approaches that a researcher can 
employ to ensure that adequate operational measures are undertaken so as to 
assert construct validity for the research. The researcher considered the following 
as part of construct validity: 
 

 Multiple sources of information were used including observations and various 
supporting documents (project plans, business cases and training documents) 
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(Yin, 2009). This equates to the principle of using multiple sources of evidence 
(Yin, 2009) or the triangulation of data sources (Creswell, 2009). If 
interpretation is informed by multiple sources of data the research can claim 
that this aided in the validity of the research (Creswell, 2009). The researcher 
will validate observations by comparing his own interpretation of events with 
that of published project documentation and participant interactions during the 
course of a presentation. 
 

 All data and information will be available as evidence for review (Yin, 2009). 
The researcher will make use of electronic storage other than the 
organisation’s databases, thereby ensuring that all relevant data are available 
on request to ensure that there is evidentiary proof of research and collection 
of data. This leads to ethical considerations regarding the protection of the 
organisation under study. This ethical consideration was put forward to the 
organisation and approval was given to host the relevant study information. 
(see Appendix E) 

 Peer debriefing (Creswell, 2009) and reviews (Yin, 2009) will be employed to 
further validate interpretations made within the study. The researcher formed a 
panel of reviewers consisting of the following members: 

o Two Black Belt Six Sigma Process Engineers who worked on the 
selected projects were asked to review all case study work to 
ensure interpretations were valid, if not, these will be stated as part 
of the research findings. 

o A Project Manager who worked on the selected projects was 
asked to review all case study work to ensure interpretations were 
valid, if not these will be stated as part of the research findings. 

o Two external reviewers outside of the context of the research were 
enlisted to ensure that the research holds credence within the 
domain of BPR Execution. 

 In addition to peer reviews, an external auditor, who was selected to 
review the entire project, provided an objective assessment of research 
conducted (Creswell, 2009). 

 
Having established operational measures that would aid in asserting construct 
validity, the next step was to establish internal validity of the research. 

3.6.2 Internal Validity 
 
There are common techniques suggested by Yin, 2009 that would address internal 
validity, namely, pattern matching, explanation building, using logic models and 
addressing rival explanations. These techniques, however, were not considered as 
they were not suited to the research. Leading in from the fact that the researcher 
philosophically selected to be pragmatic from the onset of the research, the 
researcher selected a technique that would be best suited to the research 
objectives. This technique, namely, the use of the QCA cross case analysis that is  
described in Section 3.5.6, helped to address the need for internal validity. 
 
This brings us to the next consideration of external validity. 

3.6.3 External Validity 
 
External Validity deals with the topic of generalisability and the “problem of 
knowing whether a study’s findings are generalisable beyond the immediate case 
study” (Yin, 2009).This problem, however, is not a shared concern among 
qualitative case study research practitioners as pointed out by John W Creswell 
when he notes, “In fact, the value of qualitative research lies in the particular 
description and themes developed in context of a specific site. Particularity rather 
than generalisability is the hallmark of qualitative research” (Creswell, 2009). This 
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is an interesting twist on the views of external validity and directs the attention to 
the trade-offs mentioned earlier. 
 
The researcher does not assert generalisability beyond certain boundaries. These 
boundaries are depicted by location, the organisation’s industry and the 
organisations structure. The study is conducted within a South African financial 
institution that propounds the use of a matrix type management structure. This 
context does restrict generalisability. This being said, even though the researcher 
does employ prior research on BPR project influential factors conducted in various 
other locations and industry domains, he would still not assert generalisability of 
the research.  
 
As mentioned, the aim of case studies is not necessarily asserting generalisability 
but rather “particularity” (Creswell, 2009) (Hyett, et al., 2014). The outcomes of the 
case study can further be tested for general application against other contexts as 
required by further research needs, however, this is not within the scope of the 
research presented in this thesis. 
 
Before moving on to reliability it must be noted that the researcher did not ignore 
external validity outright, and proposed the purpose statement as a measure of 
research success (Yin, 2009). 

3.6.4 Reliability 
 
Reliability is a measure of the researcher’s approach to ensure minimal errors and 
the reduction of bias (Yin, 2009) by using consistent approaches as were used by 
other researchers (Creswell, 2009). The researcher considered the following 
instances as part of reliability: 
 

 All data will be stored and made available when required (Yin, 2009) (b/f 
Section 3.5.4) 

 Case study selection and data collection phases were conducted by the use of 
protocols  (Creswell, 2009)  (Yin, 2009). The researcher made use of 
operational procedures such as protocols to aid in procedural replication, 
thereby allowing the processes for case study and data collection to be easily 
followed by other researchers (Yin, 2009). 

 A long period of time was spent on site to gain an in-depth understanding of 
the phenomenon being researched (Creswell, 2009). The researcher spent 
close to 10 months on site conducting field work for the research. This field 
work consisted of interacting with the research participants as they executed 
the BPR projects, observing events as they unfolded and collecting various 
types of documents and electronic messages such as emails as evidentiary 
proof. 

 Negative or discrepant information was stated within the research outcomes, to 
enhance credibility of interpreted accounts (Creswell, 2009). As mentioned, the 
research findings were reviewed by three members of the research participant 
audience. Any negative or contrary feedback provided was stated as such 
when the findings were reported. The researcher also made use of the 
“Counterfactual” technique (b/f Section 3.5.6). 

 
Having considered the relevant criteria and nature of the research only one 
criterion, in the researcher’s view, was not fully met. As mentioned trade-offs would 
be required based on the conducted research and the external validity criteria were 
unfortunately not holistically considered. This now leads us to the detailed case 
study analysis. 
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4 Case Study Field Work and Analysis 
 
The researcher deliberately selected to do a pilot case study before embarking on 
the actual case study analysis work. The pilot was used to gauge the suitability of 
the organisation, also termed the Bank, which was used in conducting the 
research. The preliminary findings were followed by a detailed case study analysis 
of the BPR projects that had been executed. The detailed case study consisted of 
a period of 10 months’ field work, which included the two months spent on the pilot. 
Seven BPR type projects were observed over the period October 2011 to July 
2012. Five BPR projects were selected for detailed analysis based on the 
application of the case study protocol, field work tenure and the availability of 
usable information.  

4.1 Pilot Study 
 
The preliminary work carried out within the Bank was used to determine the 
context and suitability. The Bank was eventually selected for the case study. The 
context focused on three perspectives, namely, BPR Project Execution 
Methodology, BPR Process Improvement Methodology and Success Factors. 
These perspectives are depicted in Figure 4.1 for which the outcomes are 
explained next. 

 
Figure 4.1: Practice Perspectives  

From a BPR Project Execution Methodology perspective evidence pointed to the 
use of the DMAIC and PRINCE 2 project execution methodologies. DMAIC is a Six 
Sigma derivative, standing for the phases under execution, namely, Define, 
Measure, Analyse, Improve and Control. PRINCE 2 is a generic project 
management methodology, of which the phases include Start Up, Initiation, 
Execution and Close Out. Evidence also advanced the use of a hybrid 
methodology where the DMAIC forms part of the Execution phase of the PRINCE 
2 methodology (b/f Section 2.4.2). 
 
Based on the BPR Process Improvement Methodology findings, Lean and Six 
Sigma were mentioned previously as being the focus and scope limit of the 
research. Within the organisation, Six Sigma has been seen as the silver bullet to 
process inefficiencies and ineffectiveness. Evidence suggested that Lean was 
used as a derivative of Six Sigma called Lean Six Sigma. No concrete evidence at 
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the end of the pilot suggested the use of further process improvement 
methodologies. 
 
In terms of Success Factors, findings were limited to interpretive observations and 
perceptions relayed by the process improvement management team. These 
findings promoted the thinking of the lack of “Adoption” by business operations due 
to “Legacy” thinking. The biggest hindrance to success was perceived as being 
executive “buy-in” and organisational culture. 
 
The combination of the aforementioned criteria suggested that the selected Bank 
was therefore suitable for the research. The preliminary findings also supported the 
need to conduct the research as there was no consensus on what execution 
methodology would derive the best project success rate. Executive management 
buy-in and culture were also found to directly influence the use of the process 
improvement technical methods. The primary case study analysis provided greater 
insight into the Bank’s BPR project execution dynamics. The descriptions of the 
projects follow in the next section. 

4.2 Case Study Selection 
 
The case study protocol described in section 3.5.3 was used to identify the units of 
analysis, namely, BPR projects that would be considered suitable for use in 
conducting the case study. Appendix A summarises the application of the case 
study protocol to the seven projects that were considered for use. The two projects 
that were not considered for detailed analysis were, however, used to inform the 
case study cross section analysis. A brief description of all the projects, including 
the reasoning behind the selection or non-selection for analysis usage, appears in 
Table 4.1. Project Names are not provided so as to respect the Bank’s ethical and 
privacy requests. 
 
Table 4.1: BPR Project Description and Selection Results 

Project 
Number 

Description Selection Results 

1 Project was focused on creating an 
Operating Model for the Southern 
African region Customer Services 
operations with the intention of 
creating scalability in operations. 

Selected for case study detail 
analysis  

2 Project was focused on deploying 
new systems to control access to 
applications within the organisation. 
It included the improvement of 
business processes. 

Not selected for detailed case 
study analysis due to non-
availability of information and 
restricted access to the project. 

3 Project was focused on applying 
the Know Your Customer (KYC) 
legislation model used in South 
Africa to their London operations. 

Not selected for detailed case 
study analysis due to restricted 
access to project. Project team 
based internationally. 

4 Project was de-scoped as part of 
Project 1 as it was understated in 
terms of complexity and size. The 
focus of the project was to 
centralise the London Client 
Service operations by moving most 
services to South Africa. 

Selected for case study 
analysis. Evidence of planned 
activities exists for work 
completed. 

5 Project was focused on improving 
the Payments processes for all 
types of transactions and 

Selected for detailed case study 
analysis. 
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Project 
Number 

Description Selection Results 

currencies within the Corporate and 
Investment Division. 

6 Project was focused on de-coupling 
the credit book operations 
internationally and moving them to 
the Head Office based in South 
Africa. 

Selected for detailed case study 
analysis. Even though 
moderate observations 
occurred, project contained 
critical analysis information. 

7 This was a programme containing 
pieces of business process 
improvement and re-engineering 
work based on the introduction of 
new IT systems across multiple 
African based entities. 

Selected for case study 
analysis. Evidence of planned 
activities exists for work 
completed. 

4.3 Revision of Project Influential Factors Previously 

Researched 
 
In Table 2.1 (b/f Section 2.2) reference is made to a consolidated view of prior 
researched BPR project influential factors in terms of a positive or negative 
outcome. Something worth noticing is that the phrases are not consistent in terms 
of negative and or positive reference. The phrases are open to interpretation if not 
stated correctly in terms of an objective outcome, for example: 
 

 “Resistance to Change” is a negative phrase, implying that a project is 
likely to fail if it experiences any form of resistance towards the projects 
delivery objectives that would change the way the organisation and its 
people currently operate. 

 “Aligned Human Resource Policies” is a positive phrase implying that the 
project is likely to succeed if the projects delivery objectives either align to 
current human resource policies or align human resource policies as part 
of its objective and or deliverables. 

 “Communication” and “Project Management” are ambiguous phrases, 
implying good or bad and existence versus non-existence. The negative 
interpretation could lead to project failure, while the positive interpretation 
could lead to project success. 

 
Taking into account the above narrative and the objective of the research, which is 
to ascertain how a BPR project can be executed successfully by prioritising and 
balancing the critical success factors, the phrases that are appearing in Table 2.1 
(b/f Section 2.2) were restated in order to remove ambiguity and instil consistency 
in meaning. If the phrases were not positive in interpretation, they were restated to 
provide a positive interpretation. One could have selected the inverse way and 
state all phrases negatively, however, the same outcome would be produced, 
namely;  
 

 If the project influential factor was stated as negative and evidence existed 
to suggest it was prevalent in the project, the positive stated phrase would 
not be present. 

 If the project influential factor was stated as positive and evidence existed 
to suggest it was prevalent in the project, the negative stated phrase would 
not be present. 

 
Restating the project influential factors with a positive outcome in mind resulted in 
the derived BPR project influential factors that could lead to a successful project as 
noted in Table 4.2. These would then be used when conducting the detailed 
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analysis, as they would provide a consistent view, which would not be open to 
interpretation and would also allow for a quantitative analysis leading to the 
conclusion of the case study results. 
 
Table 4.2: Revised Project Influential Factors 

Revised Project Influential Factors 

1. No resistance to changes being introduced by the project 

2. BPR Philosophy between project and organisation is aligned  

3. Project has detailed Stakeholder Mapping and Engagement Plan in place 

4. Analysis of As-Is Processes was of good quality 

5. Design of To-Be Processes was of good quality 

6. Organisation is eager to invest in large BPR type projects 

7. Project outcomes is in alignment of Organisation Vision and Goals 

8. Organisation has a formal Business Process Management (BPM) 
structure in place 

9. Organisation has a Continuous Improvement Philosophy that aligns with 
the Organisation Strategy 

10. The project benefit calculations were realistic and undisputed 

11. Project had an excellent communication strategy and executed 
accordingly 

12. Project identified and trained all impacted stakeholders 

13. Project deliverables and outcomes motivated all impacted stakeholders 

14. Project had a detailed change management strategy and executed 
accordingly 

15. Project had a defined team structure with strong engagement and 
cohesion 

16. Project deliverables and outcomes aligned human resource policies within 
the organisation 

17. Project process design was customer centric 

18. Project was independently managed by an experienced Project Manager 
using an industry accepted project management methodology 

19. Project was prioritised according to organisation strategy and value 
outcomes 

20. Project standardised reengineered products inclusive of processes 

21. Executive sponsorship existed and Executive Sponsor actively 
participated 

22. Project had an undisputed compelling Business Case for change 

23. Project used a proven Process Improvement Methodology 

24. Line management ownership of project delivery was prevalent 

25. Project team had strong IT awareness and IT understanding when 
considering Business Process Integration into the IT system landscape 

26. Project had an approved Scope of Work (SOW) which was stable and or 
managed according to proper change control processes 

27. Selected Business Process Reengineering approach was aligned to 
organisation’s acceptance of change. (Radical or Incremental) 

28. Project benefit expectations were undisputed and measurable 

29. Project implementation timeframe was realistic and planned for based on 
approved scope. 

30. Organisation had a strong relationship with delivery partner/vendor 

31. Organisation/Business Politics did not influence decisions made on the 
project 

32. Organisation had a high change adoption rate 

33. Organisation had a management structure that supported Project 
Execution 
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It is prudent at this point to provide an overview as to how Table 4.2 will be used in 
analysing the units of analysis. This will be covered in the next section. 

4.4 BPR Project Influential Factor Analysis Approach 
 
In order to provide an objective analysis of the BPR project influential factors 
evidence has to be available that supports the summary of the analysis presented 
in Figure 4.2. The collection of the evidence is described in Section 3.5.4 and the 
data collection protocol informed the relevance and the types of data that were 
collected and used as evidence. The types of evidence and data collected are 
listed next (see Appendices I and J for samples).  
 

 Emails (see Appendix C for list of emails, descriptions and project 
alignment) 

 Project Plans 

 Business Case documents 

 Project Charter documents 

 Process engineering documents 

 Board presentations 

 Organisation structure documents 

 Previous implemented project documents 

 Human Resource (HR) policy documents 

 Organisation operational policy documents 

 IT and Business Architecture documents 
 
By using the collected data listed above, the projects were analysed against each 
BPR project influential factor. Two examples are illustrated below. 
 
Example 1:  
 
Positive BPR project influential factor number 21 appearing in Table 4.2, 
“Executive sponsorship existed and Executive Sponsor actively participated,” was 
proved to be an absent factor for the first project analysed. This was proved by 
using emails such as those represented in Appendix C dated 10, 19 October 2011 
where the executive sponsor continuously declined project meetings. 
 
Example 2: 
 
Positive BPR project influential factor number 10 appearing in Table 4.2, “The 
project benefit calculations were realistic and undisputed,” was proved to be 
present in the fourth analysed project and absent in the first analysed project. In 
the first project there were numerous versions of the Project Charter and Business 
Case documents. Many variances on the documents existed on the associated 
costs and benefits. In the fourth analysed project, however, evidence only 
suggested two versions of the Project Charter and Business Case existed with 
limited variances to cost and benefits. 
 
The above examples highlight the approach that was used to analyse the projects 
against the BPR project influential factors. The next few sections provide 
contextual information on the projects, including a narrative summary of the 
analysis.  

4.5 Overview of First Selected Project 
 
The application of the case study selection protocol affirmed the selection of 
Project 1 to be used as part of the case study detailed analysis. The project had a 
suitably detailed project plan that highlighted the use of the Six Sigma DMAIC 
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(Define, Measure, Analyse, Improve, and Control) Methodology. All facets of the 
project were easily accessible, including all relevant documentation and team 
meetings. 

4.5.1 Context of Project 
 
In order to understand the project at a granular level, a contextual understanding 
has to be created on the project objectives, the scope of delivery, the stated 
benefits and stated costs. A timeline view of the key events was also created to 
support the case study analysis activity. 
 
The objectives of the project were primarily aimed at improving productivity of all 
customer service agents in order to enable scalability for the absorption of outlying 
customer service centres, irrespective of locality. This objective was aligned to the 
strategic view of maintaining a flat cost structure year on year for five years. The 
scope of the project was initially large and encompassed both African and 
International customer service centres. It was decided in a short space of time that 
this was unrealistic and two projects were soon after created. One focusing on the 
target state operating model based at the head office while the other focused on 
centralising international customer service centres into the head office operations. 
The head office operation was based in South Africa (SA). 
 
The focus of Project 1 was the head office operations and included the following 
deliverables: 
 

 Documenting all As-Is Business Processes 

 Conducting a Value Stream Analysis 

 Designing and defining the To-Be Business Processes 

 Designing and defining the new Operating Model 

 Produce a Capacity Management Model 

 Produce a Customer Service Agent Competency Framework inclusive of 
Job Descriptions and Key Result Areas 

 Produce a Performance Measurement Framework  

 Document Service and Operational Level Agreements for supporting and 
supported business units internal and external to the organisation. 

 
The above had to be delivered over a period of 12 months at a cost of an 
estimated R7,226,052.00 realising a benefit after implementation of 
R17,864,632.10. The benefits calculations were made up of performing the 
following improvements and or implementations: 
 

 Reduce outbound calls 

 Improve agent occupancy rate 

 Reduce manual effort of services 

 Standardise business processes 

 Reduce training time of new agents 

 Reduce unit cost of service. 

4.5.2 Analysis of Project  
 
The following key points provide a summative narrative of the outcomes for the 
project: (see Appendix B for detailed analysis) 
 

 The project ran for 9 months before it was stopped. 

 The project was resourced with certified Six Sigma Black and Green Belt 
process engineers. 

 The project had two Project Managers during the 9 months. Both resigned. 
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 The project deliverables and outcomes at different stages had to be 
approved, by the project resource’s Line Manager, the Operational 
Executive, the Executive Sponsor, the Business Unit Senior Executive and 
the Line Manager’s Executive. A consultative environment was created 
where there was no single accountable executive for decision making. It 
was all or nothing. All executives had to agree or no step was taken to 
move the project forward. 

 There were multiple projects running within the Information Technology 
(IT) investment portfolio that were duplicating deliverables and objectives. 
This was known to the BPR project team. However, risks that were raised 
were ignored by top management. 

 No agreement could be reached on scope and funding due to the 
restructure of the business unit within the organisation and the use of 
multiple executive approvers (matrix management structures). 

 Co-Sponsorship that was eventually decided upon eventually led to the 
project closure. 

 The project spent the majority of the 9 months producing Project Charters 
and Business Case Documents (BCD) in submission to various 
stakeholder requirements.  

 Deliverables such as the Business Process As-Is Analysis and the Metrics 
Framework were being delivered irrespective of there being no agreement 
on scope and funding. 

 Executive approvers ignored the project team’s risks that were raised 
which included the risk of overlapping projects. 

 Project managers were excluded from making decisions on the project. 
Accountability for decisions was between the various executives. 

 Timelines on the project were always missed due to Executive indecision. 

 Unrealistic expectations were created for business benefit realisation. 

 Two different BPR execution approaches were performed by the project 
team, one following the Six Sigma DMAIC and the other following the 
Rapid Improvement Event (RIE) approach. The alternate to Six Sigma was 
used to gather more buy-in for BPR philosophy and value add by 
implementing short focused initiatives. 

 The Project restarted 11 months after the initial project with a different 
project team. 

4.6 Overview of Second Selected Project 
 
The application of the case study selection protocol also affirmed the selection of 
Project 4 to be used as part of the case study detailed analysis. The project had 
documents that provided evidence of planning for completed activities. Documents 
produced also provided evidence that the Six Sigma methodology and Rapid 
Improvement Event (RIE) methodology were being used. Similarly, to project 
number 1, all facets of the project were easily accessible, including of all relevant 
documentation and team meetings.  

4.6.1 Descriptive Context 
 
Similar to the first project, a contextual understanding had to be created on the 
project objectives, the scope of delivery, the stated benefits and stated costs. A 
timeline view of the key events was also created to support the case study analysis 
activity. 
 
The project objectives were primarily aimed at analysing all As-Is Business 
Processes with the aim of identifying which processes and supported business 
functions could be relocated to the head office operational environment. This 
objective was aligned to the strategic view of reducing the organisation footprint 
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outside of Africa. As mentioned previously, the scope of this project was initially 
part of Project 1 until it was split and formed as a new project. The project was 
later absorbed to form part of a larger IT initiative. 
  
The focus of Project 4 included the following deliverables: 
 

 Documenting of all As-Is Business Processes and supported Business 
Functions 

 Identify Business Processes and Business functions to be relocated to the 
Head Office 

 Optimise and align relocating business processes and functions 

 Produce a Capacity Management Model 

 Align impacted human resource policies. 

 Document Service and Operational Level Agreements for supporting and 
supported business units internal and external to the organisation. 

 
The above had to be delivered over a period of 6 months. No cost estimates or 
benefit calculations were delivered, however, the project spent in excess of 
R500,000.00 before the Process Engineers were pulled off the project due to no 
funding being approved. 

4.6.2 Analysis of Project 
 
The following key points provide a summative narrative of the outcomes for the 
project: (see Appendix B for detailed analysis) 
 

 The project ran for approximately 5 months before the process engineer 
resources were pulled off the project. 

 The project scope was initially part of Project 1 until it was de-scoped to 
form a new project. 

 The project had no project manager assigned. 

 The project deliverables and outcomes at different stages had to be 
approved, by the project resource’s Line Manager, the Operational 
Executives for SA and London, the Executive Sponsors based in SA and 
in London, the Business Unit Senior Executive based in SA and the Line 
Manager’s Executive based in SA. A consultative environment was created 
where there was no single accountable executive for decision making. It 
was all or nothing. All executives had to agree or no step was taken to 
move the project forward. 

 There were multiple projects running within the Information Technology 
(IT) investment portfolio that were duplicating deliverables and objectives. 
This was known to the BPR project team. After 5 months the project was 
pulled in to form part of an IT initiative. 

 No agreement could be reached on scope and funding due to the 
restructure of the business unit within the organisation and the use of 
multiple executive approvers (matrix management structures). 

 Co-Sponsorship also added to the complexity of the project. 

 Deliverables such as the Business Process As-Is Analysis were delivered 
irrespective of there being no agreement on scope and funding. 

 Executive approvers either ignored or took long to make a decision on the 
project teams’ risks that were raised, which included the risk of overlapping 
projects and no executive support and direction being provided until the 
project was pulled in to form part of an IT project. 

 Unrealistic expectations were created for business benefit realisation. 

 Two different BPR execution approaches were performed by the project 
team, one following the Six Sigma DMAIC and the other following the 
Rapid Improvement Event (RIE) approach. The alternate to Six Sigma was 
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used to gather more buy-in for BPR philosophy and value add by 
implementing short focused initiatives. 

 The Project was a restart of a stopped project that commenced in August 
2011 and was deemed closed by the BPR business unit after the 
resources were pulled of the new initiative. 

 Timelines on the project was always missed due to executive indecision. 

4.7 Overview of Third Selected Project 
 
The application of the case study selection protocol further affirmed the selection of 
Project 5 to be used as part of the case study detailed analysis. The project was 
very similar to Project 1, with differences being in project teams, executive 
stakeholders and impacted business units. If one had to compare the timeline 
views, one would notice that the objectives and timelines were almost identical. 
The project also had a suitably detailed project plan that highlighted the use of 
certain Six Sigma and Lean Methodology components. The project teams and 
documentation were easily accessible, which made a detailed analysis possible. 

4.7.1 Descriptive Context 
 
In keeping with the theme of providing a contextual understanding of the project, 
the following paragraphs aim to improve understanding of the project objectives, 
the scope of delivery, the stated benefits and stated costs. A timeline view of the 
key events was also created to support the case study analysis activity. 
 
The project objectives were primarily aimed at improving productivity of all 
payment service agents in order to enable scalability for the absorption of outlying 
payment service centres irrespective of locality. This objective was aligned to the 
strategic view of maintaining a flat cost structure year on year for five years. The 
scope of the project encompassed both African and International payment service 
centres.  
 
The focus of Project 5 was firstly to develop a target operating model within the 
head office operations and included the following deliverables: 
 

 Documenting all As-Is Business Processes 

 Conducting a Value Stream Analysis 

 Designing and defining the To-Be Business Processes 

 Designing and defining the new Operating Model 

 Produce a Capacity Management Model 

 Produce a Payment Service Agent Competency Framework inclusive of 
Job Descriptions and Key Result Areas 

 Produce a Performance Measurement Framework  

 Document Service and Operational Level Agreements for supporting and 
supported business units internal and external to the organisation. 

 
The above had to be delivered over a period of 12 months at a cost of an 
estimated R1,143,680.00 realising a benefit after implementation of 
R9.700,000.10. The benefits calculations were made up of performing the following 
improvements and or implementations: 
 

 Reduce overtime cost 

 Reducing rework on incorrect payments  

 Improve Productivity by reducing absenteeism 

 Standardise business processes 

 Reduce unit cost of service. 
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4.7.2 Analysis of Project 
 
The following key points provide a summative narrative of the outcomes for the 
project: (see Appendix B for detailed analysis) 
 

 The project ran for 8 months before it was stopped. 

 The project was resourced with certified Six Sigma Black and Green Belt 
process engineers. 

 The project had three Project Managers during the 8 months. All resigned. 

 The project deliverables and outcomes at different stages had to be 
approved, by the project resource’s Line Manager, the Operational 
Executive, the Executive Sponsor, the Business Unit Senior Executive and 
the Line Manager’s Executive. A consultative environment was created 
were there was no single accountable executive for decision making. It 
was all or nothing. All executives had to agree or no step was taken to 
move the project forward. 

 There were multiple projects running within the Information Technology 
(IT) investment portfolio that were duplicating deliverables and objectives. 
This was known to the BPR project team. However, risks that were raised 
were ignored by top management. 

 No agreement could be reached on scope and funding due to the 
restructure of the business unit within the organisation and the use of 
multiple executive approvers (matrix management structures). 

 Co-Sponsorship that was eventually decided upon eventually led to the 
project closure. 

 The project spent the majority of the 8 months producing Project Charters 
and Business Case Documents (BCD) in submission to various 
stakeholder requirements.  

 Deliverables such as the Business Process As-Is Analysis and the Metrics 
Framework, were being delivered irrespective of there being no agreement 
on scope and funding. 

 Executive approvers ignored the project team’s risks that were raised, 
which included the risk of overlapping projects. 

 Project managers were excluded from making decisions on the project. 
Accountability for decisions was between the various executives. 

 Timelines on project were always missed due to Executive indecision. 

 There was very limited buy-in for the project and its stated benefits upon 
completion. 

 Executive approvers had a strong IT directive and agenda. 

4.8 Overview of Fourth Selected Project 
 
Project 6 was considered and selected as it provided critical information that would 
be used in concluding the analysis in terms of success and or failure factor 
ratification. There was, however, moderate engagement and observation of this 
project. Documentation, on the contrary was freely available for review, including 
minutes and project deliverables. The project reflected on the use of an alternate 
business process analysis and design tool as well as on how organisation 
relationships with organisation approved vendors’ would impact project delivery. 

4.8.1 Descriptive Context 
 
As with all previously analysed projects, a descriptive context would provide a 
deeper understanding with regard to the project objectives, the scope of delivery, 
the stated benefits and stated costs. A timeline view of the key events was also 
created to support the case study analysis activity. 
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The project formed part of a larger Business Transformation project that focused 
on relocating internationally based organisation credit functions to the SA based 
head office.  The full project was to be delivered as a phased approach with phase 
1 being run as a separate project. Phase 1 of the project formed part of the case 
study and focused on analysing the as-is business operating model within the head 
office and London based credit operations in order to provide a recommended way 
to enhance the head office operations. The enhancements were to enable 
scalability to absorb all international credit operations within the Head Office 
operational business unit. The project was managed by the organisations business 
process area; however, deliverables were provided via a turnkey engagement. The 
turnkey engagement was used due to a new selected approach, which included 
toolsets for business process analysis and design. 
 
The project initially planned to deliver within three months, however exceeded the 
timeframe by an additional half month. The project was planned to consume a 
budget of R1,791,608, however, it was provided an approved budget of 
R2,000,000. On all accounts this project was considered a success, as it delivered 
the scope within the approved budget while managing timelines via a formal 
change control process. 

4.8.2 Analysis of Project 
 
The following key points provide a summative narrative of the outcomes for the 
project: (see Appendix B for a detailed analysis) 
 

 The Project was deemed successful as it delivered on scope and within 
approved budget. Timelines were managed appropriately via project 
change requests.  

 The project was delivered approximately 15 days late. 

 The project was managed by a single project manager who was held 
accountable for delivery reporting to the Business Transformation 
Programme Board responsible for the entire programme. 

 Approval for scope, budget and delivery timelines was based on a Matrix 
Executive Board made up of relevant business representatives, with a 
single accountable Executive Sponsor. All debates were finally resolved 
with a decision from the Executive Sponsor. 

 The project was run as part of a Business Transformation Programme, 
which formed part of an existing Business Investment Portfolio. 

 The Scope changed in terms of de-scoping the delivery of the as-is 
operating model in favour of designing a target state operating model. 

 Executive stakeholders were actively involved and discussions were part 
of the Business Transformation Programme Board with all project 
representatives present. 

 Line management was not part of the Executive Programme Board. 

4.9 Overview of Fifth Selected Project 
 
The application of the case study selection protocol further affirmed the selection of 
Project 7 to be used as part of the case study detailed analysis. The project 
deliverables contained evidence of project planning. The project was also 
dissimilar to the previous three projects as this eventually was run as a program 
containing projects that were made up of sub projects that delivered on behalf of 
other IT programmes. The project deliverables also highlighted the use of certain 
Six Sigma and Lean methodology components. Similarly, to Projects Number 1, 4 
and 5, all facets of the project were easily accessible, including all relevant 
documentation and team meetings. 
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4.9.1 Descriptive Context 
 
Due to the variant nature of this project, it was also crucial to provide a descriptive 
context in order to gain a deeper understanding with regard to the project 
objectives, the scope of delivery, the stated benefits and stated costs. A timeline 
view of the key events was also created to support the case study analysis activity. 
 
The project objectives were primarily aimed at delivering as-is business processes 
and associated measurement frameworks for a business area that had engaged in 
a large IT initiative to change all Africa core systems. The project initially started as 
a project concerned with a single objective, namely, documenting all as-is business 
processes that occurred within five selected African countries. This then evolved to 
the delivery of a further objective, namely that of understanding all business 
performance measurement frameworks that were the result of poor customer and 
partner survey scores. The eventual programme ran to deliver these two objectives 
on behalf of an IT program.  
 
The documentation of the as-is business processes, sub-project A, was run within 
a period of 8 months with an initial timeframe of 5 months. There were no 
associated benefits to this project. It was completed with a cost of R1,300,781.00 
The second objective of delivering the as-is business performance measurement 
framework, sub-project B, extended beyond the case study timelines, however, the 
Project Charter and BCD were approved to be completed at a cost of R400,000.00 
over a period of 1 month.  

4.9.2 Analysis of Project 
 
The following key points provide a summative narrative of the outcomes for the 
project: (see Appendix B for a detailed analysis) 
 

 Sub-project A was deemed successful as it delivered on scope and within 
approved budget. Timelines were managed appropriately via project 
change requests.  

 Sub-project B delivered Project Charter as per agreed revised date. The 
project was also managed via project change requests. 

 Sub-projects 7 A and B were managed by a single project manager who 
was held accountable for delivery reporting into the IT Programme Board 
responsible for the IT initiative delivery. 

 Approval for scope, budget and delivery timelines was based on a Matrix 
Executive Board made up of relevant business representatives, with a 
single accountable Executive Sponsor. All debates were finally resolved 
with a decision from the Executive Sponsor. 

 The project was run as part of an IT Programme, which formed part of an 
existing IT Investment Portfolio. 

 Sub-project B did experience flux in terms of Scope, for a period of time 
due to the number of impacting business units, however the Executive 
Sponsor stepped in and finalised Scope and Budget, for the delivery of a 
Project Charter and a BCD.  

 All deliverables were delivered as per revised plans and within approved 
budgets. 

 Executive stakeholders were actively involved and discussions were part 
of the IT Programme Board with all project representatives present. 

 Line management was not part of the Executive IT Programme Board. 

 Due to all deliverables for Sub-projects 7 A and B being met as per 
approvals obtained for budget and scope while maintaining all changes via 
a formalised change control process, this project was seen as successful 
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overall as part of the case study even though sub-project B was still in 
progress at the end of the case study.  

 
The next section will focus on the aggregated analysis results. 

4.10 Cross Case Study Analysis 
 
This section will reflect on the detailed case study analysis of the units of study, 
namely, the five BPR projects executed within the Bank. Certain aspects will also 
be derived from the two BPR projects (briefly described in Appendix B) that were 
not selected for a detailed analysis, predominantly due to lack of project 
observation and team engagement. In the first and second analysed projects, it 
was found that changes in sponsorship and instability in organisational structure 
negatively impacted the project outcome. This was not the case in the fourth and 
fifth projects that were analysed. In addition, it was noticed that these projects were 
also faced with negative influences due to multiple decision makers. This analysis 
informed the identification of the new factors depicted below (reflected in Table 
4.2): 
  

 Organisation Functions / Operations Structure was stable during the 
execution of the project. 

 Single point of accountability and decision making was applied on the 
project (inherent within organisation management structures). 

 Executive Sponsor for the project remained stable. 
 
It could be argued that these projects were executed in the same organisation and 
therefore they should be exposed to the same environmental challenges. The 
Bank in question that was studied, however, was divided into three major business 
units, each with its own leadership and decision making authority. The business 
units themselves were further divided into geographical denominations and 
operational silo’s. This complexity meant that projects were exposed to different 
environmental attributes depending on the execution landscape of the project, 
which resulted in different outcomes once they were analysed against the BPR 
project influential factors. 
 
Using the techniques described in Chapter 3 on QCA and particularly the fsQCA 
nuance the qualitative cross case analysis revealed the results as described in 
section 4.9.1. A new conceptual model was then derived, using these results, and 
is followed by a detailed description thereafter. The last focus of this section would 
be to summarise the need for a BPR execution method that is centred on the BPR 
project influential factors. 

4.10.1 Analysis Cross Reference 
 
As mentioned earlier, the fsQCA technique was used to conduct the cross case 
analysis to reveal the set relationships. The first step required the creation of a 
matrix outlining the cases, conditions and outcome. Figure 4.2 summarises the 
descriptive analysis conducted on each BPR project. This was used as the 
baseline to develop the fsQCA matrix required for the cross case analysis. 
 
As per the QCA Application model (b/f Section 3.5.6), the BPR project success 
factors had to be categorised in order to ensure a reduction of conditions that 
would be used to develop the fsQCA matrix for analysis. This will be followed by 
the analysis of the fsQCA Matrix as well as the analysis of the negated fsQCA 
Matrix. 
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Figure 4.2: Summary of Factor Presence across the Selected Projects

BPR Project Success Factor
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No resistance to changes being introduced by the project -1 -1 -1 1 1

BPR Philosophy between project and organisation is aligned 1 -1 -1 1 1

Project has detailed Stakeholder Mapping and Engagement Plan in place -1 -1 -1 1 1

Analysis of As-Is Processes was of good quality 1 1 1 1 -1

Design of To-Be Processes was of good quality -1 -1 -1 -1 1

Organisation is eager to invest in large BPR type projects -1 -1 -1 1 1

Project outcomes is in alignment of Organisation Vision and Goals 1 1 1 1 1

Organisation has a formal Business Process Management (BPM) structure in place -1 -1 -1 -1 -1

Organisation has a Continuous Improvement Philosophy aligned with the Organisation Strategy 1 1 -1 -1 -1

The project benefit calculations were realistic and undisputed -1 -1 -1 1 1

Project had an excellent communication strategy and executed accordingly 1 -1 1 1 1

Project identified and trained all impacted stakeholders 1 -1 1 -1 -1

Project deliverables and outcomes  motivated all impacted stakeholders -1 -1 -1 -1 -1

Project had a detailed change management strategy and executed accordingly 1 -1 1 1 1

Project had a defined team structure with strong engagement and cohesion 1 -1 1 1

Project deliverables and outcomes aligned human resource policies within the organisation 1 1 1 1 1

Project process design was customer centric 1 -1 1 -1 -1

Project independently managed by an experienced PM using industry accepted project management methodology -1 -1 -1 1 1

Project was prioritised according to organisation strategy and value outcomes -1 -1 -1 1 1

Project standardised reengineered products inclusive of processes -1 -1 -1 1

Executive sponsorship existed and Executive Sponsor actively participated -1 -1 -1 1 1

Project had an undisputed compelling Business Case for change 1 -1 -1 1 1

Project used a proven Process Improvement Methodology 1 1 1 1 1

Line management ownership of project delivery was prevalent 1 1 1 -1 -1

Project has strong IT awareness & understanding when considering Business Process Integration in the IT system landscape -1 -1 -1 1 -1

Project has approved Scope of Work (SOW) which was stable and/or managed through a change control processes -1 -1 -1 1 1

Selected BPR approach aligned to organisation’s acceptance of change (Radical or Incremental) 1 -1 -1 1 1

Project benefit expectations were undisputed and measurable -1 -1 -1 1 1

Project implementation timeframe was realistic and planned for based on approved scope. -1 -1 -1 1 1

Organisation had a management structure that supported Project Execution -1 -1 -1 1 1

Organisation Functions/ Operations Structure was stable during the execution of the project -1 -1 -1 1 1

Single point of accountability & decision making applied (inherent within organisation management structures) -1 -1 -1 1 1

Organisation/Business Politics did not influence decisions made on the project -1 -1 -1 -1 1

Organisation had a high change adoption rate -1 -1 -1 1 1

Executive Sponsor for the project remained stable -1 -1 -1 1 1

Organisation had stable, standardised tools for business process analysis and design -1 -1 -1 1 1

Organisation had a strong relationship with delivery partner/vendor 1 1 1 1 -1
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4.10.1.1 Categorisation of BPR Project Success Factors 
 
As stated in section 3.5.6 the categorisation of the BPR project success factors 
was to enable the reduction of conditions that would be used to develop the fsQCA 
matrix. This in turn would be used for the cross case analysis. La Rock, 2003, in 
her research paper “Examining the relationship between Business Process 
Reengineering and Information Technology” (see Appendix H) referencing the 
work of Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999, highlighted five categories of BPR success 
factors. These are: 
 

 Change of Management Systems and Culture Factors 

 Management Support Factors 

 Organisation Structure Factors 

 BPR Project Management Factors 

 IT Infrastructure Factors 
 
These were adapted to suit the current research needs as La Rock, 2003, 
highlighted categories based on the success factors that were internally focused 
on the execution of a BPR project only, without any consideration for the execution 
environment, namely, the organisation in which the BPR project is being executed. 
Alternate classifications and categorisations were also considered were 
organisation culture and structure were separated (Eftekhari & Akhavan, 2013) 
(Nisar, et al., 2014) and where the project management category was stated as 
being inclusive of process analysis and planning. Taking these into consideration, 
the researcher defined the following categories: 
 

 Project Management (represented by “PM”) 

 Change Management (represented by “CM”) 

 Management Support (represented by “MS”) 

 Information Technology (represented by “IT”) 

 Organisation Structure (represented by “OS”) 

 Organisation Behaviour (represented by “OB”) 
 
 
Table 4.3 represents the initial categorisation of the BPR project success factors. 
This was used to facilitate the creation of the fsQCA Matrix, which will be 
discussed next. 
 
Table 4.3: Categorisation of BPR Project Success Factors 

Factor 
Category 

BPR Project Success Factor 

PM BPR Philosophy between project and organisation is aligned 

PM Analysis of As-Is Processes was of good quality 

PM Design of To-Be Processes was of good quality 

PM Project outcomes is in alignment of Organisation Vision and Goals 

PM The project benefit calculations were realistic and undisputed 

PM 
Project had a defined team structure with strong engagement and 
cohesion 

PM 
Project deliverables and outcomes aligned human resource policies 
within the organisation 

PM Project process design was customer centric 
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Factor 
Category 

BPR Project Success Factor 

PM 
Project was independently managed by an experienced Project 
Manager using an industry accepted project management 
methodology 

PM 
Project was prioritised according to organisation strategy and value 
outcomes 

PM Project standardised reengineered products inclusive of processes 

PM Project had an undisputed compelling Business Case for change 

PM Project used a proven Process Improvement Methodology 

PM 
Project had an approved Scope of Work (SOW) which was stable 
and or managed according to proper change control processes 

PM Project benefit expectations were undisputed and measurable 

PM 
Project implementation timeframe was realistic and planned for 
based on approved scope. 

CM No resistance to changes being introduced by the project 

CM 
Project has detailed Stakeholder Mapping and Engagement Plan in 
place 

CM 
Project had an excellent communication strategy and executed 
accordingly 

CM Project identified and trained all impacted stakeholders 

CM 
Project deliverables and outcomes  motivated all impacted 
stakeholders 

CM 
Project had a detailed change management strategy and executed 
accordingly 

MS 
Executive sponsorship existed and Executive Sponsor actively 
participated 

MS Line management ownership of project delivery was prevalent 

IT 
Project team had strong IT awareness and IT understanding when 
considering Business Process Integration into the IT system 
landscape 

OS 
Organisation has a formal Business Process Management (BPM) 
structure in place 

OS 
Organisation had a management structure that supported Project 
Execution 

OS 
Organisation Functions/ Operations Structure was stable during the 
execution of the project 

OS 
Single point of accountability and decision making was applied on the 
project  (inherent within organisation management structures) 

OS Executive Sponsor for the project remained stable 

OS 
Organisation had stable, standardised tools for business process 
analysis and design  

OS Organisation had a strong relationship with delivery partner/vendor 

OB Organisation is eager to invest in large BPR type projects 

OB 
Organisation has a Continuous Improvement Philosophy that aligns  
with the Organisation Strategy 
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Factor 
Category 

BPR Project Success Factor 

OB 
Selected Business Process Reengineering approach was aligned to 
organisation’s acceptance of change. (Radical or Incremental) 

OB 
Organisation/Business Politics did not influence decisions made on 
the project 

OB Organisation had a high change adoption rate 

 

4.10.1.2 Creation of fsQCA Matrix 
 
The creation of the fsQCA Matrix was not as simple as initially thought, as 
described in Section 3.2.6 where the percentage of the presence of the factors 
would be taken for each category for each project. Let us first look at the initial 
results of these percentages before elaborating on why it needed to be fixed and 
then how it was fixed. Table 4.4 represents the initial results.  
 
Table 4.4: Initial Categorised BPR Success Factor Percentage Results 

Factor 
Category 

Project 
1 
Result 

Project 
2 
Result 

Project 
3 
Result 

Project 
4 
Result 

Project 
5 
Result 

PM 0.50 0.25 0.38 0.81 0.81 

CM 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.67 0.67 

MS 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

IT 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 

OS 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.86 0.71 

OB 0.40 0.20 0.00 0.60 0.80 

 
To refresh our memory, the following fsQCA interval model was selected for use 
(b/f Section 3.5.6). 
 
Table 4.5: Selected fsQCA Interval Model 

fsQCA Set Value Description fsQCA Value 

Full Set Membership 1 

Set Membership Mostly In 0.8 

Set Membership More or Less In 0.6 

Set Membership More or Less Out 0.4 

Set Membership Mostly Out  0.2 

Full Set Non-Membership 0 

 
Looking at the initial results, first and foremost, the problem of ambiguity  
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) was experienced where the results 
with the value 0.5 were achieved. This score would be unacceptable within the 
model because it could not be calibrated to represent any fsQCA interval as it is a 
benchmark number used for cross over when conducting fsQCA analysis (Ragin, 
et al., 2008). It is cross over in the sense of whether the truth table value will have 
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a “1” or a “0”. Secondly calibration of the scores would be required to represent an 
fsQCA interval. 
 
The technique used for re-evaluating the conditions in order to remove 
contradictions was applied to the first problem. This required using substantive 
knowledge  (Schneider & Wagemann, 2007)  (Ragin, 2008) in order to re-
categorise some BPR success factors or split one in to two factors or by adding 
new factors. Four factor categories required re-evaluation in order to remove the 
ambiguous values; namely, PM, CM, MS and IT. 
 
Using the research paper authored by La Rock, 2003, the re-evaluation resulted in 
the following changes: 
 

 The factor under PM, “Project deliverables and outcomes aligned human 
resource policies within the organisation”, was re-categorised to CM. 

 The factor under OS, “Organisation had stable, standardised tools for 
business process analysis and design”, was re-categorised to IT. 

 A new factor was added to the IT category, “There is adequate alignment 
between IT and BPR Strategy”. 

 A new factor was added to the MS category, “Management recognised 
and provided support for Risk Management”. 

 
The changes described above then resulted in the following category value results 
after recalculation as depicted in Table 4.6. 
 
Table 4.6: Recalculated Categorised BPR Success Factor Percentage Results 

Factor 
Category 

Project 
1 
Result 

Project 
2 
Result 

Project 
3 
Result 

Project 
4 
Result 

Project 
5 
Result 

PM 0.47 0.20 0.33 0.80 0.80 

CM 0.57 0.14 0.57 0.71 0.71 

MS 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.67 0.33 

IT 0.33 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.33 

OS 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.83 0.67 

OB 0.40 0.20 0.00 0.60 0.80 
 

The changes that were made removed all ambiguous values, which left us with the 
next step, calibration of values to represent the fsQCA intervals. Calibration would 
not impact the analytic results and is a step recommended by Ragin, 2008. 
Schneider and Wagemann, 2007, also suggested that a researcher should not 
over interpret the substantive meaning of values that are calibrated, as they have a 
negligible impact on the outcome of the analysis. Calibration took the form of 
rounding the resultant value to the nearest fsQCA interval. This resulted in the 
finalised category values, which would be used in the fsQCA Matrix for analysis.  
 
In keeping with QCA terminology, the categories will also be referred to as the 
“conditions”. This left us with the “outcome” values for each project which is termed 
as a “Successful Outcome” or “SO”. If a project was classified as a successful 
project, it would receive a value of “1” while the reverse will be applied to a failed 
project which would receive a value of “0”. The reason for not simply taking the 
percentage scores of all present BPR success factors was that the research only 
qualified projects either as a success or a failure. There were no intermediate 
intervals such as “mostly succeeded” or “mostly failed” as would have been the 
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case if we approached the assignment of values based on the percentages of 
present BPR success factors. Table 4.7 outlines the final fsQCA Matrix. This is 
followed by a detailed description of the fsQCA Analysis. 
 
Table 4.7: Finalised fsQCA Matrix 

fsQCA 
Terms 

Project 
1 
Values 

Project 
2 
Values 

Project 
3 
Values 

Project 
4 
Values 

Project 
5 
Values 

PM 0.40 0.20 0.40 0.80 0.80 

CM 0.60 0.20 0.60 0.80 0.80 

MS 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.60 0.40 

IT 0.40 0.40 0.00 1.00 0.40 

OS 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.80 0.60 

OB 0.40 0.20 0.00 0.60 0.80 

SO 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 

 

4.10.1.3 Analysis of fsQCA Matrix 
 
As mentioned previously, the fsQCA tool was used to calculate all the values 
required for the analysis. The fsQCA tool would focus on the values for 
consistency and coverage in order to facilitate claims made for sufficiency by 
highlighting causal set relations. Analysis would also concentrate on simplifying 
resultant causal set relations by applying the counterfactual analysis technique. 
The results would then be verified using the Veristic approach. The first step of the 
analysis required the creation of the truth table that would be used for the analysis 
of the solution terms. The finalised fsQCA Matrix was input into the fsQCA tool to 
derive the truth table represented by Figure 4.3. Originally, the fsQCA tool did not 
include any values for the outcome parameter “SO”.  
 

 
 

PM CM MS IT OS OB
Number of 

Cases
SO

0 1 0 0 0 0 2

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 0 0 1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1 1 1 1 1 0 0

1 1 1 1 0 1 0

1 1 1 1 0 0 0

1 1 1 0 1 1 0

1 1 1 0 1 0 0

1 1 1 0 0 1 0

1 1 1 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 1 1 1 0

1 1 0 1 1 0 0

1 1 0 1 0 1 0

1 1 0 1 0 0 0

1 1 0 0 1 0 0

1 1 0 0 0 1 0

1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 1 1 1 1 0

1 0 1 1 1 0 0

1 0 1 1 0 1 0

1 0 1 1 0 0 0

1 0 1 0 1 1 0

1 0 1 0 1 0 0

1 0 1 0 0 1 0

1 0 1 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 1 1 1 0

1 0 0 1 1 0 0

1 0 0 1 0 1 0

1 0 0 1 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 1 1 0

1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 1 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 1 1 1 1 0

0 1 1 1 1 0 0

0 1 1 1 0 1 0

0 1 1 1 0 0 0

0 1 1 0 1 1 0

0 1 1 0 1 0 0

0 1 1 0 0 1 0

0 1 1 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 1 1 1 0

0 1 0 1 1 0 0

0 1 0 1 0 1 0

0 1 0 1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 1 1 0

0 1 0 0 1 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 1 1 1 1 0

0 0 1 1 1 0 0

0 0 1 1 0 1 0

0 0 1 1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 1 1 0

0 0 1 0 1 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 1 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 1 1 0

0 0 0 1 1 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 1 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 1 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0
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Figure 4.3: fsQCA Matrix Truth Table Excluding Outcome Values 

The next step was to calculate the most complex solution excluding any logical 
remainders. Logical remainders are the truth table columns that have 0 cases 
assigned to them. In the tool it is a simple matter of deleting these rows. After 
deleting the rows, the values for the outcome variable “SO” were added. The new 
truth table that was used to calculate the most complex solution appears below in 
Table 4.8. (NOTE: the “Specify Analysis” option was used as Schneider and 
Wagemann, 2007, cautioned against the use of the “Standard Analysis” option 
which provides the three types of solution terms, namely, complex, intermediate 
and parsimonious by virtue of including logical remainders that are not necessarily 
based on substantive knowledge.) 
 
Table 4.8: Original Truth Table Analysed Excluding Logical Remainders 

PM CM MS IT OS OB 
Number 
of Cases SO 

0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
 
The output of the fsQCA tool (b/f Section 3.5.6) appears in Figure 4.4 below: 
 

 
 
Figure 4.4: Output of Analysis - Most Complex Solution 

As can be seen in the output of the fsQCA tool, due to limited diversity the solution 
term was quite complex and included all conditions for the two cases that exhibited 
the positive outcome of a successful project. To reiterate the tool output the most 
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complex solution term has met the consistency benchmark of 0.75 and is defined 
as follows: 
 

PM*CM*~MS*~IT*OS*OB + PM*CM*MS*IT*OS*OB  SO 
 
The above solution term can be interpreted as a successful BPR project and is 
most likely influenced by the presence of project management, change 
management, organisational structure, organisational behaviour and the absence 
of information technology and management support categorised BPR successful 
project influential factors or the presence of all the categorised BPR successful 
project influential factors. 
 
We now need to move to a more intermediate form of the solution using 
substantive knowledge, which would facilitate the use of logical remainders. This 
process is the counterfactual analysis process. 
 
 If one looks at our complex solution term, one finds that one conjunctural causal 
condition has the presence of MS and IT, while the other conjunctural causal 
condition has the absence of MS and IT (absence is denoted by the use of “~”). In 
order to simplify the solution term and reach for the intermediate solution term, one 
will use two additional truth table rows or logical remainders, depicting two 
counterfactual cases. A new truth table for analysis is then formed, represented by 
Table 4.9. 
 
Table 4.9: Truth Table including Counterfactual Cases 

PM CM MS IT OS OB 
Number 
of Cases SO 

0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 

1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 
 
The truth table above has two additional rows that do not have empirical evidence 
as depicted by the “0” under the “Number of Cases” column. These are the 
counterfactual cases. The reason for selecting these counterfactual cases is based 
on the assumptions that are made using the available substantive knowledge or 
empirical evidence. The assumption is based on the fact that if one has separate 
cases that represent a successful outcome with the combined absence or 
presence of the MS and IT conditions, one could assume that the absence of one 
of these conditions exclusively will most likely also yield a successful outcome. The 
two counterfactual cases represented by the last two rows in the above truth table 
describe the following counterfactual cases: 
 

PM*CM*~MS*IT*OS*OB  SO 
 

PM*CM*MS*~IT*OS*OB  SO 
 
Using the new truth table, the revised analysis revealed the intermediate solution 
term (reiterated from Figure 4.5): 
 

PM*CM*OS*OB  SO 
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The new solution term has only one conjunctural causal condition which removed 
the equifinality property exhibited by the most complex solution term. One also 
notices that the conjunctural causal condition consistency value is the same as the 
solution term value, which is 0.75, and meets the benchmark criteria. The original 
analysis, however, yielded lower than 0.75 scores for the conjunctural causal 
conditions and only the solution term met the benchmark criteria; therefore, a 
stronger argument exists for claiming that a successful BPR project is most likely 
to occur if the project management, change management, organisational structure 
and organisational behaviour categorised BPR successful project influential factors 
are present. 
 

 
 
Figure 4.5: Output of Analysis - Intermediate Solution Term 

As can bel noticed, the coverage scores have not yet been mentioned. The 
coverage scores will play an important part in the final analysis after the 
intermediate solution term has been verified using the Veristic approach. In order 
to verify the intermediate solution term, the sufficiency scores will have to be 
calculated for all possible conjunctural causal conditions. The researcher has also 
selected the threshold for the number of cases to be the maximum number of 
cases exhibiting the successful outcome which is two. Firstly, any causal condition, 
conjunctural or not, will be excluded if the consistency score is not 0.75 or greater. 
Then any causal condition, conjunctural or not will be excluded if the Veristic 
threshold is not met. This will leave us with all relevant causal conditions that need 
to be investigated in terms of greater importance, keeping in mind that the 
intermediate solution term will also have to be verified at the same time. Table 4.10 
represents the final conditions relevant for further investigation (see Appendix Q for 
detailed output of Sufficiency Analysis). 
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Table 4.10: Final Set of Relevant Conjunctural Causal Conditions 

Conjunctural Causal 
Conditions Consistency Coverage 

0.75 
Consistency 
Benchmark 
is Met 

Veristic 
Threshold 
(2 Cases) 
is Met 

PM*CM*OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

CM*OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

PM*OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

 
Table 4.10 highlights the presence of three additional possible conjunctural causal 
conditions. However, what is interesting is that all possible conjunctural causal 
conditions are equally relevant as their coverage scores are all equal to 0.60. No 
solution term based on sufficiency analysis is of higher importance than the other. 
The problem though, is proving by using substantive knowledge that the most 
parsimonious of the four solution terms can be the final result. However, this 
problem can be overcome by analysing the negated matrix in search of 
contradictions and by validating if the reverse holds true if the absence of the same 
conjunctural causal conditions has an influence on the failure of BPR projects. 
Remember the asymmetry rule requires analysis of the negative cases as it cannot 
be assumed that if “A” most likely leads to “B” that “~A” most likely leads to “~B”  
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2007) (Ragin, 2008) 
 
In other words, there should not be any contradictory situations as indicated below: 
 

 PM*CM*OS*OB  ~SO 

 CM*OS*OB  ~SO 

 PM*OS*OB  ~SO 

 OS*OB  ~SO 

 
However, the following situations should exist: 
 

 ~PM*~CM*~OS*~OB  ~SO 

 ~CM*~OS*~OB  ~SO 

 ~PM*~OS*~OB  ~SO 

 ~OS*~OB  ~SO 

 
In order for us to substantiate that the most parsimonious solution is OS*OBSO, 
~OS*~OB  ~SO has to be more relevant than the other solution terms above.  
This means that ~OS*~OB  ~SO needs to exhibit the highest coverage scores. 
The negated fsQCA Matrix analysis follows next.  

4.10.1.4 Analysis of the negated fsQCA Matrix 
 
As mentioned in the previous section, the analysis of the negated matrix will be 
conducted in two parts. The first part will focus on excluding any fallible claims 
suggested by the analysis of the non-negated fsQCA matrix. The second part will 
then look at generating substantive knowledge using the negated fsQCA matrix 
analysis that will allow us to conclude which solution term is more relevant, as the 
initial analysis results did not provide any conclusive evidence as to which solution 
term, intermediate or parsimonious, would be used to claim the relevance order of 
the categorised BPR successful project influential factors. 
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Let us begin with the first part by firstly creating the fsQCA matrix that will be input 
into the fsQCA tool for analysis. This is done by merely negating the SO column on 
the matrix and is represented by Table 4.11. (Note, when using the fsQCA tool, a 
new matrix does not have to be input as it allows for the negation of the outcome 
variable by selecting the “Set Negated” option (Ragin, et al., 2008)). 
 
Table 4.11: fsQCA Matrix where the Outcome is Negated 

fsQCA 
Terms 

Project 
1 
Values 

Project 
2 
Values 

Project 
3 
Values 

Project 
4 
Values 

Project 
5 
Values 

PM 0.40 0.20 0.40 0.80 0.80 

CM 0.60 0.20 0.60 0.80 0.80 

MS 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.60 0.40 

IT 0.40 0.40 0.00 1.00 0.40 

OS 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.80 0.60 

OB 0.40 0.20 0.00 0.60 0.80 

~SO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 

 
In order to ascertain that there are no contradictory conjunctural causal conditions 
present, one would only need to perform a sufficiency analysis on the fsQCA 
matrix represented by Table 4.12. The analysis revealed that no 
conjunctural/causal conditions met the 0.75 benchmark (see Appendix R). This 
would have indicated sufficiency for outcome ~SO; therefore, there are no 
contradictory conjunctural causal conditions and the original four solution terms 
appearing in Table 4.10 remain. The relevant solution term with CM*PM*OS*OB  
SO remains the substantiated intermediate solution term on which all further claims 
can be based. 
 
The second part of the analysis would either confirm the above statement of 
CM*PM*OS*OB  SO being the only substantiated solution term based on 
substantive knowledge, or it would facilitate substantiating one of the other three 
solution terms on which further research claims can be based. This involved 
creating a fully negated fsQCA matrix, appearing below in Table 4.12. (Note, when 
using the fsQCA tool a new matrix does not have to be input as it allows for the 
negation of the condition and outcome variables by selecting the “Set Negated” 
option (Ragin, et al., 2008)). 
 
Table 4.12: Fully Negated fsQCA Matrix 

fsQCA 
Terms 

Project 
1 
Values 

Project 
2 
Values 

Project 
3 
Values 

Project 
4 
Values 

Project 
5 
Values 

~PM 0.60 0.80 0.60 0.20 0.20 

~CM 0.40 0.80 0.40 0.20 0.20 

~MS 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.40 0.60 

~IT 0.60 0.60 1.00 0.00 0.60 

~OS 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.20 0.40 

~OB 0.60 0.80 1.00 0.40 0.20 

~SO 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 
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The analysis of the fully negated fsQCA matrix will follow a process similar to the 
analysis of the original fsQCA matrix in terms of conducting a sufficiency analysis 
of all possible conjunctural/causal conditions that are verified by using the Veristic 
validation technique and by using the maximum benchmark of three cases. No 
truth table would be derived for analysing the most complex solution term and no 
counterfactual analysis was conducted in order to search for an intermediate 
solution term based on substantive knowledge. The reason for the above deviation 
is that the research is focused on the positive nature of executing a BPR project, 
namely a successful outcome. The negated fsQCA matrix analysis is used to 
validate and strengthen any claims made by the analysis of the original fsQCA 
matrix. Table 4.13 represents the tool output of the sufficiency analysis integrated 
with the consistency benchmark and veristic tests. 
 
Table 4.13: Output of Sufficiency Analysis for Fully Negated fsQCA Matrix 

Conjunctural/Causal 
Conditions Consistency Coverage 

0.75 
Consistency 
Benchmark 
is Met 

Veristic 
Threshold 
(3 Cases) 
is Met 

~PM*~CM*~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~CM*~MS*~IT*~OS 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~MS*~IT*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~MS*~OS*~OB 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~CM*~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~MS*~OS*~OB 0.82 0.60 Yes Yes 

~CM*~MS*~IT*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OS 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~CM*~MS*~OS*~OB 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~CM*~MS*~IT*~OS 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~OS*~OB 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~IT*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~IT*~OS 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~CM*~MS*~OB 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~MS*~OS 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~MS*~IT 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~CM*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~CM*~MS*~IT 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~MS*~IT*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~CM*~MS*~OS 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~CM*~MS*~OB 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~MS*~IT*~OS 0.82 0.60 Yes Yes 

~CM*~IT*~OS 0.88 0.47 Yes No 
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Conjunctural/Causal 
Conditions Consistency Coverage 

0.75 
Consistency 
Benchmark 
is Met 

Veristic 
Threshold 
(3 Cases) 
is Met 

~CM*~IT*~OB 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~CM*~OS*~OB 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~IT*~OS*~OB 0.91 0.67 Yes Yes 

~PM*~CM*~MS 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~IT 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~OS 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~PM*~CM*~OB 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~PM*~MS*~IT 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~MS*~OS 0.82 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~MS*~OB 0.82 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~IT*~OS 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~IT*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~MS*~OS*~OB 0.82 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~OS*~OB 0.83 0.67 Yes Yes 

~MS*~OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

~IT*~OB 0.92 0.73 Yes Yes 

~MS*~OS 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

~IT*~OS 0.83 0.67 Yes Yes 

~MS*~IT 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

~CM*~OB 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~CM*~OS 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~CM*~IT 0.88 0.47 Yes No 

~CM*~MS 0.78 0.47 Yes No 

~OS*~OB 0.85 0.73 Yes Yes 

~PM*~OB 0.83 0.67 Yes Yes 

~PM*~OS 0.83 0.67 Yes Yes 

~PM*~IT 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~MS 0.82 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~CM 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~OS 0.80 0.80 Yes Yes 

~OB 0.80 0.80 Yes Yes 

~IT 0.79 0.73 Yes Yes 

~MS 0.64 0.60 No  N/A 

~CM 0.80 0.53 Yes No 

~PM 0.83 0.67 Yes Yes 

 
Referring to Table 4.13, one notices that all barring one causal condition meets the 
consistency benchmark of 0.75. This posed a problem as there were now too 
many conjunctural/causal conditions that needed to be investigated. Ragin, 2008, 
suggests that one should use the property of strength associated with the 
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consistency measure in order to limit the number of solution terms. This approach 
is supported by Schneider and Wagemann, 2007. It involves raising the 
benchmark of the consistency value in search of a stronger set of relationships. 
The consistency benchmark for the negated fsQCA matrix analysis output was 
then moved to 0.85. It was not moved any higher, and the reason will become 
apparent in the next paragraph. The final solution terms for the negated fsQCA 
matrix appear in Table 4.14. 
 
Table 4.14: Conjunctural / Causal Conditions Based on 0.85 Consistency Value 

Conjunctural/Causal 
Conditions Consistency Coverage 

0.85 
Consistency 
Benchmark 
is Met 

Veristic 
Threshold 
(3 Cases) 
is Met 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OS 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~MS*~IT*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~IT*~OS*~OB 0.91 0.67 Yes Yes 

~PM*~MS*~IT 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~IT*~OS 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~PM*~IT*~OB 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

~IT*~OB 0.92 0.73 Yes Yes 

~OS*~OB 0.85 0.73 Yes Yes 

~PM*~IT 0.90 0.60 Yes Yes 

 
Going back to our original solution terms appearing in Table 4.10, the analysis on 
the fully negated fsQCA matrix was initiated to substantively verify the solution 
terms as well as strengthen any claims made on the categorised successful BPR 
project influential factors. This was accomplished by proving the symmetry of the 
conjunctural causal conditions and by using the coverage scores of the negated 
fsQCA matrix solution terms to highlight the importance of one solution term over 
another, as the original solution terms all had the same coverage scores. In order 
to conclude the fsQCA analysis, reference will be made to the combined solution 
terms, which are integrated with the symmetry analysis. Table 4.15 represents the 
aforementioned statement. 
 
Table 4.15: Combined Conjunctural / Causal Conditions Symmetrical Analysis 

Combined Conjunctural 
Causal Conditions  Coverage Symmetrical 

PM*CM*OS*OB 0.60 No 

CM*OS*OB 0.60 No 

PM*OS*OB 0.60 No 

OS*OB 0.60 Yes  

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.60 No 
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Combined Conjunctural 
Causal Conditions  Coverage Symmetrical 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OB 0.60 No 

~PM*~MS*~IT*~OS 0.60 No 

~PM*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.60 No 

~MS*~IT*~OS*~OB 0.60 No 

~MS*~IT*~OB 0.60 No 

~IT*~OS*~OB 0.67 No 

~PM*~MS*~IT 0.60 No 

~PM*~IT*~OS 0.60 No 

~PM*~IT*~OB 0.60 No 

~IT*~OB 0.73 No 

~OS*~OB 0.73 Yes 

~PM*~IT 0.60 No 

 
Initially, based on the original fsQCA matrix, four solution terms were derived, of 
which only the intermediate solution term was based on substantive knowledge. 
The other three solution terms were derived using the sufficiency analysis 
approach as part of the fsQCA tool. Referencing Table 4.15,  one notices that only 
one solution term is symmetrical in nature based on the sufficiency analysis on 
both the negated and non-negated fsQCA matrix. We also notice that the solution 
term that is symmetrical in nature has the highest coverage value of 0.73, 
indicating higher relevance or importance of the solution term over all other 
solution terms. This information then leads us to claim the following: 
 

Based on OS*OB  SO and ~OS*~OB  ~SO we can conclude by 
claiming that BPR projects that exhibit organisational structure and 
organisational behaviour BPR successful project influential factors are most 
likely to succeed. The reverse is also true where BPR projects that do not 
exhibit organisational structure and organisational behaviour, BPR 
successful project influential factors are most likely to fail. 

 
If we were to make claims by using our intermediate solution derived by analysing 
the original fsQCA matrix, it leads us to claim: 
 

Based on PM*CM*OS*OB  SO we can conclude by claiming that 
BPR projects that exhibit organisational structure, organisational behaviour, 
project management and change management BPR successful project 
influential factors are likely (not most likely) to succeed. The reverse, 
however, cannot be concluded as empirical evidence analysed via the fsQCA 
approach does not support the reverse claim. 
 
The above conclusions, based on the analysis, do not end there, as the most 
influential factors compared to their counterparts still need to be determined, based 
on the final solution terms.  Ragin, 2008, offers a solution to determine the above. 
He suggests that the most parsimonious solution is included in all intermediate 
solutions (which pass the frequency threshold) and should be considered the core 
causal conditions. He also suggests that the additional conditions appearing in the 
intermediate solutions are “contributing” or “complementary” conditions. If one 
were to follow the logic of Ragin, 2008, we would then assume that the additional 
conditions existing in the most complex solutions are also contributing conditions, 
however, they are of lower importance than the intermediate solution term 
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conditions. Table 4.16 summarises the outcome of the importance of the 
contributing causal conditions to a successful BPR project.  
 
Table 4.16: Relative Importance of Causal Conditions 

Causal 
Condition 

Relative Importance Solution Term Presence 

OS Core Condition of high 
Importance 

 Complex Solution Term 

 Intermediate Solution Term 

 Parsimonious Solution Term 

OB Core Condition of high 
Importance 

 Complex Solution Term 

 Intermediate Solution Term 

 Parsimonious Solution Term 

PM Complementary Condition 
of medium importance 

 Complex Solution Term 

 Intermediate Solution Term 

CM Complementary Condition 
of medium importance 

 Complex Solution Term 

 Intermediate Solution Term 

IT Complementary Condition 
of low importance 

 Complex Solution Term 
 

MS Complementary Condition 
of low importance 

 Complex Solution Term 
 

 
The relative importance above is derived by using the logic suggested by Ragin, 
2008, however, there is a way to validate if this would hold true if further QCA 
techniques were to be applied. The specific technique that could be applied to 
validate the outcome is based on calculating the “Set Coincidence” values for the 
individual causal conditions and the outcome. Set coincidence is described as 
being a special type of correlation (Ragin, 2008), and is a measure of degree to 
which two or more sets overlap (Ragin, 2008). For fsQCA it is calculated according 
to the formulae below: (Note: the fsQCA tool is used to derive the values) 
 

∑[min(Xi,Yi)]/ ∑[max(Xi,Yi)] (Ragin, 2008) 

 
Only two types of sets will be measured for set coincidence, namely; condition X is 
a subset of outcome Y or condition X is superset of Y, notationally represented 
below.  
 

XY and XY (X implies Y or Y implies X) 
 
This will determine the strength of the presence of the condition implying the 
existence of the outcome. Figure 4.6 highlights the values of the set coincidence 
analysis for all the conditions (PM, CM, MS, IT, OS and OB) in the context of the 
outcome (SO). 
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Figure 4.6: Output of Set Coincidence Analysis 

To reiterate, in a more usable format, the values appended to Table 4.16 revealed 
Table 4.17: 
 
Table 4.17: Analysis Outcome of Relative Importance Appended with Set Coincidence 
Scores 

Causal 
Condition 

Relative 
Importance 

Solution Term 
Presence 

Set 
Coincidence 
Value 
(rounded to 
two decimals) 

OS Core Condition of 
high Importance 

 Complex Solution 
Term 

 Intermediate Solution 
Term 

 Parsimonious 
Solution Term 

0.54 

OB Core Condition of 
high Importance 

 Complex Solution 
Term 

 Intermediate Solution 
Term 

 Parsimonious 
Solution Term 

0.54 

PM Complementary 
Condition of medium 
importance 

 Complex Solution 
Term 

 Intermediate Solution 
Term 

0.53 

CM Complementary 
Condition of medium 
importance 

 Complex Solution 
Term 

 Intermediate Solution 
Term 

0.47 

IT Complementary 
Condition of low 
importance 

 Complex Solution 
Term 

 

0.5 

MS Complementary 
Condition of low 
importance 

 Complex Solution 
Term 

 

0.31 
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Based on the set coincidence scores, one contradictory claim exists. CM was 
claimed to be of higher importance than IT based on the approach suggested by 
Ragin, 2008, however, using the set coincidence scores, IT can be claimed as a 
causal condition of higher importance than CM, as it has a set coincidence score of 
0.5 compared to 0.47 for CM. For the purposes of the research and the 
development of the methodology, the researcher chose to ignore this contradiction 
as the individual causal conditions are not sufficient by themselves to imply the 
outcome. It is only by virtue of their conjunctural nature that they become sufficient 
for the outcome. This is why Ragin’s, 2008, approach is sustained. 
 
This now brings us to the end of the cross case analysis section, the outcomes of 
which will be used to develop new concepts that will aid in the development of the 
methodology (c/f Chapter 6). 

4.10.2 Concept Development 
 
Concept development, as mentioned in Chapter 3, will firstly determine if the 
inferences and claims made by the cross case analysis adds new knowledge to 
the BPR project influential factors phenomenon. If new concepts are proven, then 
these new concepts will be further elaborated upon. 
 
In order to determine if the claims made by the cross case analysis are adding 
knowledge, they will be verified against the literature that was reviewed (b/f Section 
2.2). In the conclusion of the cross case analysis, three claims were made. The 
two claims that were made, based on using the conjunctural causal conditions, 
were that “BPR projects that exhibit organisational structure and organisational 
behaviour BPR successful project influential factors are most likely to succeed,” 
and “BPR projects that exhibit organisational structure, organisational behaviour, 
project management and change management BPR successful project influential 
factors are likely to succeed.” The third claim focused on the relative importance of 
the successful BPR project influential factors. 
 
One should remember that the factors represented in Table 2.1 were revised to 
refer to the positive context; namely, a successful BPR project influential factor. A 
comparison was thus made between these factors and the finalised categorised 
factors that were used for the cross case analysis. The results of the comparison, 
in terms of highlighting new factors identified, as part of the research presented in 
this thesis appears in bold script in Table 4.18. 
 
Table 4.18: New versus Prior Researched Factors 

Factor 
Category 

BPR Project Success Factor 

  

New Factor 
Identified 

PM 
BPR Philosophy between project and organisation 
is aligned 

No 

PM Analysis of As-Is Processes was of good quality No 

PM Design of To-Be Processes was of good quality No 

PM 
Project outcomes is in alignment of Organisation 
Vision and Goals 

No 

PM 
The project benefit calculations were realistic and 
undisputed 

No 

PM 
Project had a defined team structure with strong 
engagement and cohesion 

No 
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Factor 
Category 

BPR Project Success Factor 

  

New Factor 
Identified 

PM Project process design was customer centric No 

PM 
Project was independently managed by an 
experienced Project Manager using an industry 
accepted project management methodology 

No 

PM 
Project was prioritised according to organisation 
strategy and value outcomes 

No 

PM 
Project standardised reengineered products 
inclusive of processes 

No 

PM 
Project had an undisputed compelling Business 
Case for change 

No 

PM 
Project used a proven Process Improvement 
Methodology 

No 

PM 
Project had an approved Scope of Work (SOW) 
which was stable and or managed according to 
proper change control processes 

No 

PM 
Project benefit expectations were undisputed and 
measurable 

No 

PM 
Project implementation timeframe was realistic and 
planned for based on approved scope. 

No 

CM 
Project deliverables and outcomes aligned human 
resource policies within the organisation 

No 

CM 
No resistance to changes being introduced by the 
project 

No 

CM 
Project has detailed Stakeholder Mapping and 
Engagement Plan in place 

No 

CM 
Project had an excellent communication strategy 
and executed accordingly 

No 

CM 
Project identified and trained all impacted 
stakeholders 

No 

CM 
Project deliverables and outcomes  motivated all 
impacted stakeholders 

No 

CM 
Project had a detailed change management 
strategy and executed accordingly 

No 

MS 
Executive sponsorship existed and Executive 
Sponsor actively participated 

No 

MS 
Line management ownership of project delivery 
was prevalent 

No 

MS 
Management recognised and provided support for 
Risk Management 

No 

IT 
Project team had strong IT awareness and IT 
understanding when considering Business Process 
Integration into the IT system landscape 

No 

IT 
There is adequate alignment between IT and BPR 
Strategy 

No 

IT 
Organisation had stable, standardised tools for 
business process analysis and design  

No  
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Factor 
Category 

BPR Project Success Factor 

  

New Factor 
Identified 

OS 
Organisation has a formal Business Process 
Management (BPM) structure in place 

No 

OS 
Organisation had a management structure that 
supported Project Execution 

No 

OS 
Organisation Functions/ Operations Structure 
was stable during the execution of the project 

Yes 
(Researcher 
Contribution) 

OS 
Single point of accountability and decision 
making was applied on the project (inherent 
within organisation management structures) 

Yes 
(Researcher 
Contribution) 

OS 
Executive Sponsor for the project remained 
stable 

Yes 
(Researcher 
Contribution) 

OS 
Organisation had a strong relationship with delivery 
partner/vendor 

No 

OB 
Organisation is eager to invest in large BPR type 
projects 

No 

OB 
Organisation has a Continuous Improvement 
Philosophy that aligns with the Organisation 
Strategy 

No 

OB 
Selected Business Process Reengineering 
approach was aligned to organisation’s acceptance 
of change. (Radical or Incremental) 

No 

OB 
Organisation/Business Politics did not influence 
decisions made on the project 

No  

OB Organisation had a high change adoption rate No 

 
Table 4.18 revealed that prior research had previously determined the impact of 
good project management factors, change management factors, IT factors, 
management support factors, organisational behaviour factors and some factors 
related to organisational structure, however, it failed to reveal the new factors 
identified forming part of the category organisational structure. The new factors 
identified and claimed by the researcher relate to the fact that organisational 
structures do not always remain stable due to the immense pressures of constant 
and rapid market changes (Alas, et al., 2012). This in turn proves that the claims 
made by the research in terms of the categories of organisational structure hold 
true in terms of additional knowledge, as unstable management and functional 
organisational structures impact to BPR implementations were not covered by prior 
research. 
 
Secondly, based on the summarised literature review, one also notices that prior 
research had placed very little emphasis on highlighting the relevance of the 
successful BPR project influential factors when compared with one another and 
tested against empirical evidence, especially organisational culture and structure 
factors (Nisar, et al., 2014) (Grau & Moormann, 2014). This means that the 
research has contributed to the understanding of the BPR project phenomenon in 
this context as well. Nisar et al., 2014, recommends further work be carried out in 
order to clearly understand the relationship between an organisation’s structure 
and top management commitment to BPR. In addition, Grau and Moormann, 2014, 
suggest that there is a gap in understanding the relationship between 
organisational culture and BPR. The research presented in this thesis, by virtue of 
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empirical studies, indicates that organisational behaviour, inclusive of culture, and 
organisational structure do have a critical influence on the successful 
implementations of BPR. 
 
So after having proved the addition of new knowledge to the BPR project 
phenomenon, the new factors identified were converted into a conceptual 
theoretical model. The model also incorporated existing factors related to the 
organisational context represented in the categories organisation behaviour and 
organisation structure. The researcher developed and termed this model the 
Organisational Ring of Influence (ORoI), depicted by Figure 4.7 (Abdul Kader 
(ORoI), 2013). The next few paragraphs will focus on describing the ORoI in 
further detail. 
 

 
 
Figure 4.7: Organisation Ring of Influence (ORoI) 

A principle to bear in mind is that the ORoI is not directed at the organisation in 
terms of its holistic success or failure but rather at the influence the organisational 
dynamics have on the projects that are being executed, be they negative or 
positive. Another principle to bear in mind is that these concepts are inherently 
based on the organisation and not on the project or project team, however, their 
influence and the understanding thereof is of utmost importance to the research 
presented in this thesis and is the focus of the descriptions of the ORoI 
components that follow. 
 

Based on the analysis that was conducted on the BPR project influential factors 
the following four organisational components were found to have a major influence 
on the outcome of the projects that were studied (Abdul Kader (ORoI), 2013): 
 

 The way the organisation management was structured. 

 The stability of the organisation functional and or operational structures. 

 The influence business politics had in project decision making. 

 The capability of an organisation to adopt the business change at an 
acceptable rate. 
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These tier two components make up the tier one components of the ORoI, namely, 
organisational structure and organisational behaviour. The tier two component 
descriptions follow next. 
 
Organisation/Business Politics, an element of Organisation Culture, is defined as 
“The pursuit of individual agendas and self interest in an organisation without 
regard to their effect on the organisation’s efforts to achieve its goals” (Abdul Kader 
(ORoI), 2013). This type of behaviour is dominant within a matrix management 
structure as matrix management structures exhibit disadvantages, such as unclear 
responsibilities, poor governance and control, unclear lines of authority and 
decision making and potentials for high stress situations (Krell, 2011). The 
organisational politics exhibited by the Bank was basically due to the number of 
decision makers and stakeholders that were involved in determining the project 
components, such as scope and budget.  This can be seen clearly by looking back 
at the individual project descriptive analysis. The project managers had a difficult 
time in obtaining an approved budget and scope for failed projects, while the 
reverse was true where there was a single decision maker on projects. From this it 
is easy to see how this behaviour, forming part of the organisation culture, can 
influence the outcome of a BPR project.  
 
Change Adoption Rate is the second component making up the tier one 
component of Organisational Culture. This is not to be confused with the BPR 
project influential factor “Resistance to Change”. This links to the factor that was 
suggested by Al-Mashari and Zairi, 1999, as they posit that an organisation’s 
capability to absorb the demand for change can impact the successful delivery of a 
BPR effort. Resistance to change can be defined as “the deliberate and conscious 
decision of impacted stakeholders not to readily accept any organisation change” 
(Abdul Kader (ORoI), 2013). Change Adoption Rate, even though sometimes 
influenced by resistance to change, can be defined as “the ability of an 
organisation in terms of period taken before any change is implemented and 
standardised within the organisation” (Abdul Kader (ORoI), 2013). This 
phenomenon can be attributed to what the researcher terms as change fatigue 
(resources experiencing many changes at the same time will as a result be 
mentally and physically exhausted and prone to resist any form of change, 
beneficial or not), which was seen in the failed BPR projects that were analysed. 
The most important aspect that revealed itself in the descriptive analysis was the 
number of change initiatives and projects that was being run within the same 
department that overlapped each other in terms of business requirements and 
objectives. This meant that the same stakeholders were bombarded with multiple 
projects trying to achieve similar objectives which resulted in change fatigue. In 
principle the objectives of the projects were not being disputed however due to the 
number of stakeholder engagements by various projects, it took a lengthier period 
for the changes to be adopted. From this one could theoretically infer that an 
organisation is only able to absorb a limited number of changes in a specific period 
of time before change fatigue sets in.  
 
Business Function Structure, an element of Organisation Structure, is based on 
two principles. The first principle is the value chain process philosophy (Abdul 
Kader (ORoI), 2013) where a process is holistically a representation of a function 
or organisation output based on certain inputs that span the organisation. Process 
value chains can start in the Product Design department and end in the Sales 
department, which results in multiple process owners, contrasting process 
understanding and disparate continuous improvement projects (Ackoff, 1995). This 
phenomenon can result in reengineering parts of a single value chain through 
different teams and different executive sponsors, without understanding the impact 
to the holistic nature of the value chain itself (Ackoff, 1995). All parts of a process, 
if isolated and reengineered, could result in the value chain being left worst off than 
it was before (Ackoff, 1995).The first principle, however, can only be theoretically 
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explained as described above. The second principle, which can be empirically 
explained as well, is based on the stability of the business unit 
departments/functional areas. As highlighted by the descriptive analysis of the 
BPR projects, it was noted empirically that a BPR project conducted within a fluid 
structure could fail. This was due to the fact that a change in structure also meant 
a change in key stakeholders, which in turn meant a change for the BPR project, 
especially centred on finalising scope and budget and sometimes even questioning 
the original value of the BPR project in its entirety. Business Function Structures 
also very intimately determine the other component of Organisation Structure, 
namely; Management Structures. 
 
The Management Structures component of the ORoI is a difficult one to explain in 
isolation, as the type of selected management structure determines the extent to 
which business politics influences the BPR project’s outcome. Management 
structures are also determined by how the organisation is functionally and 
divisionally structured. Mintzberg, 1980, highlights five types of organisational 
structures, namely; Simple Structure, Machine Bureaucracy, Professional 
Bureaucracy, Divisionalised Form and Adhocracy. A summary of Mintzberg’s, 
1980, organisational structure types was previously published by the researcher 
based on the context of the research presented in this thesis. An extract of the 
article appears below: 
 
“In the Simple Structure format, also known as Entrepreneurial, there exists a 
strong vertical line of authority and decision making. No formal structures exist for 
performance of work and or support functions.  
 
Machine Bureaucracy has very formal structures wherein lines of authority are 
functionally based. Decisions and work performed are also governed by these 
functional groups in their respective functional spaces namely; Sales, Product, 
Marketing etc.  
 
Professional Bureaucracy is different to Machine Bureaucracy in that the decision 
making power for the functional lines of authority are distributed across the vertical 
lines due to the use of professionally skilled individuals and standardised work 
execution approaches. Machine and Professional Bureaucracy organisations are 
similar in nature to the commonly known Functional type organisation. 
 
The Divisionalised Form, similar to the Divisional type organisation, exists in large 
organisations wherein many divisions are created across, product, geography and 
market domains to perform related work. Authority and reporting lines span across 
levels that are accountable for strategy and operations. This structure also leads to 
duplication of work if common areas such as Human Resources and Information 
Technology exist independently within the operational areas of the organisational 
divisions. 
 
The Adhocracy type classified by Mintzberg is of particular interest, as is the Matrix 
type of organisation wherein aspects of Functional and Divisional are selected to 
create the organisation structure. The Adhocracy organisation type is an adaptive 
type of structure which is influenced by the changing internal and external 
environments as well as any changes in organisation strategy. A Project 
organisation structure is very similar in nature to Mintzberg’s Adhocracy as no two 
projects are similar and structures are determined by the project objectives and 
execution environments,’’  (Abdul Kader (Business Politics), 2013). 
 
From the article extract above, one notices that the Matrix Management Structure 
is intimately linked to Mintzberg’s, 1980, Adhocracy organisational structure, which 
is asserted as having a highly complex and dynamic environment. This complex 
and dynamic environment however was empirically analysed and found to have a 



98 
 

negative influence on BPR projects. This can be attributed to the fact that having 
multiple decision makers on a project creates multiple failure points especially 
when the decision makers have disparate visions and objectives for the same 
project (Abdul Kader (ORoI), 2013). 
 
Having described in detail the ORoI components and their impact on executing 
BPR projects successfully, the focus will now be on summarising the analysis in 
the context of why one would recommend a new execution approach.  

4.10.3 Case Study Analysis Conclusion  
 
Stepping back, it was initially stated that the cross case analysis, the heart of the 
analysis, would be aimed at deriving the relevant priority of the BPR project 
influential factors in comparison with one another. This newly gained knowledge 
produced by the research presented in this thesis would then be used to derive a 
framework or methodology that would facilitate the prioritisation of these factors 
before a BPR project is executed, in other words facilitate an environment that 
supports the delivery of a successful BPR project. The objective of the cross case 
analysis was achieved, and Table 4.17: Analysis Outcome of Relative Importance 
Appended with Set Coincidence Scores,  (b/f Section 4.9.1) outlines the outcomes.  
 
To summarise, the research revealed that organisation structure and 
organisational behaviour BPR project influential factors are core contributing 
factors to the success of a BPR project, while project management, change 
management, IT and management support are complementary factors of varied 
relative importance. The research also highlighted new factors that were not 
revealed by prior research resulting in the development of the ORoI model that 
explains the impact of organisational structures and behaviours towards the 
execution of a successful BPR project. These claims support the advancement of 
knowledge related to gaps identified by Nisar et al., 2014 and Grau and 
Moormann, 2014. 
 
Taking into account that previous research did not reveal the new factors and their 
impact on executing a successful BPR project and that the literature review 
revealed a gap in organisations having an understanding of their readiness to 
implement BPR initiatives (Hussain, et al., 2014), the researcher concluded that a 
recommendation in the form of a methodology would be required in order to 
facilitate setting up an environment that would be conducive to executing 
successful BPR projects. The researcher’s conclusion is supported by 
recommendations for further work made by Hussain et al.,2014 (b/f Section 2.2.2). 
This will be the focus of Chapter 6. However, before we embark on the 
recommended methodology the researcher had a look at the world of Systems 
Science and principally its associated Soft Systems Methodology. 
 
Before one moves on to explore the world of systems science and the soft systems 
methodology, which follows next, let us conclude by answering the ensuing 
question. Why Systems Science and Soft Systems Methodology? The research 
presented in this thesis revealed that projects were executed within an operating 
environment as established by the organisation in which the project was executed. 
This led to the organisation influencing the outcome of a project, be it positive or 
negative; therefore, in aiming to reduce the failure of BPR projects by improving 
how we execute BPR projects, consideration should be given to certain key 
principles that exist within an organisation as part of the entire “BPR Project 
System” (Abdul Kader (ORoI), 2013), which constitutes the BPR project execution 
environment and the actual BPR project itself. The Soft Systems Methodology, 
which is rooted in Systems Theory, looks at a “system” and all its subsystems or 
components in order to create a holistic understanding of a context (Flood & 
Carson, 1993). 



99 
 

5 Leveraging Soft Systems Methodology  

5.1 Introduction 
 
Leading on from the previous chapter and before one elaborates on what Soft 
Systems Methodology (SSM) is and how it can be used to help create a framework 
or management approach that would facilitate the success rate of executing BPR 
projects within the financial industry, one should first create an understanding on 
why Systems Theory (ST), and more specifically SSM, can help in achieving this. 
 
The researcher would like to posit the following concept: a BPR project is not just a 
project but a system and one can call this the “BPR Project System” (Abdul Kader 
(ORoI), 2013), depicted by Figure 5.1. This system is made up of two subsystems, 
the organisation environment in which the project is executed and the BPR project 
itself. The reason for depicting the BPR project system in this manner is due to the 
nature of the relationships between an organisation’s environment and the BPR 
project. The organisation environment can exist without the BPR project and the 
BPR project can exist in a different organisation environment, however, the BPR 
Project System requires both to exist and interact with each other in order to result 
in a certain type of behaviour or in this case result in a successful or failed BPR 
project. In keeping with the above concept Meadows, 2008 calls this the central 
insight of systems theory and summarises it as follows: 

 
“Once we see the relationship between structure and behaviour, we can 

begin to understand how systems work, what makes them produce poor results 
and how to shift them into better behaviour patterns.” (Meadows, 2008) 
 

 
 

Figure 5.1: Systems Diagram of a BPR Project System 

Furthermore, a system is defined as being an interconnection of a set of elements 
that are coherently organised in a way that achieves something (Meadows, 2008). 
This means that if one takes the BPR project system, one can assume that 
elements from the organisation and BPR project are interconnected and should be 
set up in a way that influences the achievement of the project’s goals, which 
inherently would mean that the project will be successful. 
 
The additional link of ST to the research is the concept of dominance within 
feedback loops (a mechanism that allows for change based on the input or output 
signals against a condition that is acted upon (Meadows, 2008)). Remember that 
the researcher posited that BPR project influential factors influence project 
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outcomes in varying degrees and that a balance has to be created based on the 
understanding of this variance. In other words, the most dominant factor will 
influence the outcome of a project and if the factor is negative in its nature it will 
most likely result in a failed project. 
 
Full or partial use of SSM as it relates to project management and the pursuit of 
successful projects is not new and further links of SSM usage towards executing 
successful projects can be found in prior research.  
 
Sankaran et al., 2010, state that project management is very closely linked to 
system approaches and provide a view on systems thinking tools, such as causal 
loops, system archetypes and SSM (Sankaran, et al., 2010). In particular, they 
provide a view on how these tools are used in a project management situation. 
They go on to further state that project management has moved beyond the 
product or technology centric approaches towards people and process centric 
approaches in response to the changing and increasing complexity of 
organisational change. In addition, they posit that SSM can be used early on in a 
project life cycle to assist stakeholders to clarify the benefits and the purpose of the 
projects being executed. However, they do not provide a view on how SSM can be 
applied to achieve this, but do suggest that project managers engage in using 
these methods as part of project management practice. 
 
Bell and Christina, 2006, explored the application of SSM in the planning of 
complex projects in the United Kingdom healthcare sector and went on to suggest 
that SSM had many strengths, one of which was the ability to use SSM as a “front 
end” to more formal project management methods in aiding project planning (Bell 
& Christina, 2006). They also explored the use of the Logical Framework Approach 
as a means of documenting the outcomes of the application of SSM. The Logical 
Framework Approach is applied through the development of a four-by-four matrix, 
which encompasses the story of the project or purpose, the main assumptions or 
risks and the measures of success. Referencing the purpose of the research 
presented in this thesis, a similar approach is adopted whereby SSM is adapted for 
use within the practice of executing BPR projects in the financial sector by using 
the outcomes of the case study as a means to guide the appropriate mitigation of 
barriers or risks on pending projects. 
 
Walker and Steinfort, 2013, adapted the use of SSM rich pictures in order to 
improve the practice of programme and project management as it relates to 
executing disaster relief projects, by including colour coding in the development of 
SSM’s rich pictures (Walker & Steinfort, 2013). They suggested that SSM was a 
tool that could help the understanding of a project’s context prior to its planning by 
“visualising messy complex problems”. The problem they sought an answer for 
was that of effective project planning in complex situations through creating a 
visual understanding of a situational context. They critically suggested that the 
Logical Framework Approach needed to be improved from its text based approach 
and put forward the application of the adapted SSM rich picture approach. 
 
Further research into the application of SSM to project management is advocated 
for by Turney et al., 2013, when they investigated many schools of thought related 
to project management research. The behavioural school of thought looks at a 
project as being a temporary social system which includes focus areas such as 
organisational behaviour and human resource management (Turney, et al., 2013). 
Turney et al., 2013, in concluding their work, suggest several areas of further 
research, one of them being the: 
 

“Integration of hard systems and soft systems methodologies for modelling 
the total project management system, including optimization of multiple objectives 
under multiple constraints, consideration of various forces in the internal and 
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external project environments, as well as formulation and adoption of lessons 
learned from previous and ongoing projects to enhance the total system and the 
approaches used for modelling it.” (Turney, et al., 2013) 
 
The managerial implication presented in the next chapter intends to advance some 
aspects of the above recommended area of further research and also aligns with 
the recommendation of Watson, 2012, to explore new avenues of SSM application 
in order to resolve complex or problem situations, such as structural and process 
changes. A notable gap in the research literature reviewed above is that the 
influential factors associated with successful or failed projects were not considered 
as part of the SSM application. The managerial implication presented in the next 
chapter will also endeavour to close this gap. 
 
In Sections 5.2 and 5.3 the researcher gives an overview of the work by Donella 
Meadows and Peter Checkland, as their work was used to inform the development 
of the managerial approach defined in Chapter 6. 

5.2 System Leverage Points 
 
The concept of a systems “Leverage Points” was introduced by Meadows, 2008. 
She introduces this concept and quotes Jay Forrester as saying: 
 

“....the average manager can define the current problem very cogently, 
identify the systems structure that leads to the problem, and guess with great 
accuracy where to look for leverage points – places in the system where a small 
change could lead to a large shift in behaviour.”  (Meadows, 2008) 
 
Meadows, 2008, considered these points as points of power. When considering 
the BPR project system, one will immediately draw from the above statements that 
if one wants to change the behaviour of this system in order to improve the 
success rate of such a system, an understanding of the key leverage points has to 
be in place in order to effect changes that would lead to change in the BPR project 
system behaviour. If one looks back at the case study analysis, the concept of the 
ORoI and the project influential matrix derived in terms of their criticality of 
influence on project outcome, it can be affirmed that the research has subscribed 
to this concept and has determined what the most influential leverage points of the 
BPR project system are. 
 
The findings of the research are further supported by Meadows, 2008, findings in 
terms of the most influential or most impactful system leverage points. She 
suggested the following system leverage points in order of influence or impact: 
 

1. Transcending Paradigms – This is a philosophical leverage point and is 
centred on the understanding that there are many paradigms or 
worldviews or differences in ideas and or opinions and sometimes there is 
no right or wrong answer but simply an answer that if chosen will help fulfil 
a desired purpose. (Meadows, 2008) 
 

2. Paradigms – This leverage point has a more practical description and 
revolves around what one knows of the world or system one is in, based 
on thoughts that have been created by one’s own experiences and 
prejudices (Meadows, 2008). It is considered the hardest leverage point, 
yet the one that could have the most impact (Meadows, 2008). 
Referencing the case study analysis in terms of resistance to change, 
change adoption rates and business politics, all of which are based on 
what individuals perceive their involvement in the system to be. Donella 
Meadows, 2008, suggested that if these paradigms were to change, the 
behaviour of the system would change as well. 
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3. Goals – The purpose or function of the system. This leverage point is 

aimed at creating an understanding of what the systems goal is or even 
ensuring the system goal is the correct goal in itself (Meadows, 2008). 
Every facet of a system will drive towards the systems goal and hence it is 
important for the goal of a system to be not only clear but also correct 
(Meadows, 2008). With reference to a BPR project, a BPR project has a 
goal or a set of goals and a number of objectives for which its success will 
determine its achievement of the attached goals and objectives. If these 
are not clearly defined and understood within the BPR project system, the 
completion of a project will not necessarily lead to a successful endeavour 
and the lack of understanding could lead to multiple paradigms, which will 
then lead us to the paradigm leverage point described above. A systems 
thinking concept as it relates to goal definition is the “PQR” concept 
(Checkland, 1999). A project’s goals and objectives should at minimum 
cover the “P” or “what”, the “Q” or “how” and the “R” or the “why” of the 
project (Checkland, 1999). In other words, “we want to achieve P by doing 
Q because of R”. It is a simple yet effective means of describing a projects 
“what”, it’s “how” and the reasoning thereof or “why”. 
 

4. Self-Organisation – This leverage point is, as the words suggest, about 
changing the systems structure, thereby leading to changes in behaviour 
of the relevant system (Meadows, 2008). Referencing the case study, a 
matrix management structure, for example, can lead to higher business 
politics than say a more project management organisational oriented 
structure. 

 
5. Rules – This leverage point is also self-explanatory and it is directed 

towards changing the systems behaviour by changing what rules are 
imposed on it and by it (Meadows, 2008). A BPR project system is no 
different to any other system and has to abide by the rules of the 
organisation, in terms of its HR policies and project governance 
requirements as examples. It is also a tricky leverage point as any rule 
changes will result in varied behaviour (Meadows, 2008). 

 
6. Information Flows (Meadows, 2008) – This leverage point links to 

communication as it relates to a BPR project system. Take into account 
the factors of a BPR project in terms of internal and external stakeholder 
communication and tools for communication. Communication or 
information flow is a means to generate feedback, which in turn is a means 
to anticipate and proactively deal with issues, risks and concerns. 

 
7. Reinforcing Feedback Loops – This leverage point comes from the system 

thinking “Feedback Loop” concept and suggests that system behaviour will 
continue in a single direction as long as it receives feedback that 
reinforces that directional behavioural outcome (Meadows, 2008). 
Meadows, 2008, suggest that a system with an unchecked reinforcing 
feedback loop will ultimately destroy itself. Referencing the case study in 
terms of business politics and resistance to change, if left alone and 
unmanaged, the BPR project system will most likely exhibit negative 
behaviour and result in a negative outcome. 

 
8. Balancing Feedback Loops – This leverage point has also emerged from 

the systems thinking “Feedback Loop” concept and is about correcting or 
adjusting system behaviour towards a goal (Meadows, 2008).  It is about 
controls and processes that once in place will continue to provide a 
mechanism that will monitor system goal deviations and correct such 
deviations so that the system will remain steadfast in maintaining its 
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behaviour towards achieving its goals. Reporting refers to the above when 
it comes to the BPR project system. 

 
9. Delays – This leverage point is focused on timely responses towards 

information as well as timely distribution of information (Meadows, 2008). A 
system cannot respond to short term changes in the face of long term 
delays (Meadows, 2008). Think about the change adoption rate as 
mentioned as part of the ORoI. 

 
10. Stock and Flow Structures – As one comes towards the end of the 

leverage points, one realises that the systems structure and attributes yield 
the least impact towards changing its behaviour (Meadows, 2008). This 
leverage point can be thought of in terms of BPR project team structures, 
BPR project methodologies and tools. These, if changed as part of the 
physical aspects of a BPR project system, will yield very little impact 
(Meadows, 2008). It is better to understand what the limitations and 
bottlenecks are, in order to use these physical aspects with maximum 
efficiency (Meadows, 2008). 

 
11. Buffers – This leverage point is about system stabilisation (Meadows, 

2008). Too little buffer or too much buffer will create unintended 
consequences (Meadows, 2008). A BPR project system is faced with 
many buffering opportunities and threats when it comes to its budget, its 
delivery timelines and other resource allocations. These are also 
sometimes very difficult to change and are constrained by the capacity of 
the organisation to supply buffered resources. 

 
12. Numbers – This is the least impactful system leverage point (Meadows, 

2008). Changing the budget and timelines of a BPR project will not be 
successful if there is no buy-in for the project and its anticipated changes. 
However, these can be changed and sometimes they are given too much 
focus, but, similar to the buffers, numbers are also constrained and do not 
yield much system behaviour change (Meadows, 2008). 

 
In addition to the work of Donella Meadows, 2008, the work of Peter 
Checkland,1999, takes into account 30 years of his practical work using and 
advancing SSM. The SSM is also recognised as the best documented soft 
systems theory school of thought in addressing the resolutions of problems (Flood 
& Carson, 1993). 
 
SSM will be explored next against the backdrop of the book Systems Thinking, 
Systems Practice authored by Peter Checkland, 1999. 

5.3 Soft Systems Methodology Concepts and Activities 
 
This section will firstly look at the difference between the Hard Systems 
Methodology (HSM) and the SSM. This will further embed the reasoning as to why 
SSM was selected. This will be followed by a deeper look into the concepts of SSM 
and its application, which in turn will guide the development of the BPR 
management approach towards improving the rate of successful BPR projects. 

5.3.1 Conceptual Modelling 
 
Let us begin this section by first defining what is meant by conceptual modelling. 
The reason for doing this is to break away from the SSM definition of conceptual 
modelling which looks at using verbs to create a model that defines and describes 
what is required from an action/activity perspective in order for the system to 



104 
 

perform in a manner that represents the particular worldview or root definition as 
described by the SSM model (c/f Section 5.3.3). 
 
For the purposes of the research presented in this thesis, the above approach will 
be adapted to define a conceptual model will be defined as the model that would 
be created by using nouns to identify all the organisational elements that will be 
involved in the BPR Project System. The aim of this process is to create an 
understanding of “who” and “what” will be required to execute the proposed BPR 
project. The researcher adapted the SSM conceptual modelling activity by using 
nouns instead of verbs and created focus on “organisational elements required” 
versus “activities performed”. Also, unlike the SSM, model the researcher used the 
conceptual modelling framework to create the organisational as-is state or real 
world state in terms of the “who” and “what” which will be used in further stages of 
the BPR management approach.  
 
Further to the above, Checkland, 1999, defined a formal system which will be 
adapted and used in order to guide the identification of all the nouns.  
 
The next section gives an overview of Hard Systems and Soft Systems. 

5.3.2 Hard System Views versus Soft System Views  
 
Flood and Carson, 1993, summarise the differences between Hard and Soft 
system views in their quest for solving problems. They start out by defining what a 
“problem” means to each view. The hard systems view relates to a problem being 
a “doubtful or difficult matter requiring a solution; something hard to understand or 
accomplish or deal with” (Flood & Carson, 1993), while a soft systems view is 
centred on defining a problem based on how different people perceive everyday 
world events or ideas (Flood & Carson, 1993).  
 
The difference in problem definition above leads to a difference in approach 
towards problem resolution. The hard systems view adopts problem solving as 
“being a definable problem that can be solved and finished with” (Flood & Carson, 
1993), while the soft systems view is more related towards understanding 
problematic situations and reducing the dis-ease felt by those who are impacted by 
the problematic situation (Flood & Carson, 1993). It is also a process of 
management (Flood & Carson, 1993). Hard system methodologies basically set 
out steps to realise an efficient means and a predefined end and comes in the form 
of Systems Analysis and Systems Engineering, while soft system methodologies 
are more tailored towards dealing with “messy” or “complex organisational issues” 
involving “purposeful human activity” (Flood & Carson, 1993) 
 
If it is taken into account that, what is being sought is a management process that 
can be applied to realising BPR project successes in a real world context with an 
understanding that this real world constantly changes, it is easy then to relate and 
integrate with the soft systems view. As mentioned previously, SSM is probably the 
best documented methodology when it comes to soft system views and as such is 
the focus of the next section. 

5.3.3 Soft Systems Methodology 
 
This section is a summative view of Peter Checkland’s, 1999, SSM, highlighting 
concepts and methodology activities that can be transposed or adapted towards 
developing a proposed management approach that could improve the success 
rates of BPR projects. 
 
SSM is a systemic process of inquiry that caters for the creation of a conceptual 
understanding of the real world and its perceived problem, which then leads to 
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proposed activities that are debated in order to make a recommendation on the 
activities that will be implemented or “actioned to improve” the perceived real world 
problem (Checkland, 1999).  This sentence is quite a mouthful and yet it is still a 
very simple summary or view on what SSM is about.  Figure 5.2 is a pictorial view 
as depicted in Systems Thinking, Systems Practice (Checkland, 1999). 
 

 
 
Figure 5.2: SSM Inquiry (Source: Systems Thinking Systems Practice, Checkland, 
1999) 

The SSM model is actually made up of seven stages. Figure 5.3 illustrates the 
seven stages of the SSM model (Checkland, 1999). The next paragraphs will 
summarise what each stage entails, however, the focus will be on highlighting 
specific concepts and or techniques that are used as part of Stages 3 and 4, which 
are the systems thinking stages. It is also important to note that Stages 1, 2, 5, 6 
and 7 are not systems thinking based and represent the real world activities that 
are performed by the people involved in the problem situation (Checkland, 1999). 
Stages 3, 4, 4a and 4b are systems thinking based and involve the use of systems 
language and systems thinking with its associated techniques (Checkland, 1999). 
This should be noted as an important distinction between the systems world and 
the real world in terms of the SSM model definition as it highlights the fact that the 
systems thinking aspects can be interrelated with non-systems thinking aspects as 
part of a formal methodology. The interest within the research is directed towards 
the systems thinking stages, as the systems thinking techniques used are what will 
be explored for use and or adaptation. The stages are also important in 
highlighting how the real world can fit together with the systems thinking world 
which in turn will guide the development of the research objective, a BPR 
management approach. The next paragraphs will look at the description of the 
SSM stages as it relates to the context mentioned above. 
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Figure 5.3: SSM (Source: Systems Thinking Systems Practice, Checkland 1999) 

Stages 1 and 2 of the SSM are all about creating an expression or view of the 
situation in which the problem is perceived (Checkland, 1999). It is not about the 
problem itself. These stages are a means of creating rich pictures or a rich picture 
of the problem situation (Checkland, 1999). The outputs of these stages relay a 
visual display about the structures, processes and their relationships that exist 
within a specific context (Checkland, 1999).  
 
Stage 3 of the SSM methodology is the start for systems thinking. In this stage, the 
possible system or systems that are at work in the problem situation are identified 
and their purposes are described (Checkland, 1999). These purposes are termed 
“root definitions” (Checkland, 1999). The root definition or definitions, as part of the 
SSM methodology, are critical to developing the conceptual models as carried out 
in Stage 4 (Checkland, 1999). The root definitions are meant to describe the ‘what” 
of the system and not the “how” (Checkland, 1999). It depicts the view of the world 
that makes the situation meaningful (Flood & Carson, 1993). Stage 3 is iterative in 
the sense that the root definition evolves over the duration of the rest of the SSM 
stages within the model. In order to test the root definition, the “CATWOE” model 
can be used to ensure that the root definition formulated is concise, practical and 
systemically correct so that it could form a solid basis for the Stage 4 conceptual 
model development (Checkland, 1999). 
 
CATWOE is a mnemonic used to describe the followinh (Flood & Carson, 1993): 
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 “C” stands for “Customer” – It is an individual or groups or organisational 
roles and functional departments that will either benefit positively or 
negatively by this system, in other words, the impacted “beneficiaries or 
victims” of the system. 

 “A” stands for “Actors” – These are individuals who will be performing 
activities within the system. 

 “T” stands for “Transformation” – This term is to ensure that there is due 
diligence paid for creating an understanding of what inputs will be 
transformed and then output as it enters and exits the system 

 “W” stand for “Weltanschauung” – This is the view of the world that makes 
the system meaningful and is represented by the “root definition” itself. 

 “O” stands for “Owner” – Who can disrupt or abolish the system.  

 “E” stands for “Environmental Constraints” – What in the systems 
environment would be considered unchangeable and given. 

 
Asking questions that relate to the above descriptions in terms of CATWOE will 
strengthen and clarify the original root definition and will be updated if required 
(Checkland, 1999).  
 
The concept of root definitions as well as the testing and refinement thereof using 
the CATWOE model is of interest to the research going forward into the 
development of the BPR management approach. Still assuming that one has a 
BPR Project System, this system’s purpose is to successfully deliver its scope, 
inclusive of the project’s goals and objectives within a specific time, quality and 
budget that will benefit the organisation and its beneficiaries in a certain way. The 
input into this system is its current state of operating, which will be “transformed” to 
its future state. Furthermore, Meadows, 2008, mentioned as part of her system’s 
leverage points, the goal or purpose of a system is quite high in terms of 
influencing its behaviour and a clearly defined purpose or goal will help direct the 
system in terms of shifting towards the desired behaviour. This then leads us to the 
next systems thinking stage, Stage 4. 
 
As mentioned previously, Stage 4 is dedicated to creating a conceptual model of 
the system based on the root definition, and nothing else, derived as part of the 
Stage 3 output (Checkland, 1999). The model’s building language is simple and is 
based on only using verbs from the English language (Checkland, 1999). The 
model, when finalised, should contain a set of structured verbs that represent the 
minimum number of necessary activities required by the system represented by 
the root definition. Stage 4a is the application of the general model of any human 
activity system as posit by Checkland, 1999. Stage 4b is the “if required” step that 
is employed to convert the conceptual model to a more formalised model structure 
such as socio-technical systems or to represent the system dynamics (Checkland, 
1999). The research interest lies in the general model of the human activity system 
because a BPR project system is representative of a human activity system as it 
relates to the research presented in this thesis.  
 
Checkland, 1999, describes the following “formal system” (Source: Systems 
Thinking Systems Practice): 
 

 A system as it pertains to soft systems has an ongoing mission or purpose. 
A hard system view however is more in line with the research as it pertains 
to projects and the time constraint. This then translates into a system 
having objectives and or goals. 

 A system has a measure of performance in terms of progress towards 
achieving its goals. 

 A system has a decision making process, a “decision maker” or a decision 
authority. 
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 A system has subsystems which in themselves exhibit all properties of a 
formal system. 

 A system has components or subsystems that interact in order to influence 
one another or provide information. 

 A system belongs to a larger system or environment in which it interacts, 

 A system has a boundary which separates it from the larger system or 
environment. This can be formally defined in terms of decision making 
power that causes action or influencing power towards its environment 

 A system has resources that are at the disposal of the decision-taking 
process. 

 A system has some guarantee of continuity, stability and may be derived 
from internal or external to the system towards fulfilling the systems 
purpose, goal or objectives. 

 
Checkland, 1999, proposes that the value add of the formal system model is that it 
enables questioning framed in a manner that when asked will reveal inadequacies 
in the conceptual model and the root definition that underlies it. Questions, such as 
“Is the performance measurement model explicit?” and “Are the system boundaries 
well defined?” (Checkland, 1999). This value add can be taken further to the point 
where the formal system model itself can be used to create a conceptual model by 
asking questions, such as “What are the boundaries of the system?” and “Who are 
the decision makers for the system?”, will be explored in the next chapter (c/f 
Chapter 6). 
 
Stage 5 takes us back to real world activities as opposed to systems thinking 
activities. This stage is concerned with comparing the output of stage 2 with stage 
4 in an effort to create a debate about changes that can be introduced in order to 
alleviate any problem conditions (Checkland, 1999). This stage may also lead to 
improving the root definition and conceptual model (Checkland, 1999) which in turn 
once completed, will eventually lead to Stages 6 and 7 of the SSM model. 
 
Stages 6 and 7 of the SSM model are where firstly feasible and desirable changes 
are recruited from the output of Stage 5 (Checkland, 1999). Checkland, 1999, 
proposes three types of changes that can be considered, namely, changes in 
structure, changes in procedure and changes in “attitudes”. This proposal lends 
itself to the research in terms of classifying what changes from a systems thinking 
perspective can be considered in order to alleviate any problem situations that are 
perceived about the system. The last aspect within the SSM is that of 
implementing the feasible and desirable changes as part of Stage 7.  
 
The above paragraphs focused on describing the SSM model in the context of the 
research. A summary of the concepts, covered by Section 5.2 and 5.3, is next. 

5.4 Summary 
 
Chapter 5 firstly linked the research with systems thinking by propounding the 
concept of a BPR Project System and aligning the research in this thesis to prior 
research conducted in the application off SSM towards improving the practice of 
project management. As stated previously further research is recommended on the 
application of SSM to further improve the practice of project management (Turney, 
et al., 2013). In addition, a notable gap in prior research on the application of SSM 
was that the project influential factors were not considered as part of the 
recommended approaches and applications. The points above allowed us to 
pursue the discussion of the concept of system leverage points (Meadows, 2008), 
which perfectly aligned itself to the research in terms of project influential factors 
and their priority in terms of criticality of influence on a BPR project’s outcome.  
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The SSM model was further explored focusing on the following concepts and 
techniques within the systems thinking stages: the root definition concept as it 
aligns to projects goals and objectives, the CATWOE concept in its purpose of 
validating and strengthening the root definition; and the formal system model in 
validating the derived conceptual model. 
 
These concepts and techniques will now be explored for usage and adaptation, as 
part of the BPR management approach derived, as part of the research presented 
in this thesis and described in the next chapter. 
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6 Managerial Implications: The Pre Project 

Organisational Environment Enablement Model 

(P2OE2M)  

6.1 Introduction 
 
This section is aimed at addressing what the case study and literature review 
revealed as gaps with respect to a management approach pre-project initiation or 
organisation readiness assessment (Hussain, et al., 2014). This management 
approach will facilitate the understanding of the organisational influence on the 
project being planned for, prior to its execution. The BPR management approach 
will also afford a means of identifying negative organisational influences and 
provide a few recommendations as to how to mitigate such influences. The 
mitigation suggestions are not meant to be exhaustive as this is not the purpose of 
the research presented in this thesis. The purpose of the research is the BPR 
management approach pre-project initiation; in other words, it is a framework and 
or guideline, to facilitate the thinking process as it pertains to executing a project 
within an organisational context. 
 
The researcher has thus far reviewed prior research, which has led to the BPR 
project influential factors described in Table 2.1: Consolidated list of BPR Project 
Influential Factors Based on Prior Research. This table was further evolved as part 
of the case study work in to Table 4.2: Revised Project Influential Factors. As part 
of the research, the researcher also produced a conceptual model that facilitates 
the understanding of how an organisation’s culture and behaviour could influence 
the outcome of an executed project. The model is the ORoI model (Abdul Kader 
(ORoI), 2013). Using the fsQCA technique the researcher was also able to identify 
the relative importance or impact variance associated with the categorised BPR 
project influential factors (b/f Section 3.6.1) and appears in Table 4.17: Analysis 
Outcome of Relative Importance Appended with Set Coincidence Scores.  
 
In terms of the method development approach the CATWOE as well as the Soft 
Systems Model (b/f Chapter 5) have been discussed, in addition to aligning a BPR 
project in terms of its consideration as part of a super-system, which was called the 
BPR Project System. This alignment led to an understanding of the priority or 
influence of certain “leverage points” as defined by Meadows, 2008. 
 
The above information as contained and described in the relevant sections, now 
moves the researcher forward into fulfilling the purpose of the research. The 
researcher will, in this section, cover the model derivation as it pertains to the 
concepts adopted and adapted for use as part of the proposed BPR management 
approach in terms of executing projects. This will then lead to an overview of the 
approach itself as well as a detailed description of the phases and steps that exist 
within the proposed BPR management approach. 
 

6.2 Systems Concepts Adoption and Adaptation 
 
As discussed in Chapter 5, ST was reviewed as a consideration for being used and 
adapted in the generation of the BPR management approach. This section 
describes how these concepts will be adapted and used in the context of the 
proposed BPR management approach described in the next section. 
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6.2.1 Project Goals and Objectives 
 
The first concept to be adapted for use is that of the SSM Root Definition. As 
mentioned previously, a root definition (b/f Chapter 5) clarifies the purpose of a 
system based on a specific world view. Depending on alternate world views one 
might have variances in root definitions for a single system. For the purposes of 
the research the focus will be on the BPR Project System and the world view of 
executing a successful BPR project within its specific execution environment. 
 
As has been mentioned earlier, in order to successfully execute a BPR project one 
will have to successfully deliver on the scope of the project within time, quality and 
budget and meet the expectations in terms of the benefits that the organisation will 
incur. The scope of a project can be abstracted to the definition of the project goal 
and its associated objectives. It is worthwhile mentioning at this point that 
Meadows, 2008, suggested that a clear understanding of a system’s goal 
influences the outcome that would meet such an intended goal, and that in terms 
of the systems leverage points, this was ranked as number three. Restated in 
terms of the research, a clearly articulated BPR project goal and associated 
objectives would be critical towards creating a positive influence in the execution of 
a successful BPR project. 
 
Moving back to the adaptation of the Root Definition, two concepts from a Systems 
Thinking perspective were used, namely, CATWOE and PQR (b/f Chapter 5). 
These concepts can be used to define a robust and clear goal of a BPR project. 
This will create a solid foundation for creating a conceptual model guided by the 
defined goal and will be discussed next. 

6.2.2 Identify and Categorise Project Influences 
 
The activity to identify and categorise project influential factors is firstly rooted in 
the SSM comparison stage, Stage 5, of the SSM model (b/f Chapter 5). The stage 
as a concept will be used and adapted to suit the researcher’s needs accordingly.  
Taking into account that the SSM Stage 5 requires that a comparison be made 
between the outputs of Stage 2 and 4, it is quite important to note that the 
researcher has not adapted or used Stage 2 of the SSM model as defined by 
Checkland, 1999. This then means that there should be an alternate reference in 
order for a comparison to be made against the conceptual model. Based on prior 
research and the research presented in this thesis the research has produced, 
Table 4.18: New versus Prior Researched Factors (b/f Section 4.9.2), which will be 
used to create an alternate reference. 
 
Table 4.18, as stated above will be used to create an alternate reference for which 
a comparison will be made with the conceptual model created. In order for this to 
be effective, the same logic has to be applied to the creation of the alternate 
reference model to aid with the comparison. The logic of using nouns to create a 
conceptual model will be applied against the project influential factors in order to 
create a comparable model (c/f Section 6.3) against the conceptual model. 
 
This comparison will then be used to identify which factors are prevalent or not 
prevalent and which factors, could potentially, have a positive or negative influence 
on the considered BPR project or initiative. The main outcome being sought is to 
determine whether the negative influences are as relevant to the organisation and 
to the conceptual model created for the specific BPR project under consideration.  
 
These negative influences which have been identified will then need to be 
investigated further in order to mitigate the negative influence. The approach for 
which as it relates to the SSM model and its adaptation is covered next. 
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6.2.3 Mitigate Negative Influences 
 
Stage 6 of the SSM model (b/f Chapter 5) suggests the need to identify the 
feasible and or desirable changes that can be made. Checkland, 1999, also 
suggests that changes are relevant in terms of structural, procedural or attitudinal 
in nature. These three change types will form part of the BPR management 
approach, especially in guiding the process of determining what can be changed in 
order to mitigate negative influences.   
 
It is important to note that even though the above alludes to the creation of 
mitigation steps for all negative influences identified, not all negative influences 
need mitigation and neither does it mean that all mitigation steps identified need to 
be carried out in terms of actions and activities. There needs to be a balanced view 
as to which negative influences have a higher impact on the outcome of the 
proposed BPR project as well as which mitigation steps can be pragmatically 
implemented within the shortest space of time. This then leads us to the next 
section, which looks at the adaptation and consumption of Stage 7 of the SSM 
model. 

6.2.4 Focused Mitigation 
 
Stage 7 of the SSM model (b/f Chapter 5) brings us to the end of the adapted 
aspects of SSM as it pertains to the research. However, it does not mean that the 
BPR management approach will follow the same end point. The BPR management 
approach will still need to ensure that the work carried out thus far is not lost and is 
carried into the BPR project execution stages as defined by the BPR execution 
method that was selected by the organisation (c/f Section 6.3). 
 
Returning to Stage 7 of the SSM model and its adaptation and or usage in the BPR 
management approach, the researcher has chosen to use the SSM Stage 7 
conceptually. This means that the concept of Stage 7, as it relates to the 
implementation of identified changes, is relevant and will remain intact. 
Furthermore, there needs to be an approach or framework that could be used in 
order to guide which of the identified changes and or mitigation steps could be 
implemented in order to improve the chances of success, as it pertains to the 
proposed BPR project or initiative. 
 
This framework will make use of Meadows, 2008 suggested leverage points, in 
addition to the current researched outcomes of the cross case analysis conducted 
as part of the case study (b/f Section 4.9.3), which specifically refer to the 
categorised factors and their respective relative impacts that these have on the 
outcome of a BPR project or initiative. 
 
Now that the adoption of the systems concepts defined by Checkland, 1999, and 
Meadows, 2008 has been covered, the next step would be to define the BPR 
management approach recommended as part of the outcomes of the research 
presented in this thesis and fulfilling the research purpose. The next section will 
firstly provide an overview of the recommended model. Thereafter each 
component of the model will be described in detail in terms of its use and 
implementation. 

6.3 The P2OE2M Model Defined 
 
In this section, the research presented in this thesis, aims to fulfil the research 
purpose, namely, to derive a fit-for-purpose management approach that would 
guide project leaders in successfully executing their projects within their 
organisational environments (b/f Section 1.2). With the aid of a case study 
analysis, the researcher determined that an organisational environment has a 
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critical influence on the outcome of an executed BPR project or initiative. This 
influence can be a positive or negative one, depending on the existence of certain 
project influential factors (b/f Chapter 4). In aiming to mitigate the above mentioned 
negative influences, the researcher turned to systems thinking and, more 
specifically, the SSM model in order to derive a management approach that would 
facilitate the mitigation of identified negative influences.  
 
In seeking the management approach, the researcher developed the Pre Project 
Organisational Environment Enablement Model or the P2OE2M model. Pre Project, 
because the model is to be executed before engaging or executing the desired 
BPR project or initiative. Organisational Environment Enablement, because the 
model helps to identify and mitigate negative influences on a BPR project that is 
being considered, thereby enabling the organisational environment to improve the 
rate of success of the considered BPR project. 
 
The next section will briefly describe the model after which the ensuing sections 
will elaborate in greater detail the phases that are considered as part of the model. 

6.3.1 Overview of the P2OE2M Model 
 
Before taking a brief look at the P2OE2M model, one first needs to understand that 
this model does not replace any BPR method / methodology such as TOC, Six 
Sigma and Lean or any project method / methodology such as PRINCE 2 or 
PMBOK. This model is a management approach aimed at improving the success 
rate of executing a BPR project or initiative by enabling the organisational 
environment in such a manner that any negative influences that exist as part of the 
organisation can be identified and mitigated prior to the execution of a desired BPR 
project or initiative. This means that the need for an execution method / 
methodology is still maintained. Based on the organisation’s needs and standards 
a particular method or methodology should be employed. This is not explored any 
further within the research presented in this thesis, as this is not the intent of the 
research, but it is supported by prior research (Bell & Christina, 2006). 
 
Figure 6.1 highlights the phases of the P2OE2M model. The researcher elected to 
keep the SSM modelling approach (b/f Chapter 5) to depict the phases 
diagrammatically. This approach, as can be seen, continues into the next section 
where the detail of each phase is exposed.   
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Figure 6.1: P2OE2M Model 

Phase 1, Goal Definition, of the P2OE2M model is aimed at defining a clear goal 
for the desired BPR project. This will be achieved by using the CATWOE and PQR 
models (b/f Sections 5.2.2 and 6.2.1).  
 
Phase 2, Organisation Context Creation, is where the organisation will be 
analysed against the backdrop of the defined goal to determine all the aspects that 
will be required in order to achieve the goal. This will be achieved by pulling out all 
the nouns and using these nouns to create a context of the organisation as it 
relates to the desired BPR project or initiative represented by the defined goal. 
 
Phase 3, Negative Influence Identification, will now begin to focus on the 
improvement of the desired BPR project execution success rate. This will be 
achieved by comparing the organisational context against a framework derived 
from the research presented in this thesis, based on all the project influential 
factors.  
 
Phase 4, Mitigation Identification, will be achieved by elaborating on a technique 
that can be used to ensure that feasible and desirable mitigations are identified for 
mitigating the identified negative influences. The technique is centred around 
identifying the right stakeholders to include in an “executive one-day workshop” 
with the aim of traversing all identified negative influences and proposing feasible 
and desirable mitigations. 
 
Phase 5, Focused Mitigation, is the phase where the most influential negative 
influences and their mitigations will be looked at in order to determine which 
mitigations will be implemented and then to implement them. This will be aided by 
the framework derived by the research presented in this thesis. This framework is 
called the BPR Project Success Probability Chart (c/f Section 6.3.2.5). 
 
Phase 6, Project Transfer, is a phase that will be executed once the BPR project 
begins execution. This phase will ensure that all known negative influences that 
are not mitigated are carried over to the project as risks. Since most BPR and 
project execution methods / methodologies contain risk management practices and 
techniques this phase is deemed appropriate as it will further contribute towards 
improving the success rate of the executed BPR project. 
 
The above brings us to the end of the overview of the P2OE2M model. The next 
few sections will provide more detail on each phase.  

6.3.2 The P2OE2M Model Phases 
 
The previous section focused on providing an overview of the P2OE2M model. This 
section will look at the detail of the model, starting with the first phase, Goal 
Definition, and ending with the last phase, Project Transfer. 

6.3.2.1 Goal Definition 
 
Goal Definition is the first phase of the P2OE2M model. Within this phase three 
activities need to be performed, as depicted by Figure 6.2. The first activity 
involves applying the PQR model (b/f Chapter 5) towards defining the goal; the 
second activity involves applying the CATWOE model (b/f Chapter 5) to defining 
the goal; and the third activity uses the outputs of the first two activities and 
produces the outcome of Phase 1, which is the goal of the proposed BPR project 
or initiative. This phase is an important aspect as it sets the platform for ensuing 
phases. As mentioned by Meadows, 2008, a clearly defined goal of any system is 
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the third most influential and impactful leverage point towards the system achieving 
its purpose. The next few paragraphs will detail the application of each activity. 

 

 
 

Figure 6.2: P2OE2M Model Phase 1 Activities 

Activity 1.1 Apply PQR 
 
Before one can move towards the application of the PQR model as described by 
Checkland, 1999, a summary of the PQR model is probably required. PQR was 
positioned as an alternative to the CATWOE model in defining Root Definitions as 
part of the SSM Model (Checkland, 1999). This has been adapted (bf/ Section 6.2) 
within the P2OE2M model in order to aid the definition of a goal statement for the 
proposed BPR project.  It is a term that can help determine the following three 
things, as it relates to the derivation of a goal: 
 

 P – What we are doing 

 Q – How we are going to do it 

 R – Why we are doing it 
 
In order to contextualise the application of the PQR model a simple example 
follows. This example will be used as a golden thread all the way through the 
detailing of the ensuing phases of the P2OE2M model. The example was 
deliberately chosen to be relevant to the BPR phenomenon. 
 
The example follows: 
 

“Organisation X would like to consolidate two separate call centres, 
handling the application of an account and the fulfilment of the account opening 
respectively, including the management of status queries, into a single call centre. 
Organisation X customers are complaining that they have to continuously phone 
different call centres in order to get updates which is degrading their experience. 
As a result, Organisation X is losing potential customers. In aiming to achieve this 
Organisation X would like to propose that a BPR project be kicked off in order to 
realise the consolidation of the two call centres” 
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Using the simple example above, one can now apply the PQR model. Firstly, let us 
define the “what”. Organisation X wants to consolidate two separate call centres. 
This is what organisation X wants to do. Secondly we can move on to defining how 
Organisation X plans to do this. Organisation X proposes a BPR project through 
which the two call centres will be consolidated. Thirdly, “why” is Organisation X 
doing what it is proposing? Organisation X is losing potential customers. 
 
As can be seen, applying the PQR model is fairly easy notwithstanding the fact 
that one also has a simple example to work with. Using this information, one can 
create a first draft of our goal definition. The goal definition would be described as 
follows: 
 
 “Organisation X wants to consolidate two call centres by executing a BPR 
project in order to stop the loss of potential customers.” 
 
Now that we have created a draft goal definition we can move on to the next step 
in phase 1 and that is to apply the CATWOE model. 
 
Activity 1.2 Apply CATWOE 
 
Applying the CATWOE model is very similar to applying the PQR model. The intent 
of the model is not adapted, only its intended use is adapted. As mentioned by 
Checkland, 1999, the CATWOE model guided the definition of a robust root 
definition. Within the P2OE2M model the CATWOE application aids in defining a 
robust goal.  
 
As mentioned previously (b/f Chapter 5), “C” within the CATWOE model is aimed 
at defining the customer/s. If one were to take the example, one would end up 
stating the obvious, as the example points to the fact that Organisation X is losing 
potential customers. The key word to pick out is “potential”. These are not 
Organisation X’s customers as yet. These are potential customers who would like 
to open an account with Organisation X and who would have made an application 
to Organisation X for the fulfilment thereof. So the customer of Organisation X is 
actually potential customers who have applied for an account from Organisation X. 
It is important to note that we deliberately stated specifics and not merely 
mentioned the obvious. 
 
The second letter of the acronym CATWOE stands for actors. Using our example, 
one now needs to identify the actors that our example alludes to. In order to 
execute a BPR project, one would need a project team and as such the team 
would serve as the actors. 
 
The third letter “T” refers to what is being transformed. Organisation X would like to 
merge two call centres. As with defining the customer and elaborating more on the 
specifics, one should be specific about what is being transformed. The account 
application call centre and the account opening call centre are to be merged into 
one call centre. In addition, the query management within these two call centres 
has to merge as well. Thus far the customer, the actor and what one is aiming to 
transform have been identified. This now leads us to the “W” or worldview that is in 
question.  
 
To elaborate further on the worldview, the worldview should help understand and 
identify the problem statement or situation that needs resolution as perceived by 
any individual and or groups. Based on our example the worldview in question is 
that of poor customer experience due to Organisation X’s inadequate handling of 
customer calls for queries and status updates.  
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The next step is to identify the “O”, the owners, the individuals who can either start 
or stop the proposed BPR project. Hypothetically let us assume that the two 
managers accountable for the respective call centres are our owners. The reason 
for making this statement will become apparent when one moves to Phase’s 3 and 
4 of the P2OE2M model. 
 
The last area to look at as directed by the CATWOE model is that of the 
environment (“E”). The environment refers to both internal and external to 
Organisation X, as it relates to solving the problem statement depicted by the 
worldview described earlier. Notice that the researcher links the environment with 
that of the worldview, this is an important aspect as describing or identifying 
elements of an environment can be open ended unless a boundary is placed on it. 
The worldview is the boundary that is placed on identifying environmental elements 
for consideration when defining the goal. It is important to also note that the 
environment being referred to is the environment in which the problem situation is 
occurring. Noting the above statements, one can assume that Organisation X is 
losing potential customers as its competitors offer the same type of accounts and 
as such Organisation X finds itself in a very competitive environment. 
 
Now that both the PQR and CATWOE models have been applied, one needs to 
merge the outcomes into a robust goal. This is achieved in the next step of Phase 
1. 
 
Activity 1.3 Combine PQR and CATWOE 
 
The final activity of Phase 1 is to combine the outcomes of the application of the 
PQR and CATWOE models in defining a goal. A template can be used to aid the 
consolidation of these. Table 6.1 is such a template that can be used to aid the 
completion of Phase 1. 
 
 
Table 6.1: Template to Apply the PQR and CATWOE models 

Step to be 
performed 

Step Description Outcome 

Identify P Identify “what” needs to be 
done or “what” needs to be 
achieved 

Organisation X wants to 
consolidate two separate call 
centres 

Identify Q Identify “how” the “what” is to 
be achieved 

Organisation X proposed a BPR 
project 

Identify R Identify “why” the “what” is 
being aimed for 

Organisation X is losing 
potential customers 

Identify C Identify the customers that are 
being impacted or will be 
impacted if the “what” is to be 
achieved 

Customer of Organisation X is 
actually potential customers who 
have applied for an account 
from Organisation X 

Identify A Identify the actors that would 
execute the “how” in order to 
achieve the “what” 

A BPR Project Team 

Identify T Identify the transformation that 
would take place if the “what” 
is successfully executed 

The account application call 
centre and the account opening 
call centre are to be merged into 
one call centre. In addition, the 
query management within these 
two call centres has to merge as 
well 
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Identify W Identify the problem statement 
and clarify the “why” from a 
specific view point or 
worldview 

Poor customer experience due 
to Organisation X’s inadequate 
handling of customer calls for 
queries and status updates 

Identify O Identify who owns the 
resolution of the problem 

The two managers accountable 
for the respective call centres 

Identify E Identify the problem situations 
environment  

A competitive environment 

 
Using the information from Table 6.1, the following goal definition could be derived: 
(note that all elements were used in some form within the derived goal) 
 
 “The managers for the call centres that deal with account applications and 
account openings within Organisation X are proposing that a BPR project team be 
assembled to merge the account application call centre with the account opening 
call centre including the merging of the respective query management processes 
because Organisation X is losing potential customers to its competitors due to 
inadequate call handling of queries and status updates by both call centres.”  
 
Now that a clear goal is defined the next phase of the P2OE2M model can be 
executed. Phase 2 looks at the creation of the organisation context model. 

6.3.2.2 Organisation Context Creation 
 
The Organisation Context Creation phase of the P2OE2M model is based on trying 
to understand the current state of the organisation as it relates to the required 
elements needed to achieve the defined goal. This phase consists of two activities, 
the first being to identify the nouns or alternatively described as identifying the 
“who” and “what” of the organisation, and the second activity being to use the 
output of the first activity to derive a contextual diagram of the organisation. 
 
Figure 6.3 represents Phase 2 of the P2OE2M model. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 6.3: P2OE2M Model Phase 2 Activities 
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Activity 2.1 Identify “Who” and “What” 
 
The first activity within phase 2 of the P2OE2M model should guide the user in 
identifying the “who” and the “what” required to achieve the proposed BPR project. 
A question based framework directs the achievement of this aim. The question 
based framework is based on Checkland, 1999, Formal System. Having defined 
the goal of the proposed BPR project as part of Phase 1, the first component of the 
Checkland, 1999, Formal System has been achieved. This then leaves us with 8 
other components of the Formal System. These components were adapted in 
order to create the question based framework. Table 6.2 outlines the question 
based framework as well as the answers based on our example (b/f Section 
6.3.2.1) (note that the answers for the example is hypothetical and is not meant to 
be complete and exhaustive. It is used to illustrate the use of the question based 
framework and ensures continuity in illustrating the P2OE2M model across the 
phases) 
 
Table 6.2: Question Based Framework to determine the "What" and "Who" 

Adapted Formal 
System 
Components 

Question/s Answers for the example  

Performance 
Measurement 

What are the measures of 
success for the proposed 
BPR project? 

 A merged call centre 

 Increase in new customer 
acquisitions 

Decision Making Who will be the decision 
maker for the proposed 
BPR project? 
 
 
In which forums will 
decisions be taken? 

 Account opening call 
centre manager and the 
account application call 
centre manager 
 

 A project board 

BPR Project 
System 
Components 

Which business areas will 
be involved in executing 
the proposed BPR 
project? 
 
 
 
 
 
Who are the proposed 
BPR projects impacted 
stakeholders? 

 The account application 
and account opening call 
centre, the organisation 
project office and human 
resource department and 
a supplier or vendor for 
business process 
engineers. 
 

 The staff at the two call 
centres 

 Potential customers 
 

BPR Project 
System 
Components 
Feedback 
Mechanisms 

What will be the forms of 
communication that will 
be used within the project 
team? 

 Minutes from the project 
board meeting 

 Various forms of project 
documents 

External 
Components and 
Feedback 
Mechanisms 

Which external 
stakeholders or business 
areas will need to be 
informed about the 
proposed BPR project 
and its progress? 
 
How will they be 
communicated with? 

 The account management 
call centre and its staff 
 
 
 
 
 

 Company news letter 
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Adapted Formal 
System 
Components 

Question/s Answers for the example  

Resources What is the estimated 
Budget required for the 
proposed BPR project 
and does the organisation 
have unconsumed project 
investment funds? 
 
What are the tools, 
methods, and skills 
required to execute the 
proposed BPR project 
and does the organisation 
have them? 

 An estimated budget of 
R1 200 000.00 is required 
to execute the proposed 
BPR project. 
 
 

 

 Subject Matter Experts 
(SME) from the two call 
centres, A Project 
Manager, Business 
Process Engineering 
Practitioners, Human 
Resource Representative, 
the organisations selected 
BPR methodology, a 
project management tool 
and a document 
repository 

Boundaries/External 
Influential 
components   

Name the boundaries of 
the proposed BPR project 
decision making 
authority? 
 
What and or who external 
to the proposed BPR 
project would have an 
influence on the outcome 
of the proposed BPR 
project? 

 5% variance of budget 
and 5% variance on 
delivery timelines 

 0% variance to scope 
 
 

 The organisations 
investment committee 

 The account management 
call centre manager 

Continuity / Fulfilling 
purpose and or goal 

What are the proposed 
BPR project outputs 
which will ensure that the 
goal is met and 
sustained? 

 Analysis of the as-is 
processes of both call 
centres 

 A new target operating 
model for the merged call 
centre 

 
In Table 6.2 one notices that the application of the question based framework 
directs the answers towards selecting nouns, however, the answers themselves 
are explanatory in nature and do not necessarily only contain the nouns 
themselves. This approach aids in the building of the organisation context diagram, 
which will be detailed as part of describing activity 2.2, Document Organisation 
Context. 
 
Activity 2.2 Document Organisation Context 
 
Activity 2 within phase 2 of the P2OE2M model is aimed at creating a diagrammatic 
representation of the answers that were supplied for the question based framework 
described in the previous paragraphs.  The following three steps need to be 
followed when creating the context diagram: 
 

 First, extract all the “what” and “who” from the answers and place them on 
the context diagram. 
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 Second, select each “what” and “who” and draw an arrow indicating a link 
to an identified element that shares a relationship. 

 Third, indicate the relationship between the linked nouns on the context 
diagram. 

 
By using the three steps noted above, the example context diagram, as depicted 
by Figure 6.4 was created.  It should be noted that only the “what” and “who” 
identified in activity 2.1 should form part of the organisations context diagram as it 
is a reflection of the organisations current state. A further point to note is that no 
analyses of the organisation context diagram should be done in this phase. The 
next phase, Phase 3, Negative Influence Identification, begins our analysis work 
towards improving the success rate of the proposed BPR project. The next section 
will describe and illustrate the execution of Phase 3, Negative Influence 
Identification, of the P2OE2M model. 
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Figure 6.4: Example Organisation Context Diagram
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6.3.2.3 Negative Influence Identification 
 
Phase 3 of the P2OE2M model is where the case study outcomes (b/f Section 4.9) 
start to play a role in analysing the outputs from Phase 2. Phase 3 only has one 
activity, however, within that single activity two steps occur. This is depicted in 
Figure 6.5. The next few paragraphs will describe the activity and its associated 
steps. We will also continue with our example to illustrate its use and output. The 
output will be used to illustrate the use of Phase 4, Mitigation Identification. 
 

 
 

Figure 6.5: P2OE2M Model Phase 3 Activity 

Activity 3.1 Compare Organisation Context Diagram 
 
In order for negative influences to be identified in the organisation context diagram 
(b/f Section 6.3.2.2), a framework was developed using the BPR project influential 
factors. The BPR project influential factors were adapted to ensure relevance of 
analysis. This was needed due to the nature of the execution of the P2OE2M 
model, namely, “pre project”. This resulted in all BPR project influential factors 
having an influence on the outcome of a project within the lifecycle of the project 
post initiation, such as, “as-is analysis of existing processes is of good quality” and 
“the executive sponsor remained stable during the course of the project” being 
excluded from the model. The remaining BPR project influential factors were 
reworded in a question format that represented the state of pre project initiation, for 
example, the factor, “line management ownership of project delivery was 
prevalent,” was reworded to reflect that line managers are resource managers and 
posed the question that is represented by historical interactions resulting in the 
positive statement, “the organisation resource suppliers do not actively participate 
in project execution.” Each factor that was adapted was positioned on a scale with 
a positive statement at one end, highlighting a positive influence, and on the other 
end, a negative statement was positioned highlighting a negative influence. 
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This framework was developed by the researcher as part of the research 
presented in this thesis and was termed the “BPR Project Outcome Influential 
Scale” or BPOIS as an acronym and appears next as Figure 6.6. Now that there is 
a framework called the BPOIS model, one can move ahead to illustrate its 
application with the continuation of the example. One will start with Activity 3.1 a, 
and then move to Activity 3.1 b, immediately thereafter move to the fourth phase of 
the P2OE2M model, Mitigation Identification. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 6.6: BPR Project Outcome Influential Scale 

Step 3.1 a. Note all Negative Influences 
 
The first step in Activity 3.1 involves the identification of negative influences. This is 
achieved by looking at every element in the organisation context diagram as one 
works through each category of the BPOIS model. Once an element aligns itself to 
a negative statement, a tick “” is placed in the block next to the relevant 
statement.  The tick “” is a representation of alignment. A few examples of 
alignment, follows.  
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Example 1: 
 
From the organisation context diagram one notes that a vendor has to supply the 
Business Process Engineer. This means that the organisation does not have the 
required skills to execute the project immediately and has to acquire such a skill 
from a vendor. This then aligns itself to the negative statement within the Project 
Management category. The following will then be noted in the BPOIS model 
Project Management category as depicted in Figure 6.7. 
 

 
 

Figure 6.7: Example 1 Application of the BPOIS Model 

Example 2: 
 
From the Organisation Context Diagram, one notes that there are two decision 
makers accountable for the proposed BPR project. These are the Account 
Application Call Centre Manager and the Account Opening Call Centre Manager. 
This aligns itself to the negative statement in the Organisation Structure category 
and is noted as depicted in Figure 6.8. 
 

 
 

Figure 6.8: Example 2 Application of the BPOIS Model 
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Using the approach described in the two examples above the application of step 
3.1 a. was completed for our example organisation context diagram. This yielded 
the following results, depicted in Figure 6.9: 
 

 
 
Figure 6.9: Example Results for Step 3.1 a 

Having identified the negative influences on the proposed BPR project’s outcome, 
one moves forward to the next step where further analysis is required to identify 
the missing positive influences. 
 
Step 3.1 b. Note Missing Positive Influencing Elements 
 
It was quite important in Phase 2 to identify the proposed project’s decision making 
stakeholders and the stakeholders that could influence its outcome. The reason for 
this is due to the nature of this step, which is an interview based analysis. This step 
then also uses the organisation context diagram but in a different dimension. 
 
This is similar to what PMI, 2013, suggests should be performed on all identified 
stakeholders in their Stakeholder Management domain (b/f Section 2.4.1). The 
approach in the P2OE2M model, however, is different in terms of the outcomes the 
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user needs to achieve. In PMI, 2013, a stakeholder register is maintained in order 
to manage risk to the project by ensuring that the most influential stakeholders are 
identified and managed appropriately. However, the approach here is to use the 
BPOIS model as a guiding questionnaire to determine which elements the 
identified individuals feel are missing from the organisation, which could positively 
influence the project outcome. The following approach has to be followed in order 
to complete this step: 
 

 Each stakeholder represented as a decision maker or an influencer in the 
organisation context diagram has to be interviewed on a personal 
engagement. A group engagement is most likely to create debate and this 
is not the intention of this phase. 

 The identified missing positive influencing elements should then be noted 
for each interviewed stakeholder. 

 A cross “” should be placed in the relevant blocks in the BPOIS model for 
each noted missing positive influencing element. 

 
Once all the identified missing positive elements are noted, the next phase of the 
P2OE2M model can begin, which is the Mitigation identification. 
 
As an aid, to illustrate continuity, Figure 6.10 depicts the hypothetical completion of 
the application of Phase 3 for our selected example. 
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Figure 6.10: Example Results for Phase 3 of the P2OE2M Model 

6.3.2.4 Mitigation Identification 
 
Mitigation as a term is generally associated with risks. The researcher propounds 
that if a negative influence is present within the BPR project system (b/f Chapter 
5), a risk to the proposed BPR project would exist. This is the same that can be 
said for missing positive influences. The main risk posed is that the project 
outcome in terms of its success rate is reduced. This risk would require mitigation 
steps and, as such, this phase will focus on identifying those mitigation steps for 
each negative influence and each missing positive influence resulting from 
applying Phase 3. 
 
An approach will be required to achieve the above, and for that we first turn to the 
literature that was reviewed (b/f Chapters 2 and 5). Manganelii and Klein, 1994, 
suggest an approach towards ensuring alignment of project teams and 
organisation leadership as it relates to project scope and goals (b/f Section 2.3.5). 
Manganelii and Klein, 1994, suggest that an executive workshop be held to 
achieve this alignment. Similarly, Checkland, 1999, suggests that all individuals 
interested in solving a problem situation be involved in some sort of a meeting or 
workshop in order to determine the changes that will be required to resolve the 
problem situation. 
 
The above concepts were adopted for use in Phase 4 of the P2OE2M model. The 
approach of conducting a workshop is used, however, the aim of the workshop and 
its outputs are different. The aim of the workshop is to align all identified 
stakeholders within the organisation context diagram with the risk of failure for the 
proposed BPR project and to solicit debate and agreement on risk mitigation steps 
that need to be put in place to minimise the risk of negative project outcome 
influences and missing positive outcome influences. 
 
Similar to Phase 3, only one activity occurs in this phase. Figure 6.11 depicts the 
activity for Phase 4. 
 

 
 
Figure 6.11: P2OE2M Model Phase 4 Activity 
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Activity 4.1 Host One Day Workshop 
 
As mentioned above the aim of the workshop is to align all identified stakeholders 
within the organisation context diagram with the risk of failure for the proposed 
BPR project and to solicit debate and agreement on risk mitigation steps that need 
to be put in place in order to minimise the risk of negative project outcome 
influences and missing positive outcome influences. The mitigation steps identified 
will require some sort of change to be made in order to ensure that the identified 
associated risks to the project outcome are appropriately mitigated. Checkland, 
1999, suggested that only the following three types of changes can be made: 
 

 changes in structure,  

 changes in procedure and  

 changes in “attitudes” 
 
The third change, changes in “attitude”, which alludes to changes in behaviour and 
culture, is probably the hardest, yet most influential change that can be made, 
which as supported by Meadows, 2008 when she posited the system leverage 
points. Taking into account Checkland, 1999, and Meadows, 2008, suggestions 
that changes in attitudes and behaviours of individuals should not be attempted as 
it is not easy to influence the correct shift required, the mitigation steps identified to 
limit the risk of a negative project outcome within this phase of the model should 
focus on: 
 

 changes in organisation and or project structure  

 changes in organisation and or project procedure 
 
The following approach should be employed when hosting the one-day workshop: 
 

 Identify and invite all key stakeholders by using the organisation context 
diagram as a guide. 

 Once in the workshop begin by creating a common platform by presenting 
the output of Phase 3. 

 Secondly pick each noted item on the BPOIS model and discuss and 
agree the steps required to mitigate any risk that the negative influencing 
element or missing positive influence element poses to the project 
outcome. 

 Note the agreed steps, as they will be used within the next two phases. 
 
Table 6.3 depicts the template that was created to illustrate the results of Phase 4 
and serves as a continuation of the illustration component for our selected 
example. The results of the example are not meant to be exhaustive and are used 
merely to illustrate the application of phase 4 and the results that can be achieved. 
 
Table 6.3: Example Results for P2OE2M Model Phase 4 

Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Mitigation steps required for 
organisation and or project 
structure 

Mitigations steps required for 
organisation and or project 
procedures 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Proposed Project is 
prioritised according to 
organisation strategy 
and value outcomes 

No changes identified Proposed project to be presented 
at the investment committee for 
prioritisation 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence  

The required skills to 
execute the project are 
not available upon the 
initiation of the 
proposed project and 
need to be acquired 

Business Process Engineers to 
be recruited and form part of 
the organisation 

Engage with Vendor prior to 
project initiation to secure a 
contract for a Business Process 
Engineer 
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Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

The organisation does 
not have a standard 
project management 
methodology that will be 
followed 

A senior project manager must 
be assigned to the BPR 
proposed project 

An initiative to be executed within 
the organisation to select and 
implement a standard project 
management methodology 
 
 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Proposed Project 
implementation 
timeframe is not 
realistic. 

No changes identified A full estimate of the BPR 
proposed project should be 
conducted and presented at the 
project board for acceptance once 
the project is initiated and the 
scope of work is clearly 
understood  

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Proposed Project will 
align human resource 
policies within the 
organisation 

No changes identified No changes identified as human 
resource policy alignment is not 
part of the scope for the project. 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

A change 
implementation strategy 
has not been identified 
as one of the 
deliverables of the 
project 

A change manager must be 
appointed to the project 

The project deliverables must 
include a change implementation 
strategy 
 
 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

The organisation IT and 
BPR project execution 
business units are 
aligned 

The IT and BPR project 
execution business units are to 
merge to form one project 
execution business unit 
 
The project board has to 
include a senior member from 
the IT project execution 
business unit 

No changes identified.  

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Organisation does not 
have stable and 
standardised tools for 
business process 
analysis and design  

No changes identified No changes identified 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure is 
not planned for change 
during the execution of 
the proposed project 

No changes identified No changes identified 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Organisation has a 
strong relationship with 
all identified delivery 
partner/vendor 

Vendor Account Manager to be 
part of the project board 

No changes identified 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Organisation does not 
have a formal Business 
Process Management 
(BPM) structure in place 

No changes identified No changes identified 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Multiple point of 
accountability and 
decision making will be 
applied on the proposed 
project  

Project board chairman should 
be the executive manager 
heading up all contact centre 
operations 

No changes identified 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Organisation is eager to 
invest in large BPR type 
projects 

A BPR project investment 
committee should be 
established within the 
organisation 

The current investment committee 
to implement a process for fund 
allocations to BPR initiatives. 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Proposed project 
Business Process 
Reengineering 
approach is aligned to 
the organisation’s 
acceptance of change. 
(Radical or Incremental) 

No changes identified Project should revise the 
implementation approach so that 
it is incremental and phased. 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Organisation leadership 
external to the project 
can influence the project 
outcome 

Project board chairman should 
be the executive manager 
heading up all contact centre 
operations 

Project to manage key influential 
stakeholders on a weekly one-on-
one feedback engagement 
session 

 
The next phase of the P2OE2M model, Phase 5, Focused Mitigation follows next. 

6.3.2.5 Focused Mitigation 
 
Phase 5 of the P2OE2M model is aimed at determining which mitigation steps can 
be implemented. Implementation will occur in two separate instances. The reason 
for this is that not all the identified mitigation steps can be implemented outside of 
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the project itself. This reason will be explained further as we describe and illustrate 
the three activities that make up Phase 5. Phase 5 activities are depicted by Figure 
6.12. 
 

 
 

Figure 6.12: P2OE2M Model Phase 5 Activities 

Activity 5.1 Refine Mitigation Steps 
 
The first activity that needs to be performed within Phase 5 is adapted from SSM 
Stage 6 (b/f Chapter 5). Checkland, 1999, suggests that the changes identified as 
part of the SSM Stage 5 application should then be refined in Stage 6 by ensuring 
two key principles are met.  
 
The first principle is that the changes should be desirable. These are the changes 
that are generally systemic in nature and are gained from insights into the root 
definitions and the conceptual modelling activities. This is similar to what was 
achieved in Phase 4 of the P2OE2M model where desired mitigation steps were 
identified in a workshop. 
 
The second principle, as described by Checkland, 1999, is that the changes should 
be feasible given the organisation culture, the problem situation, the people in the 
problem situation and their collective experiences and prejudices. This principle is 
adopted in this activity. So, Phase 5, Activity 5.1 is focused on refining the 
mitigation steps identified in Phase 4 by ensuring the identified mitigation steps are 
feasible. 
 
This activity is a fairly straightforward activity as it involves getting agreement from 
the managers and or executives as to what mitigation steps are feasible within a 
short period of time. The organisation context diagram should guide the 
identification of the managers and or executives required to make the decision as 
to which mitigation steps are feasible.  
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The following two approaches can be used to get agreement on the mitigations 
steps: 
 

 The first approach is to hold individual meetings with the owners of the 
business functional areas for which the mitigation steps have been 
identified to determine feasibility. 

 The second approach involves holding another group session or workshop 
with all the impacted business functional area owners to debate and agree 
on the feasibility of the mitigation steps identified. 

 
Once this activity is completed, a refined list of mitigation steps should be 
produced for consumption in Activity 5.2, where the priority of the refined mitigation 
steps will be determined. 
 
For the purpose of continuing our illustration Table 6.4 serves as an example 
output of Activity 5.1.  
 
Table 6.4: Example for Activity 5.1 Refine Mitigation Steps 

Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Feasible Mitigation Steps 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Proposed Project is prioritised 
according to organisation 
strategy and value outcomes 

Proposed project to be presented at the investment 
committee for prioritisation 

Existing Negative 
Influence  

The required skills to execute 
the project are not available 
upon the initiation of the 
proposed project and need to be 
acquired 

Engage with Vendor prior to project initiation to secure 
a contract for a Business Process Engineer 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

The organisation does not have 
a standard project management 
methodology that will be 
followed 

A senior project manager must be assigned to the BPR 
proposed project 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

Proposed Project 
implementation timeframe is not 
realistic. 

A full estimate of the BPR proposed project should be 
conducted and presented at the project board for 
acceptance once project is initiated and the scope of 
work is clearly understood 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Proposed Project will align 
human resource policies within 
the organisation 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

A change implementation 
strategy has not been identified 
as one of the deliverables of the 
project 

A change manager must be appointed to the project 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

The organisation IT and BPR 
project execution business units 
are aligned 

The project board has to include a senior member from 
the IT project execution business unit 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

Organisation does not have 
stable and standardised tools for 
business process analysis and 
design  

Risk accepted – No mitigation steps identified 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure is not 
planned for change during the 
execution of the proposed 
project 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Organisation has a strong 
relationship with all identified 
delivery partner/vendor 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

Organisation does not have a 
formal Business Process 
Management (BPM) structure in 
place 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

Multiple point of accountability 
and decision making will be 
applied on the proposed project  

Project board chairman should be the executive 
manager heading up all contact centre operations 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Organisation is eager to invest in 
large BPR type projects 

The current investment committee to implement a 
process for fund allocations to BPR initiatives. 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Proposed project Business 
Process Reengineering 
approach is aligned to the 
organisation’s acceptance of 
change. (Radical or Incremental) 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 
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Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Feasible Mitigation Steps 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

Organisation leadership external 
to the project can influence the 
project outcome 

Project board chairman should be the executive 
manager heading up all contact centre operations 
 
Project to manage key influential stakeholders on a 
weekly one on one feedback engagement session 

 
Activity 5.2 Prioritise Implementation of Mitigation Steps 
 
Following on from Activity 5.1, the next activity, Activity 5.2, is aimed at prioritising 
the mitigation steps for implementation. This will be achieved by applying the BPR 
Project Success Probability Chart. This chart was created by citing the principle of 
the Standish Group, 1995, namely, the Success Potential Chart. The Standish 
Group, 1995, Success Potential Chart had points allocated to each success 
influential factor that was identified as part of that research. Points were allocated 
based on most influential to least influential as they were numerically ranked from 
1 to 10. The points totalled 100 and ranged from 19 points for number 1 to 3 points 
for number 10. These principles were used to create the BPR project Success 
Probability Chart. 
 
As previously indicated there were 6 BPR project influential categories that was 
worked with when the cross case analysis was conducted (b/f Section 4.9). These 
categories, were Project Management, Change Management, Information 
Technology, Management Support, Organisational Behaviour and Organisational 
Structure and were classified in terms of relative importance and impact towards 
influencing the success of a BPR project outcome (b/f Section 4.9). This 
information was used in the following approach to determine the points for each 
statement covered by the BPOIS model: 
 

 Category points were allocated by taking 100 points and distributing the 
points based on a numerical weighting of 1 to 3, where a weighting of 3 
was allocated points of 100/12*3 and a weighting of 1 was allocated points 
of 100/12*1 

 Organisational Structure and Organisational Behaviour as categories were 
given 25 points each as they were classified as the most relevant. 

 Project Management and Change Management were given 16.66 points 
each as they were classified second most relevant. 

 Information Technology and Management support were given 8.33 points 
as they were classified least relevant. 

 Each category statement was then evenly allocated points based on their 
category allocation. The reason is that in order to attain the full category 
points all positive statements have to be achieved and or all negative 
statement potential risks have to be mitigated. 

 
The BPR Project Success Probability Chart can be used to: 
 

 Calculate success probability prior to any mitigation steps being 
implemented 

o Allocate points to any statement row not marked with a tick or a 
cross. 

o Calculate the sum of all points to get the success probability. 

 Prioritise mitigation steps by taking into account the category and the 
associated statement row points: 

o Points per statement row determine the impact on the project 
success probability. This is the same for the category. 

o As a principle the category points determine priority and the row 
statement points determine influence on success probability. (This 
is due to the nature of the case study analysis results (b/f Section 
4.9)) 
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 Calculate success probability post mitigation step identification and post 
mitigation step implementation: 

o Allocate points to any statement row not marked with a tick or a 
cross 

o Allocate points to any statement row where mitigation step has 
been identified for implementation and or has been implemented 

o Calculate sum of all points, to get the success probability 
 

The above three uses will be illustrated as part of the continuation of the example. 
 
The BPR Project Success Probability Chart is depicted by Figure 6.13. 
 

 
 
Figure 6.13: BPR Project Success Probability Chart 

Figure 6.14 depicts the success probability prior to any mitigation being identified, 
as we continue with the example and P2OE2M model application illustration. 
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Figure 6.14: Example BPR Project Success Probability Score Pre Mitigation 
Identification 

Table 6.5 depicts the priority of the mitigation steps. 
 
Table 6.5: Example Mitigation Step Implementation Priority 

Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Feasible Mitigation Steps Implementation 
Priority 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Proposed Project is 
prioritised according to 
organisation strategy 
and value outcomes 

Proposed project to be presented at the 
investment committee for prioritisation 

2 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence  

The required skills to 
execute the project are 
not available upon the 
initiation of the proposed 
project and need to be 
acquired 

Engage with Vendor prior to project initiation to 
secure a contract for a Business Process 
Engineer 

2 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

The organisation does 
not have a standard 
project management 
methodology that will be 
followed 

A senior project manager must be assigned to 
the BPR proposed project 

2 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Proposed Project 
implementation 
timeframe is not 
realistic. 

A full estimate of the BPR proposed project 
should be conducted and presented at the 
project board for acceptance once project is 
initiated and the scope of work is clearly 
understood 

2 
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Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Feasible Mitigation Steps Implementation 
Priority 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

A change 
implementation strategy 
has not been identified 
as one of the 
deliverables of the 
project 

A change manager must be appointed to the 
project 

2 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

The organisation IT and 
BPR project execution 
business units are 
aligned 

The project board has to include a senior 
member from the IT project execution business 
unit 

3 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Multiple point of 
accountability and 
decision making will be 
applied on the proposed 
project  

Project board chairman should be the executive 
manager heading up all contact centre 
operations 

1 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Organisation is eager to 
invest in large BPR type 
projects 

The current investment committee to implement 
a process for fund allocations to BPR initiatives. 

1 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Organisation leadership 
external to the project 
can influence the project 
outcome 

Project board chairman should be the executive 
manager heading up all contact centre 
operations 
 
Project to manage key influential stakeholders 
on a weekly one-on-one feedback engagement 
session 

1 
 
 
 
1 

 
Figure 6.15 depicts the success probability if all feasible mitigation steps were to 
be implemented.  
 

 
 
Figure 6.15: Example Proposed BPR Project Success Probability Score if Mitigation 
Steps Were Implemented 
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Activity 5.3 Action Organisation Mitigation Steps 
 
Activity 5.3 is fairly straightforward and requires the identification of pre project and 
or organisational type mitigation steps. Once these have been identified, they 
would need to be implemented. Unlike various other phases and activities 
described and illustrated previously, there is no framework, template and or model 
that needs to be followed to produce the output.  
 
The following approach or sequence of sub activities is suggested towards aiding 
the completion of Activity 5.3 and ultimately ending Phase 5 and its activities: 
 

 Identify pre project / organisational actionable mitigation steps. 

 Draw up an action plan to implement the mitigation steps. 

 Execute the action plan before the proposed BPR project being initiated. 
 
Table 6.6 continues our example illustration and presents a view on the action plan 
output of activity 5.3. 
 
Table 6.6: Example Action Plan to Implement Pre Project Organisational Mitigation 
Steps 

Statement 
Description 

BPOIS 
Statement  

Feasible Mitigation 
Steps 

Implementation 
Priority 

Assigned 
Owner 

Implementation 
Due Date 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Proposed Project 
is prioritised 
according to 
organisation 
strategy and 
value outcomes 

Proposed project to be 
presented at the 
investment committee 
for prioritisation 

2 Project 
Sponsor 

YYYY/MM/DD 

Existing 
Negative 

Influence  

The required 
skills to execute 

the project are 
not available 
upon the initiation 
of the proposed 
project and need 
to be acquired 

Engage with Vendor 
prior to project initiation 

to secure a contract for 
a Business Process 
Engineer 

2 Project 
Sponsor 

YYYY/MM/DD 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

The organisation 
does not have a 
standard project 
management 
methodology that 
will be followed 

A senior project 
manager must be 
assigned to the BPR 
proposed project 

2 PMO 
Head 

YYYY/MM/DD 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

Organisation is 
eager to invest in 
large BPR type 
projects 

The current investment 
committee to 
implement a process 
for fund allocations to 
BPR initiatives. 

1 Investment 
Committee 
Chairman 

YYYY/MM/DD 

 

The last phase of the P2OE2M model, Phase 6, Project Transfer will be described 
and illustrated next. 

6.3.2.6 Project Transfer 
 
The execution of Phase 6 marks the end of the P2OE2M model. It only has a single 
activity, Activity 6.1 Transfer Project Actionable Mitigation Steps to Project for 
Implementation, and it is very similar to Activity 5.3 barring two aspects. Firstly, no 
implementation of mitigation steps occurs as part of this phase. Secondly, the 
mitigation steps required to be executed by the project once executed are 
documented and transferred to the project upon project initiation. Figure 6.16 
depicts the activity for Phase 6. 
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Figure 6.16: P2OE2M Model Phase 6 Activity 

Activity 6.1 Transfer Project Actionable Mitigation Steps and Known Risks to 
Project 
 
Activity 6.1 as mentioned above is very similar to Activity 5.3, however, it does 
have different outcomes. These outcomes are twofold. The first outcome is to 
identify and document all prioritised mitigation steps not actioned in Phase 5. 
These can be transferred to the proposed project. The second outcome is to 
document all known negative influences and missing positive influences not 
mitigated, which will also be transferred to the project. 
 
The suggested approach for completion of Activity 6.1 is as follows: 
 

 Any mitigation step not actioned that was identified and prioritised should 
be documented and transferred to the project upon its initiation with the 
aim that the project will action and implement accordingly. 

 Any negative influence or missing positive influence should be noted as 
accepted risks and transferred to the project upon initiation for impact 
monitoring and control. 

 
To finalise our example illustration, two tables were created. Table 6.7 depicts the 
first outcome of Phase 6, the documented mitigation steps that need to be actioned 
as part of the project; and Table 6.8 depicts the second outcome of Phase 6, the 
documented negative influences and missing positive influences that were 
accepted as risks. 
 
Table 6.7: Example Mitigation Steps to Be Transferred to Project 

 
Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Feasible Mitigation Steps Implementation 
Priority 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Proposed Project 
implementation 
timeframe is not 
realistic. 

A full estimate of the BPR proposed project 
should be conducted and presented at the 
project board for acceptance once the project is 
initiated and the scope of work is clearly 
understood 

2 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

A change 
implementation strategy 
has not been identified 
as one of the 
deliverables of the 
project 

A change manager must be appointed to the 
project 

2 
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Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Feasible Mitigation Steps Implementation 
Priority 

Missing 
Positive 
Influence 

The organisation IT and 
BPR project execution 
business units are 
aligned 

The project board has to include a senior 
member from the IT project execution business 
unit 

3 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Multiple point of 
accountability and 
decision making will be 
applied on the proposed 
project  

Project board chairman should be the executive 
manager heading up all contact centre 
operations 

1 

Existing 
Negative 
Influence 

Organisation leadership 
external to the project 
can influence the project 
outcome 

Project board chairman should be the executive 
manager heading up all contact centre 
operations 
 
Project to manage key influential stakeholders 
on a weekly one-on-one feedback engagement 
session 

1 
 
 
 
1 

 
Table 6.8: Example Accepted Risks Transferred to Project 

Statement 
Description 

BPOIS Statement  Feasible Mitigation Steps 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Proposed Project will align 
human resource policies within 
the organisation 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

Organisation does not have 
stable and standardised tools for 
business process analysis and 
design  

Risk accepted – No mitigation steps identified 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure is not 
planned for change during the 
execution of the proposed 
project 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Organisation has a strong 
relationship with all identified 
delivery partner/vendor 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Existing Negative 
Influence 

Organisation does not have a 
formal Business Process 
Management (BPM) structure in 
place 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

Missing Positive 
Influence 

Proposed project Business 
Process Reengineering 
approach is aligned to the 
organisation’s acceptance of 
change. (Radical or Incremental) 

Risk accepted No mitigation steps identified 

 
The next section will provide a summary of the phases that were described and 
illustrated. 

6.4 Summary 
 
Chapter 6 was dedicated to describing the BPR management approach derived by 
the researcher. It is aimed at improving the success probability of an executed 
BPR project. The P2OE2M model is the dominating output of the research and 
fulfils the purpose of deriving a fit for purpose management approach that would 
guide project leaders in executing their projects within their organisational 
environments successfully (b/f Section 3.1).  
 
The P2OE2M model as represented by Figure 6.17 is made up of six phases, with 
each phase having specific activities that need to be performed. These phases and 
their associated activities are: 
 

 Phase 1, Goal Definition 
o Activity 1.1, Apply PQR 
o Activity 1.2, Apply CATWOE 
o Activity 1.3, Combine PQR and CATWOE 

 Phase 2, Organisation Context Creation 
o Activity 2.1, Identify “Who” and “What” 
o Activity 2.2, Document Organisation Context 
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 Phase 3, Negative Influence Identification 
o Activity 3.1, Compare Organisation Context Diagram 

 Step 3.1 a, Note all Negative Influences 
 Step 3.1 b, Note Missing Positive Influence Elements 

 Phase 4, Mitigation Identification 
o Activity 4.1, Host One Day Workshop 

 Phase 5, Focused Mitigation 
o Activity 5.1, Refine Mitigation Steps 
o Activity 5.2, Prioritise Implementation of Mitigation Steps 
o Activity 5.3, Action Organisation Mitigation Steps 

 Phase 6, Project Transfer 
o Activity 6.1, Transfer Project Actionable Mitigation Steps and 

Known Risks to Project 
 
By performing these activities, the user will be able to identify negative project 
influences as well as missing positive influences and will be able to take mitigation 
steps in order to improve the success of the BPR project being proposed.  
 
In proposing the P2OE2M model, the researcher developed two specific 
components for use. The first component can be seen in Phase 3, Negative 
Influence Identification, and is termed the BPOIS model. This model is based on 
combining prior researched and current researched outcomes in terms of BPR 
project influential factors. It assists the user in understanding what factors are 
required within the organisation environment and the project itself in order to 
improve its success probability. 
 
The second component developed by the researcher is the BPR Project Success 
Probability Chart. This chart is based on the principles used to develop the 
Standish Group, 1995, Success Potential Chart, which is found in Phase 5 of the 
P2OE2M Model. As mentioned previously (b/f Section 6.3.2.5) it aids the user in the 
following three ways: 
 

 Calculate success probability prior to any mitigation steps being 
implemented. 

 Prioritise mitigations steps by taking into account the category and the 
associated statement row points. 

 Calculate success probability post mitigation step identification and post 
mitigation step implementation. 
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Figure 6.17: P2OE2M Model Phases and Activities 

It is worth noting at this point that the research also culminated in the development 
of the ORoI model (b/f Section 4.9.2). In fulfilment of the research purpose the 
following components that were developed by the research can be noted and 
highlighted; 
 

 The ORoI model 

 The P2OE2M model 
o The BPOIS Model 
o The BPR Project Success Probability Chart 

 
The researcher will now move towards concluding the research. This conclusion 
will cover a summary of the research contribution to knowledge, the limitations of 
the limitations, future work considerations and feedback received from published 
articles and a presentation. 
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7 Conclusion, Limitations and Future Research 
 
This purpose of this chapter is to provide bring together all the elements of the 
research into a discussion of how the research question was answered. Further to 
this point, the discussions will also focus on the contributions to knowledge and 
practice made by the researcher as well as avenues for further research. 

7.1 Introduction 
 
The research purpose was to derive a fit-for-purpose management approach that 
could guide project leaders to successfully execute their projects within their 
organisational environments (b/f Section 3.1). The purpose aligns itself to the age-
old search of discovering why projects of any nature fail. It has been stated in the 
research that currently the rate of failed BPR projects out rank that of successfully 
executed BPR projects (b/f Chapter 1). 
 
Various research endeavours had tried to provide solutions for the successful 
execution of BPR projects, based on certain project influential factors propounded 
by these research endeavours. It was found, however, that these research 
endeavours focused mainly on the BPR project itself and gave very little credence 
to the environment within which these projects were being executed. In addition, 
prior research did not consider the impact of uncertainty and continuous change 
experienced by today’s organisations (b/f Chapter 2). This was a gap that was 
highlighted as part of the research presented in this thesis. 
 
The researcher further noted that current BPR project execution methodologies, 
which were being hailed as the answers to organisational success, were not living 
up to their promises. The banking services industry in South Africa was a particular 
case in point. Banks in South Africa adopted Six Sigma and Lean in order to 
improve their business operations but were met with more failures than successes 
(b/f Chapter 1).  
 
In reviewing the literature associated with methodologies, such as Six Sigma, 
Lean, Theory of Constraints and BPR methods, it was found that most of the 
methods did not consider the execution environment by outlining their associated 
execution method or framework. Prior research into BPR approaches also found 
gaps in the field of BPR research related to the organisation’s environment and its 
readiness for BPR and it suggested further empirical research be undertaken in 
this space (Hussein, et al., 2013) (Hussain, et al., 2014).  
 
Literature by Furterer, 2009, and Manganelli and Klein, 1994 provided frameworks 
as a means of institutionalising a culture suitable for the execution of successful 
BPR projects. These frameworks, unfortunately, were suggested to run for 
numerous years before institutionalisation of the right culture would have been 
entrenched. In today’s rapidly changing world, needing many years to 
institutionalise a culture is a luxury that most organisations can ill afford. 
Organisations are very fluid and dynamic in nature, which means that a more 
relevant and appropriate framework that could be implemented in a much shorter 
timeframe would be suitable in our current frame of reference, which is a fast 
paced and ever changing world. 
 
The researcher noted the gaps stated above and set out to fulfil the purpose of the 
research by asking the following question (b/f Section 3.2): 
 
“How should a BPR project be executed within a financial service company 
to achieve an appropriate balance of the critical success factors?”   
 



143 
 

The central question was not enough to guide the research and further supporting 
questions were formulated to close the aforementioned gaps. The following 
supporting questions were asked: 
 

a) Has prior research identified all relevant project influential factors? If not, 
what are the other relevant project influential factors? 

b) Which project influential factors are more relevant or important to the 
successful outcome of a BPR project? 

c) How can the prevalence of the applicable BPR project influential factors be 
determined? 

d) What is required in order to enable and prioritise highly relevant and 
important BPR project influential factors that would lead to a successful 
outcome? 

e) How do the above integrate with current BPR project methodologies? 
 
The next sections will highlight how the research findings answered the questions 
by leading into a discussion of the contribution to knowledge made in the areas of 
theory, practice and methodology. In addition, the researcher will reflect on review 
exercises that were conducted as part of maintaining research validity followed by 
the limitations of the research, recommendations for future work and concluding 
remarks. 

7.2 Research Findings 
 
As narrated in the paragraph above, the next few paragraphs will look at the 
results of the research and how the results of the research answered the research 
question. Furthermore, in answering the research question the Researcher 
ultimately fulfilled the purpose of the research as well.  
 
The research purpose, as stated previously, was to derive a fit-for-purpose 
management approach that would guide project leaders in executing their projects 
within their organisational environments successfully. The fulfilment of the research 
purpose was supported by the central guiding question, which was further 
supported by secondary questions. 
 
Consequently; in order to fulfil the research purpose by answering the above 
questions, the researcher embarked on a journey that started with a pilot case 
study and literature review. The literature review helped solidify the need for the 
research by highlighting gaps in the management approaches applied to executing 
BPR projects (b/f Chapter 2). These gaps related to the focus of recent research 
endeavours and suggested avenues for further research (b/f Chapter 2). This 
approach was key in finding the answers to the first question; “a) Has prior 
research identified all project influential factors? If not, what are the other project 
influential factors?” By consolidating prior research findings and combining the 
output with the case study analysis, where each BPR project or unit of analysis 
was analysed, a few new findings emerged.  
 
A model was presented that integrated existing factors and the researcher’s 
contribution to reflect on the relationship and impact an organisations environment 
has on executing successful BPR projects. This was presented in the form of the 
ORoI model (b/f Chapter 4). The research revealed that organisational behaviours 
and structures played a major influential role in the outcome of an executed BPR 
project and that these factors resided outside the technical domain of the project 
itself.  
 
The above revelation was followed by highlighting which project influential factors 
were considered as most influential when compared to others. This insight came 
about by applying the fsQCA case study analysis technique (b/f Chapter 4) and 
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provided the answers to the second supporting question; b) Which project 
influential factors are more relevant or important to the successful outcome of a 
BPR project? The fsQCA analysis revealed that organisational behaviour and 
structure factors were most influential. This was followed by factors such as Project 
Management and Change Management, which in turn was followed by the lowest 
level influential factors such as IT and Management Support. 
 
Combining this knowledge with the work of Checkland’s, 1999, SSM (b/f Chapter 
5) and Meadow’s, 2008, System Leverage Points (b/f Chapter 5) the researcher 
developed the P2OE2M model (b/f Chapter 6). This model fulfilled the purpose of 
the research and provided the answer to the central question. The answer to the 
central question is to: 
 
“Apply a management approach pre project initiation in order to 

contextualise and understand what factors will critically influence the 

project’s success. Apply mitigation steps to the prioritised negative 

influences and missing positive BPR project influential factors, thereby 

improving the probability of the proposed projects success.” 

The management approach that was developed was the P2OE2M model and it 
provided a unique approach in aiding the execution of successful BPR projects 
within a financial setting, thereby improving the success rate of executed BPR 
projects. The P2OE2M model as represented by Figure 37 (b/f Chapter 6) is made 
up of six Phases, with each phase having specific activities that need to be 
performed.  
 
The phases of the P2OE2M model and their associated activities are: 

 Phase 1, Goal Definition 
o Activity 1.1, Apply PQR 
o Activity 1.2, Apply CATWOE 
o Activity 1.3, Combine PQR and CATWOE 

 Phase 2, Organisation Context Creation 
o Activity 2.1, Identify “Who” and “What” 
o Activity 2.2, Document Organisation Context 

 Phase 3, Negative Influence Identification 
o Activity 3.1, Compare Organisation Context Diagram 

 Step 3.1 a, Note all Negative Influences 
 Step 3.1 b, Note Missing Positive Influence Elements 

 Phase 4, Mitigation Identification 
o Activity 4.1, Host One Day Workshop 

 Phase 5, Focused Mitigation 
o Activity 5.1, Refine Mitigation Steps 
o Activity 5.2, Prioritise Implementation of Mitigation Steps 
o Activity 5.3, Action Organisation Mitigation Steps 

 Phase 6, Project Transfer 
o Activity 6.1, Transfer Project Actionable Mitigation Steps and 

Known Risks to Project 
 
Phase 2 of the P2OE2M model covers answers to the supporting question, “c) How 
can the prevalence of the applicable BPR project influential factors be 
determined?”  
 
Phases 3 to 5 partially answer the supporting question, “ d) What is required in 
order to enable and prioritise highly relevant and important BPR project influential 
factors that lead to a successful outcome?” The reason for partially answering the 
question lies in the mitigation identification. This is based on real world interaction 
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and any number of possibilities could exist for which the research would be ill 
equipped to cater. It does, however, help to identify the mitigations that are 
required. 
 
Phase 6 caters for the supporting question, “e) How do the above integrate with 
current BPR project methodologies?” The integration point lies between the end of 
the P2OE2M model and the beginning phase of any adopted BPR execution 
methodology. A handover of information occurs at this point to ensure sustained 
focus is placed on risks identified by the work carried out in the P2OE2M model. 
 
Having now covered the findings of the research and posited how the method 
facilitated the formation of the findings to answer the research questions, focus can 
be placed on the contribution avenues of the research. This is covered next. 

7.3 Theoretical Contribution 
 
The theoretical contributions discussed in this section are based on the literature 
reviews conducted and the research results. 
 
Firstly, if one looks at prior research conducted to understand which factors 
influence the success of a BPR project, the research found that the presence of 
line management support was actually a negative factor and might contribute 
towards BPR project failure. This is in direct contradiction with existing theory as 
suggested by Den Hengst & de Vrede, 2004, and David, 2008. However, this could 
be attributed to management competence and the type of leadership, as prior 
research suggested that there was a link between organisation and employee 
perfomance and management competence and leadership style (Edward & 
Mbohwa, 2013) (Sorsatakaro & Wako, 2014). Further research into understanding 
management styles and management competence levels and their relationship to 
BPR implementations could provide more understanding. 
 
Secondly, keeping the focus on BPR project influential factors, the research added 
to the list of factors that was known and made known by prior research. The 
following BPR project influential factors were identified through the research 
presented in this thesis: 
 

 Organisation Functions/ Operations Structure was stable during the 
execution of the project. 

 Single point of accountability and decision making was applied on the 
project (inherent within organisation management structures). 

 Executive Sponsor for the project remained stable. 
 
The third theoretical contribution could be seen as an advancement of the 
identification of new project influential factors and not a new contribution, however, 
the researcher argues that the ORoI model that was developed is an additional 
theoretical contribution and advances the knowledge of understanding which 
organisational type factors critically influence the outcome of an executed BPR 
project. The model was also created by classifying the project influential factors in 
terms of their relevance and influential impact, as was discovered by applying the 
fsQCA technique. This is supported by Hussain et al., 2014, in their 
recommendation for future research to understand the criticality of change 
management and the capability of organisations to absorb the demand for change. 
 
It was noted that current theory did not address the relative importance of related 
factors on the effect of the outcome of a BPR project within an empirical setting (b/f 
Chapter 2). Employing the fsQCA technique for the cross case analysis assisted in 
classifying the relative importance of BPR project influential factor categories to 
each other. It was found that organisational behaviour and structure categories 
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were most influential, followed by project and change management. Least 
influential were the categories management support and information technology.  

(NB: The above noted theoretical contributions was accepted for publishing in the South 
African Journal of Industrial Engineering on the 13 February 2016 (ISSN 2224-7890 (on-
line); ISSN 1012-277X (print)).) 

7.4 Practice Contribution 
 
Moving to the P2OE2M model developed by the researcher, in order to answer the 
questions and fulfil the purpose of the research, the researcher quotes Bashein et 
al. (in Sethi and King, 1998). 
  
“Obviously, more research is needed to support confident recommendations for 
action”.  
 
Bashein et al. (in Sethi and King, 1998), put forward the need for an approach that 
would identify organisational influences on projects and would mitigate them prior 
to the initiation and execution of any BPR initiatives. This is further supported by 
Hussain et al., 2014. They recommended further avenues of research, in 
particular, identifying those factors that negatively contribute towards an 
organisation’s readiness for BPR. This need was advanced by the research and 
the result was the P2OE2M model. The P2OE2M model is a unique approach 
developed by combining the thinking and work of Checkland, 1999, and Meadows, 
2008, and the results of the cross case study analysis. The P2OE2M model is 
argued as a valuable contribution to the practice of BPR project execution 
methodologies.  
 
Having outlined the theoretical contributions of the research, the further 
contribution of knowledge relating to the research methodology is discussed next. 

7.5 Methodological Contribution 
 
In defining the methodology for the research, the researcher adapted Yin’s, 2009, 
approach (b/f Chapter 3). The researcher elected to start the process of a case 
study analysis by defining the research purpose instead of developing a theory. 
This approach was supported by Cresswell, 2009 and Yin, 2009, when they 
suggested that not all case studies might require propositions, hypothesis or 
theories and that the purpose of the research may suffice in their place. 
 
Further to the above contribution towards case study research methodology 
practices, as they relate to the application of the research purpose, the researcher 
found himself in a dilemma of selecting the appropriate “cross case synthesis” (Yin, 
2009) or cross case analysis technique. This dilemma of selecting an appropriate, 
robust and proven way of conducting a qualitative analysis of aggregated findings 
led to the adoption of the QCA cross case analysis technique. Ragin and Rihoux, 
2009, mentioned the QCA technique and its five uses in the book “Configurational 
Comparative Methods, Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) and Related 
Techniques”. QCA can be used to summarise data, check coherence of data, 
check hypotheses or existing theories, conduct a quick test for conjecture and 
facilitate the development of new theoretical arguments (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). 
 
The uses that most aligned with the research was that of developing new 
theoretical arguments and tests for conjecture. A nuance of the QCA technique, 
namely, fsQCA was intertwined into Yin’s, 2009, suggested approach. A 
framework for applying fsQCA was developed (b/f Section 3.5.6) to ensure that the 
research methodology was robust and catered for the research needs. This 
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framework and further adaptation of Yin’s, 2009, approach adds to the contribution 
of case study methodologies. 
 
This brings us to the end of the discussions on knowledge contribution. The next 
section will reflect on the exercises that were conducted to strengthen the validity 
of the research. 

7.6 Reflections on Research Validity Reviews 
 
In support of the validation work suggested by section 3.6 it was important to 
ascertain the validity of the research by employing techniques that would involve 
reviews of the research and its results. As mentioned above articles were 
published on the www.BPMInstitute.org website domain (see Appendix O) where 
feedback was received. In addition, a presentation (see Appendix M) was held to a 
particular group of participants, including practitioners and academics, (see 
Appendix L), whereby feedback was obtained (see Appendix K). This section will 
cover the feedback received on both the published articles and the presentation. 
 
In terms of the feedback received on the published articles, the majority of the 
comments suggested that the organisational behaviours and structures 
represented by the ORoI model were indeed a new way of looking at why BPR 
projects failed. Words such as; “key insights”, “new wave of thinking about BPR” 
and “new way of thinking” (see Appendix O) are suggestive of knowledge addition 
to the BPR domain. It also affirmed the research need. One comment, however, 
(not contradictory to the research), suggested that an alternate way of looking at 
executing BPR projects is by considering a BPR project as a “micro organisation” 
in its own right. By doing that the BPR project would be a “supplier” to the 
organisation. This could be an alternate way of looking at a BPR project, but it was 
not considered by the researcher. 
 
Moving forward to the presentation, which focused on the results of the research 
namely the P2OE2M and the ORoI models, feedback was mostly positive in terms 
of the contribution to knowledge and practice to the BPR project community and 
domain (see Appendix K). Participants were selected for their practical and 
academic exposure to BPR type projects. This was important in order to establish 
credibility and validity to the research. Comments that were made included:  
 
“This approach and the application of the model is in the right direction for the 
empowerment of the project managers…” 
  
“There is a strong need for a pre project/program evaluation on the socio-political 
factors that inhibit the potential success of an initiative.” 
 
“…something we could apply to engage our clients at project initiation…” 
 
The comments received during the presentation suggest that the P2OE2M model 
does contribute to the practice of BPR project executions and that it has a high 
degree for practical applications. 
 
In addition to the positive comments received on both the published articles and 
the presentation feedback, comments were received regarding the expansion of 
the P2OE2M model. This will be covered in a latter section where we look at future 
work recommendations. Next a discussion on the limitations of the research will be 
covered. 
 

7.7 Limitations of Research 
 

http://www.bpminstitute.org/
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The research presented in this thesis focused on executing BPR projects within a 
specific industry, specific geography and using specific process improvement 
methodologies. The key word ‘specific’ advances limitations related to the 
proposed research.  
 
Firstly, the research presented in this thesis did not focus on all service industries 
and would therefore not advance any generic outcomes that might add value to all 
service type industries. This is a limitation on the generalisability of the research. 
As the research was conducted within a financial institution and any outcomes will 
be advanced for use within that industry only.  
 
Secondly, the selected organisation, termed as the Bank in this thesis, is South 
African (SA) based, with a global presence. Every effort was made to select 
projects that span globally; failing which only SA executed BPR projects were 
selected. This is not a major limitation as financial industries globally make 
available financial services that are similar, if not equal, in nature and differences 
may exist in culture and organisational structures.  
 
The primary limitation was that the research presented in this thesis was exposed 
to only two process improvement methodologies and their respective variants, 
namely, Six Sigma, Lean Engineering, Six Sigma for Service, Lean for Service and 
Lean Six Sigma. This is an important limitation to note as the outcome of the 
research should not duplicate other process improvement methodologies. To 
overcome this limitation and to add credibility to the research, a considerate effort 
was made to include literature on alternate process improvement or reengineering 
methodologies such as Theory of Constraints. 

7.8 Recommendations for Future Research 
 
Even though the researcher considers the research presented in this thesis as 
completed in that it has answered the research question and fulfilled the purpose 
of the research, there are some considerations and recommendations that need to 
be brought forward as items for future work. 
 
The first item is to test the effectiveness of the P2OE2M model to improve the 
success rate of a BPR project or initiative. Remember that the P2OE2M model is a 
suggested management approach, that if applied would improve the success rate 
of a BPR project or initiative. This piece of work would be recommended as the 
first item to consider for a post-doctoral study spinning of the research presented in 
this thesis. 
 
The second item for recommendation is that of applicability and generalisability of 
the P2OE2M and ORoI models. The research was limited in terms of scope to the 
domain of executed BPR projects or initiatives within a financial institution setting. 
A worthwhile endeavour would be to prove the P2OE2M and ORoI model 
applicable to other types of project domains like IT projects. This would in turn 
generalise the findings of the research presented in this thesis. This item was a 
common item that was suggested by feedback comments received on the 
published articles and presentation. 
 
Relaying back to the comments on the presentation, a third item for consideration 
was brought forward when a question was asked by one of the presentation 
participants on the inclusion and or integration to process maturity models such as 
CMMI. This thinking was not part of the research and was not suggested as having 
to be answered to fulfil the purpose of the research, however, the researcher would 
consider this as a piece of work to be carried out in the future. 
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Further to the process maturity integration comment a suggestion was made by 
one of the presentation participants to expand the P2OE2M model so that it would 
be collaborative instead of prescriptive. The question arises as to how the P2OE2M 
model can be integrated into existing organisation BPR project execution 
processes. Are all the elements prescriptive in terms of execution and sequencing 
or can certain phases and or activities be modified, excluded or re-sequenced in 
order to align to the organisations needs and current processes? This question and 
the answering thereof are recommended as a future research development. 
 
The above recommendations are not meant to be exhaustive, but do represent 
what the researcher contemplates to be future work developments. A few 
concluding remarks follows next. 

7.9 Concluding Remarks 
 
In attaining the understanding of why BPR projects fail, numerous prior researches 
uncovered project influential factors in negative and positive forms. The majority 
focus however has been to look at BPR projects in isolation of the execution 
environment, which is the organisation for which the projects are being executed. 
The research presented in this thesis aims at closing this gap and has shown that 
the organisation also plays a critical part in influencing a BPR projects outcome by 
virtue of the organisations culture, behaviour and fluidity in structures. 
 
Furthermore, in aiming to improve the success rate of executed BPR projects, a 
model was therefore derived to offer a unique approach that will facilitate the 
understanding of project influential factors prior to the execution of a BPR project, 
while facilitating the enablement of an environment conducive to executing a 
successful BPR project.  
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Appendix A: Application of Case Study Selection Protocol 
 

 
 

Appendix B: Findings and Timeline View of Projects  
 

Project 1 
 
 

Restated Prior Researched Project Influential Factors 

Factor (BPR Online 
Learning Centre, 1999) 
(David, 2008) (Den Hengst 
& De Vreede, 2004) 
(Grover, et al., 1995) 

Present 
in Project 

Impact to 
Project 

Comments 

No resistance to changes 
being introduced by the 
project 

No Negative There was buy-in for the value of 
conducting BPR projects, erratic 
sometimes, however the issue was that 
there were too many initiatives on-going 
which was creating change fatigue hence 
the resistance.  

BPR Philosophy between 
project and organisation is 
aligned  

Yes Positive Buy-In for the BPR concept was 
prevalent from Top Management. This 
led to strong willingness for engagement 
and sharing of information. 

Project had a detailed 
Stakeholder Mapping and 
Engagement Plan in place 

No Negative Even though there was never a concern 
around stakeholder management within 
the project, due to the organisation 
restructuring stakeholders were either 
identified very late or changed without 
any notification. 

Analysis of As-Is Processes 
was of good quality 

Yes Positive Very senior resources were allocated to 
the project. Project Resources were 
either certified as Six Sigma Black Belt or 
Green Belt Process Engineers. 

Design of To-Be Processes 
was of good quality 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised 

Step Category Question
Project 1

Result

Project 2

Result

Project 3

Result

Project 4

Result

Project 5

Result

Project 6

Result

Project 7

Result

1 Mandatory
Is a detailed project plan 

available?       

2

Mandatory 

(if negative

on step 1)

Is a detailed implementation 

proposal available?
N/A N/A   N/A N/A 

3 Mandatory

Is the BPR project focused on 

an organisational business unit, 

including strategy and lowest 

level process execution?

      

4 Mandatory
Is there evidence of the use of a 

project execution methodology?       

5 Mandatory

Are Six Sigma and or Lean 

Engineering used as the process 

improvement methodology?
      

6 Supportive Is a Project Charter available?       

7 Supportive Is a Business Case available?       

Step Category Question
Project 1

Result

Project 2

Result

Project 3

Result

Project 4

Result

Project 5

Result

Project 6

Result

Project 7

Result

1 Mandatory
Have all artefacts per project

been obtained?       

Exploratory Questions per Project

Validation Questions for Artefacts Required
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Organisation is eager to 
invest in large BPR type 
projects 

No Negative This came about later in the project when 
the Business Unit embarked on a 
restructure, impacting Executive 
Sponsorship. Project Funding constantly 
fluxed between states of “approval” to 
“under discussion for approval”. 

Project outcomes are in 
alignment of Organisation 
Vision and Goals 

Yes Positive There was very strong alignment 
between the project deliverables and the 
strategy of the business unit. Huge focus 
was placed in reducing operational costs. 
This was directed from CEO/COO levels. 

Organisation has a formal 
Business Process 
Management (BPM) 
structure in place 

No Negative There was no evidence of formal 
business process ownership and 
management, which led to numerous 
debates on business process work 
carried out as various stakeholders were 
engaged for sign off. 

Organisation has a 
Continuous Improvement 
Philosophy that aligns  with 
the Organisation Strategy 

Yes Positive This point allies itself with two other 
factors, namely;  BPR Philosophy and 
Alignment of Vision and Goals 

The project benefit 
calculations were realistic 
and undisputed 

No Negative There was constant debate as to the 
benefits of executing the project. It was 
not a question of having quantitative 
verse qualitative benefits. It was about 
always showing a huge quantitative 
benefit in terms of financial returns in 
order to sell the business case. 

Project had an excellent 
communication strategy and 
executed accordingly 

Yes Positive Communication within the project teams 
and project stakeholders was very 
efficient and effective.  

Project identified and 
trained all impacted 
stakeholders 

Yes Positive Due to the lack of buy-in there were 
constant interventions focused on 
training impacted stakeholders about 
BPR concepts and the project outcomes. 

Project deliverables and 
outcomes  motivated all 
impacted stakeholders 

No Negative There was unfortunately no motivation 
strategy for impacted stakeholders. The 
project was seen as a cost cutting 
exercise which led to employees feeling 
uncertain of job stability. 

Project had a detailed 
change management 
strategy and executed 
accordingly 

Yes Positive Change management was focused on 
acquiring buy-in for the project. The 
Executive Sponsors agreed about the 
value of doing the project. It was the 
restructure of the business unit that was 
preventing the project from moving 
forward. 

Project had a defined team 
structure with strong 
engagement and cohesion 

Yes Positive The project team was made up of very 
senior resources who had worked on 
successful projects before. This helped 
the team to persevere with the project for 
several months even in the midst of all 
the challenges the project was facing. 

Project deliverables and 
outcomes aligned human 
resource policies within the 
organisation 

Yes Positive There was agreement that this project 
will refresh and align human resource 
policies. 

Project process design was 
customer centric 

Yes Positive The project kicked off due to 
interventions being highlighted out of the 
last Customer Survey. 

Project was independently 
managed by an 
experienced Project 
Manager using an industry 
accepted project 
management methodology 

No Negative Both the project managers that were 
involved in the project were merely 
project administrators. The project 
manager’s line manager was having 
independent discussions with executive 
approvers which led to project decisions 
being made. 

Project was prioritised 
according to organisation 
strategy and value 
outcomes 

No Negative Due to the lack of an Investment 
Committee or integration into an existing 
Project/Portfolio Investment committee, 
the project was never given priority. 
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Project standardised 
reengineered products 
inclusive of processes 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised  

Executive sponsorship 
existed and Executive 
Sponsor actively 
participated 

No Negative Due to the organisation restructure 
executive sponsor assignment was in 
debate. Participation was also erratic.  

Project had an undisputed 
compelling Business Case 
for change 

Yes Positive It was unanimously agreed by all 
executive approvers that the business 
case was compelling. 

Project used a proven 
Process Improvement 
Methodology 

Yes Positive All Process work was of high quality. This 
was due to skilled Six Sigma resources 
that were following the Six Sigma 
methodology.  

Line management 
ownership of project 
delivery was prevalent 

Yes Negative This factor had a very negative impact on 
the project. This factor linked to the new 
factor identified as 
“Organisation/Business Politics”, 
whereby line management changed 
decisions and approaches constantly 
based on which executive they spoke to 
last.  

Project team had strong IT 
awareness and IT 
understanding when 
considering Business 
Process Integration into the 
IT system landscape 

Yes Positive Project team was aware of IT as they 
have worked on IT projects previously. 
They also engaged with IT to determine 
integration and overlapping points. 
These were raised as risks to top 
management. 

Project had an approved 
Scope of Work (SOW) 
which was stable and or 
managed according to 
proper change control 
processes 

No Negative Due to the matrix executive approval 
structure, the organisation restructure, 
and other projects duplicating work there 
was constant scope changes. These 
changes were also managed 
inconsistently. 

Selected Business Process 
Reengineering approach 
was aligned to 
organisation’s acceptance 
of change. (Radical or 
Incremental) 

Yes Positive All executive approvers agreed to select 
a single approach in order to improve 
business processes. The incremental 
approach was selected to reduce impact 
to organisation structures and IT 
systems.  

Project benefit expectations 
were undisputed and 
measurable 

No Negative None was realised due to the project 
premature closure, however there was 
constant debate around the benefits of 
the project even though there was an 
agreement as to the project’s value in 
supporting the organisation’s business 
unit strategy. 

Project implementation 
timeframe was realistic and 
planned for based on 
approved scope. 

No Negative Even though the project had a plan, 
which was approved, there was constant 
unrealistic timeframes being forced on to 
the project teams which was driven by 
line management. Timelines that were 
planned were also not met due to the 
constant debates arising between the 
executive approvers around scope and 
funding. 

Organisation had a 
management structure that 
supported Project Execution 

No Negative There was dominant matrix management 
structure which created complex decision 
points which resulted in constant debates 
around scope and funding. Investment 
committees were set up to manage BPR 
projects, however was later dissolved 
due to debates around project approvals. 

Organisation/Business 
Politics did not influence 
decisions made on the 
project 

No Negative Due to the matrix management structure 
multiple executive stakeholders were 
consulted for project approvals. This led 
to various debates and collusions around 
scope, sponsorship, and funding as well 
as the benefits of executing BPR 
projects. 
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Organisation had a high 
change adoption rate 

No Negative Due to change fatigue within the 
organisation the adoption rate and buy-in 
for the concept of BPR and the value that 
can be derived from executing such a 
project was lengthy. 

Organisation had stable, 
standardised tools for 
business process analysis 
and design  

No Negative Project Team documented the As-Is 
process in ARIS and were later asked to 
retrofit all processes in a different tool 
and format namely BML. This required 
training of Process Engineers which 
delayed timelines. Business also could 
not understand the new models and 
were constantly debating the use of 
changing tools and design formats. 

Organisation had a strong 
relationship with delivery 
partner/vendor 

Yes Positive This factor is closely linked to the Project 
Team factor, however is stated here in 
terms of the organisation. This has an 
impact as to how project teams are 
structured as well as how stable project 
teams remain based on out of project 
relationships between delivery partners 
and vendors and the organisation itself. 
For this project relationships were strong 
and stable. There was no evidence to the 
contrary. 

 
New Project Influential Factors 

Factor Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure was 
stable during the execution 
of the project 

No Negative The Organisation Functions and 
Operational Structures were not stable 
which resulted in constant debates 
around scope, sponsorship and funding. 

Single point of 
accountability and decision 
making was applied on the 
project  (inherent within 
organisation management 
structures) 

No Negative This did not exist within the project due to 
the dominant presence of a matrix 
management structure and the selection 
of a Co-Sponsorship model. 

Executive Sponsor for the 
project remained stable 

No Negative There was a lack of stability on the 
sponsorship role assignment. The Co-
Sponsorship model that was eventually 
applied added complexity to the already 
complex matrix management structure. 
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Project 2  
 
The BPR component of the project was an afterthought within an IT initiative 
dedicated to enhance the organisations access management processes and 
systems. The project plan initially only catered for one task dedicated to deliver on 
the as-is and to-be processes. There existed very limited access to the project 
teams and project information, hence the rejection of the project with regards to the 
detail analysis section. 
 
Taking into account the limited access to the project, the following key findings 
were observed: 
 

 BPR was not accepted within the IT initiative as value adding. 

 The scope of the work was limited to documenting the as-is and to-be 
processes. Implementation was initially planned to be handled by the IT 
business analysts on the larger IT project. This was later re-planned to be 
handled by the process engineers allocated to produce the as-is and to-be 
processes. 

 The project was placed on hold on two occasions, one before any 
executive approvals had taken place for scope budget and delivery 
timelines and the other after the executive approval for budget was 
obtained.  

 The project was placed on hold due to the direct influence of IT executives 
on the project not buying into the value add of BPR type project work. 

 
 

 
 
 
Project 3  
 
The BPR component of the project formed part of a larger Regulatory Compliance 
Project driven from an IT Investment Committee perspective. The BPR work was 
to customise the SA portion of the compliance framework so that it could work for 
the internationally based business units. There existed very limited access to the 
project teams and project information, hence the rejection of the project with 
regards to the detail analysis section. 
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Taking into account the limited access to the project, the following key findings 
were observed: 
 

 The scope of the work was limited to documenting the to-be processes. 
Implementation was planned to be handled by internationally based 
business analysts within the IT business unit.  

 The project executed work which did not match the project plan. 

 There was no BCD and Project Charter as confirmed by the resident 
Project Manager, produced for this initiative. 

 The BPR component of the work was however successfully delivered as 
per informal dates agreed to, within the project team. 

 The delivery of the to-be processes followed the RIE process improvement 
approach excluding the implementation components. 

 
 

 
 
Project 4 

 
Restated Prior Researched Project Influential Factors 

Factor (BPR Online 
Learning Centre, 1999) 
(David, 2008) (Den Hengst 
& De Vreede, 2004) 
(Grover, et al., 1995) 

Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

No resistance to changes 
being introduced by the 
project 

No Negative Two components were wrapped within 
this factor, namely; Change fatigue due 
to numerous initiatives occurring at the 
same time and the downscaling of the 
international operations which resulted in 
job losses. 

BPR Philosophy between 
project and organisation is 
aligned  

No Negative The project was formed based on de-
scoped components from project 1 and 
later included within an IT initiative. 

Project had a detailed 
Stakeholder Mapping and 
Engagement Plan in place 

No Negative Due to Co-Sponsorship the project team 
was always caught up between 
independent meetings with either project 
sponsor. It was also highlighted that 
there was no project feedback to the 
London based operations. This was later 
escalated to Senior Executives. 

Analysis of As-Is Processes 
was of good quality 

Yes Positive Very senior resources were allocated to 
the project. Project Resources were 
certified as Six Sigma Green Belt 
Process Engineers. 
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Design of To-Be Processes 
was of good quality 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised 

Organisation is eager to 
invest in large BPR type 
projects 

No Negative The Co-Sponsorship model resulted in 
funding ownership and approval 
indecision. 

Project outcomes is in 
alignment of Organisation 
Vision and Goals 

Yes Positive There was very strong alignment 
between the project deliverables and the 
strategy of the business unit. Huge focus 
was placed in reducing operational costs. 
This was directed from CEO/COO levels. 

Organisation has a formal 
Business Process 
Management (BPM) 
structure in place 

No Negative There was no evidence of formal 
business process ownership and 
management, which led to numerous 
debates on business process work 
carried out as various stakeholders were 
engaged for sign off. 

Organisation has a 
Continuous Improvement 
Philosophy that aligns  with 
the Organisation Strategy 

Yes Positive This point allies itself with one of the 
other factors, namely;  Alignment of 
Vision and Goals 

The project benefit 
calculations were realistic 
and undisputed 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised 

Project had an excellent 
communication strategy and 
executed accordingly 

No Negative Related to factor  “Stakeholder mapping 
and engagement” 

Project identified and 
trained all impacted 
stakeholders 

No Negative Project did not plan for these 
components. Stakeholders new to BPR 
did not understand what the project was 
trying to achieve and hence did not 
support the work. 

Project deliverables and 
outcomes  motivated all 
impacted stakeholders 

No Negative There was unfortunately no motivation 
strategy for impacted stakeholders. The 
project was seen as a cost cutting 
exercise which led to employees feeling 
uncertain of job stability. 

Project had an detailed 
change management 
strategy and executed 
accordingly 

No Negative Change management was not planned 
for resulting in escalations on the project 
work and misinterpretation of the project 
scope and outcomes. 

Project had a defined team 
structure with strong 
engagement and cohesion 

No Negative Project team was made up of resources 
that were located across two 
geographies. Engagement was only via 
electronic mediums except for the two 
week As-Is analysis which was 
conducted at London. Engagement was 
erratic. There was also no project 
manager assigned to the project. 

Project deliverables and 
outcomes aligned human 
resource policies within the 
organisation 

Yes Positive There was agreement that this project 
will refresh and align impacted human 
resource policies. 

Project process design was 
customer centric 

No Negative Project was aimed at downscaling 
international operations. 

Project was independently 
managed by an 
experienced Project 
Manager using an industry 
accepted project 
management methodology 

No Negative No Project Manager assigned resulting in 
escalations to senior executives on the 
state of the project. 

Project was prioritised 
according to organisation 
strategy and value 
outcomes 

No Negative Due to the lack of an Investment 
Committee or integration into an existing 
Project/Portfolio Investment committee, 
the project was never given priority. 

Project standardised 
reengineered products 
inclusive of processes 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised. 

Executive sponsorship 
existed and Executive 
Sponsor actively 
participated 

No Negative The Co-Sponsorship model as well as 
geographical disparity created complexity 
in terms of engagement and decision 
making. 
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Project had an undisputed 
compelling Business Case 
for change 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised. 

Project used a proven 
Process Improvement 
Methodology 

No Negative All Process work was of high quality. This 
was due to skilled Six Sigma resources 
that were following the Six Sigma 
methodology.  

Line management 
ownership of project 
delivery was prevalent 

Yes Negative This factor had a very negative impact on 
the project. This factor linked to the new 
factor identified as 
“Organisation/Business Politics”, 
whereby line management changed 
decisions and approaches constantly 
based on which executive they spoke to 
last.  

Project team had strong IT 
awareness and IT 
understanding when 
considering Business 
Process Integration into the 
IT system landscape 

Yes Positive Project team was aware of IT as they 
have worked on IT projects previously. 
They also engaged with IT to determine 
integration and overlapping points. 
These were raised as risks to top 
management. However the project at the 
end of the case study formed part of an 
IT initiative; however no outcomes were 
achieved up to the end of the cases 
study as all the BPR resources were 
pulled of the project and the project was 
deemed closed by the BPR Business 
Unit. 

Project had an approved 
Scope of Work (SOW) 
which was stable and or 
managed according to 
proper change control 
processes 

No Negative Due to the matrix executive approval 
structure, the organisation restructure, 
and other projects duplicating work there 
was constant scope changes. 

Selected Business Process 
Reengineering approach 
was aligned to 
organisation’s acceptance 
of change. (Radical or 
Incremental) 

No Negative No improvement of processes occurred. 

Project benefit expectations 
were undisputed and 
measurable 

No No Impact No BCD produced 

Project implementation 
timeframe was realistic and 
planned for based on 
approved scope. 

No  Negative Due to erratic communication and 
stakeholder engagement, timeframes 
were not understood by all stakeholders 
and sometimes between members of the 
project team. Timelines for activities were 
planned on an adhoc basis. 

Organisation had a 
management structure that 
supported Project Execution 

No Negative There was dominant matrix management 
structure which created complex decision 
points which resulted in constant debates 
around scope and funding. Further to the 
matrix management structures 
geographical disparity of executive 
sponsorship and executive approvals 
proved to be quite complex as well. 
Investment committees were set up to 
manage BPR projects, however was later 
dissolved due to debates around project 
approvals. 

Organisation/Business 
Politics did not influence 
decisions made on the 
project 

No Negative Due to the matrix management structure 
and geographical disparity multiple 
executive stakeholders were consulted 
for project approvals. This led to various 
debates and collusions around scope, 
sponsorship, and funding. 
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Organisation had a high 
change adoption rate 

No Negative Due to change fatigue within the 
organisation the adoption rate and buy-in 
for the concept of BPR and the value that 
can be derived from executing such a 
project was lengthy. Impacted employees 
were concerned for their jobs and did not 
support any initiative. 

Organisation had stable, 
standardised tools for 
business process analysis 
and design  

No Negative Project Team documented the As-Is 
process in ARIS and were later asked to 
retrofit all processes in a different tool 
and format namely BML. This required 
training of Process Engineers which 
delayed timelines. Business also could 
not understand the new models and 
were constantly debating the use of 
changing tools and design formats. 

Organisation had a strong 
relationship with delivery 
partner/vendor 

Yes Positive Organisation had strong stable 
relationships with selected delivery 
partners and vendors. There was no 
evidence to the contrary. 

 
New Project Influential Factors 

Factor Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure was 
stable during the execution 
of the project 

No Negative The Organisation Functions and 
Operational Structures were not stable 
which resulted in constant debates 
around scope, sponsorship and funding. 

Single point of 
accountability and decision 
making was applied on the 
project  (inherent within 
organisation management 
structures) 

No Negative This did not exist within the project due to 
the dominant presence of a matrix 
management structure. 

Executive Sponsor for the 
project remained stable 

No Negative Sponsorship changed during the course 
of the project due to the organisation 
restructures. The Co-Sponsorship model 
that was applied during the course of the 
project added complexity to the already 
complex matrix management structure. 
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Project 5 
 

 
Restated Prior Researched Project Influential Factors 

Factor (BPR Online 
Learning Centre, 1999) 
(David, 2008) (Den Hengst 
& De Vreede, 2004) 
(Grover, et al., 1995) 

Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

No resistance to changes 
being introduced by the 
project 

No Negative There was limited buy-in for the value of 
conducting BPR projects which was 
further enhanced due to too many on-
going initiatives creating change fatigue.  

BPR Philosophy between 
project and organisation is 
aligned  

No Negative The situational environment was created 
by very IT focused Executives. There 
was limited buy-in for BPR. 

Project has detailed 
Stakeholder Mapping and 
Engagement Plan in place 

No Negative Even though there was never a concern 
around stakeholder management within 
the project, due to the organisation 
restructuring stakeholders were either 
identified very late or changed without 
any notification. 

Analysis of As-Is Processes 
was of good quality 

Yes Positive Very senior resources were allocated to 
the project. Project Resources were 
either certified as Six Sigma Black Belt or 
Green Belt Process Engineers. 

Design of To-Be Processes 
was of good quality 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised. 

Organisation is eager to 
invest in large BPR type 
projects 

No Negative This came about later in the project when 
the Business Unit embarked on a 
restructure, impacting Executive 
Sponsorship. Project Funding constantly 
fluxed between states of “approval” to 
“under discussion for approval”. The lack 
of buy-in for the business case of the 
project further negatively impacted the 
project. 

Project outcomes is in 
alignment of Organisation 
Vision and Goals 

Yes Positive There was very strong alignment 
between the project deliverables and the 
strategy of the business unit. Huge focus 
was placed in reducing operational costs. 
This was directed from CEO/COO levels. 

Organisation has a formal 
Business Process 
Management (BPM) 
structure in place 

No Negative There was no evidence of formal 
business process ownership and 
management, which led to numerous 
debates on business process work 
carried out as various stakeholders were 
engaged for sign off. 

Organisation has a 
Continuous Improvement 
Philosophy that aligns  with 
the Organisation Strategy 

No Negative This point allies itself with the BPR 
Philosophy factor. 

The project benefit 
calculations were realistic 
and undisputed 

No Negative There was constant debate as to the 
benefits of executing the project. It was 
not a question of having quantitative 
verse qualitative benefits. It was about 
always showing a huge quantitative 
benefit in terms of financial returns. Even 
the financial returns were disputed. 

Project had an excellent 
communication strategy and 
executed accordingly 

Yes Positive Communication within the project teams 
and project stakeholders was very 
efficient and effective.  

Project identified and 
trained all impacted 
stakeholders 

Yes Positive Due to the lack of buy-in there were 
constant interventions focused on 
training impacted stakeholders about 
BPR concepts. 
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Project deliverables and 
outcomes  motivated all 
impacted stakeholders 

No Negative There was unfortunately no motivation 
strategy for impacted stakeholders. The 
project was seen as a cost cutting 
exercise which led to employees feeling 
uncertain of job stability. 

Project had a detailed 
change management 
strategy and executed 
accordingly 

Yes Positive Change management was focused on 
acquiring buy-in for the project. The 
Executive Sponsors agreed that 
something was required. They just did 
not agree as to the “what”. 

Project had a defined team 
structure with strong 
engagement and cohesion 

Yes Positive The project team was made up of very 
senior resources who had worked on 
successful projects before. This helped 
the team to persevere with the project for 
several months even in the midst of all 
the challenges the project was facing. 

Project deliverables and 
outcomes aligned human 
resource policies within the 
organisation 

Yes Positive There was agreement that this project 
will refresh and align human resource 
policies. 

Project process design was 
customer centric 

Yes Positive The project kicked off due to 
interventions being highlighted out of the 
last Customer Survey. 

Project was independently 
managed by an 
experienced Project 
Manager using an industry 
accepted project 
management methodology 

No Negative All three project managers that were 
involved in the project were merely 
project administrators. The project 
manager’s line manager was having 
independent discussions with executive 
approvers which led to project decisions 
being made. 

Project was prioritised 
according to organisation 
strategy and value 
outcomes 

No Negative Due to the lack of an Investment 
Committee or integration into an existing 
Project/Portfolio Investment committee, 
the project was never given priority. 

Project standardised 
reengineered products 
inclusive of processes 

No No Impact Project closed before this deliverable 
was realised. 

Executive sponsorship 
existed and Executive 
Sponsor actively 
participated 

No Negative Due to the organisation restructure 
executive sponsor assignment was in 
debate. Participation was also erratic. 

Project had an undisputed 
compelling Business Case 
for change 

No Negative Majority of the executives disputed the 
value of the project. 

Project used a proven 
Process Improvement 
Methodology 

Yes Positive All Process work was of high quality. This 
was due to skilled Six Sigma resources 
that were following the Six Sigma 
methodology.  

Line management 
ownership of project 
delivery was prevalent 

Yes Negative This factor had a very negative impact on 
the project. This factor linked to the new 
factor identified as 
“Organisation/Business Politics”, 
whereby line management changed 
decisions and approaches constantly 
based on which executive they spoke to 
last.  

Project team had strong IT 
awareness and IT 
understanding when 
considering Business 
Process Integration into the 
IT system landscape 

No Negative Project team members were not IT 
intuitive. They managed to identify 
overlapping projects and integration 
points however were constantly on the 
back foot as IT executives constantly 
questioned the value of BPR integrated 
with IT. The project team could not 
respond accordingly thus leading to lack 
of buy-in from the IT executives of the 
positioned value of the project. 
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Project had an approved 
Scope of Work (SOW) 
which was stable and or 
managed according to 
proper change control 
processes 

No Negative Due to the matrix executive approval 
structure, the organisation restructure, 
and other projects duplicating work there 
was constant scope changes. Scope was 
also debated as the value of the project 
was never bought into by the executive 
management structures. 

Selected Business Process 
Reengineering approach 
was aligned to 
organisation’s acceptance 
of change. (Radical or 
Incremental) 

No Negative All executive approvers could not agree 
on approach for the project.  

Project benefit expectations 
were undisputed and 
measurable 

No Negative None was realised due to the project 
premature closure, however there was 
constant debate around the benefits of 
the project. 

Project implementation 
timeframe was realistic and 
planned for based on 
approved scope. 

No Negative Even though the project had a plan, 
which was approved, there was constant 
unrealistic timeframes being forced on to 
the project teams which was driven by 
line management. Timelines that were 
planned were also not met due to the 
constant debates arising between the 
executive approvers around scope and 
funding. 

Organisation had a 
management structure that 
supported Project Execution 

No Negative There was dominant matrix management 
structure which created complex decision 
points which resulted in constant debates 
around scope and funding. Investment 
committees were set up to manage BPR 
projects, however was later dissolved 
due to debates around project approvals. 

Organisation/Business 
Politics did not influence 
decisions made on the 
project 

No Negative Due to the matrix management structure 
multiple executive stakeholders were 
consulted for project approvals. This led 
to various debates and collusions around 
scope, sponsorship, and funding as well 
as the benefits of executing BPR 
projects. 

Organisation had a high 
change adoption rate 

No Negative Due to change fatigue within the 
organisation the adoption rate and buy-in 
for the concept of BPR and the value that 
can be derived from executing such a 
project was lengthy. 

Organisation had stable, 
standardised tools for 
business process analysis 
and design  

No Negative Project Team documented the As-Is 
process in ARIS and were later asked to 
retrofit all processes in a different tool 
and format namely BML. This required 
training of Process Engineers which 
delayed timelines. Business also could 
not understand the new models and 
were constantly debating the use of 
changing tools and design formats. 

Organisation had a strong 
relationship with delivery 
partner/vendor 

Yes Positive Organisation had strong stable 
relationships with selected delivery 
partners and vendors. There was no 
evidence to the contrary. 

 
 

New Project Influential Factors 

Factor Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure was 
stable during the execution 
of the project 

No Negative The Organisation Functions and 
Operational Structures were not stable 
which resulted in constant debates 
around scope, sponsorship and funding. 
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Single point of 
accountability and decision 
making was applied on the 
project  (inherent within 
organisation management 
structures) 

No Negative This did not exist within the project due to 
the dominant presence of a matrix 
management structure. 

Executive Sponsor for the 
project remained stable 

No Negative Sponsorship changed during the course 
of the project due to the organisation 
restructures. The Co-Sponsorship model 
that was applied during the course of the 
project added complexity to the already 
complex matrix management structure. 
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Project 6 
 

Restated Prior Researched Project Influential Factors 

Factor (BPR Online 
Learning Centre, 1999) 
(David, 2008) (Den Hengst 
& De Vreede, 2004) 
(Grover, et al., 1995) 

Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

No resistance to changes 
being introduced by the 
project 

Yes Positive Due to the nature of the way the BPR 
work was completed, namely; under a 
Business Transformation Initiative, there 
were no reservations, probably due to 
the fact that the business had no choice.  

BPR Philosophy between 
project and organisation is 
aligned  

Yes Positive BPR philosophy was very well 
understood and aligned with the 
organisation in terms of the strategic 
outcome and the value of BPR work to 
support the strategic outcome. 

Project has detailed 
Stakeholder Mapping and 
Engagement Plan in place 

Yes Positive There was never a concern around 
stakeholder involvement within the 
project. All stakeholders were identified 
very early in the Business 
Transformation Program.  

Analysis of As-Is Processes 
was of good quality 

No No Impact As –Is analysis was stopped in favour of 
a To-Be target state. 

Design of To-Be Processes 
was of good quality 

Yes Positive Very senior resources were allocated to 
the project. Project Resources were 
either certified as Six Sigma Black Belt or 
Green Belt Process Engineers. The 
vendor also provided the required tools 
and process design method knowledge 
as well. 

Organisation is eager to 
invest in large BPR type 
projects 

Yes Positive The project Executive Sponsor held 
single accountability for project budget 
decisions. The budget allocation to BPR 
work was never an issue.  

Project outcomes is in 
alignment of Organisation 
Vision and Goals 

Yes Positive There was very strong alignment 
between the project deliverables and the 
strategy of the business unit. Huge focus 
was placed in reducing operational costs. 
This was directed from CEO/COO levels. 

Organisation has a formal 
Business Process 
Management (BPM) 
structure in place 

No No Impact There was no evidence of formal 
business process ownership and 
management. 

Organisation has a 
Continuous Improvement 
Philosophy that aligns  with 
the Organisation Strategy 

No No Impact The projects focus was on radically 
changing the operating model of the 
Credit Functions across the organisation 
including multiple geographies. 

The project benefit 
calculations were realistic 
and undisputed 

Yes Positive The benefits and value of the BPR 
initiative forming part of the Business 
Transformation Programme was not 
disputed, in fact a budget was approved 
in excess of business case requirements. 

Project had an excellent 
communication strategy and 
executed accordingly 

Yes Positive Communication within the project teams 
and project stakeholders was very 
efficient and effective.  

Project identified and 
trained all impacted 
stakeholders 

No No Impact BPR training was not required.  

Project deliverables and 
outcomes  motivated all 
impacted stakeholders 

No Negative Due to the nature of the project, this was 
considered as critical for the organisation 
to compete in the market, which was 
considered to be motivation enough.  

Project had a detailed 
change management 
strategy and executed 
accordingly 

Yes Positive Change management was focused on 
driving the need for change so that 
adoption of the new business operating 
model occurred faster. 
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Project had a defined team 
structure with strong 
engagement and cohesion 

No Negative The project team was made up of very 
senior resources that engaged at a 
professional level; however external 
vendor engagements required new 
vendor resources being placed on the 
project. This did delay the project 
delivery timelines initially agreed to. 

Project deliverables and 
outcomes aligned human 
resource policies within the 
organisation 

Yes Positive There was agreement that this project 
will refresh and align human resource 
policies. 

Project process design was 
customer centric 

No No Impact The project kicked off due to the need for 
the organisation to compete 
competitively from a product cost 
perspective. 

Project was independently 
managed by an 
experienced Project 
Manager using an industry 
accepted project 
management methodology 

Yes  Positive There was a dedicated project manager 
reporting into the Business 
Transformation Programme Board. 
Accountability for delivery was driven by 
the project manager and escalations or 
changes was approved and or resolved 
at board level. 

Project was prioritised 
according to organisation 
strategy and value 
outcomes 

Yes Positive The project ran under a Business 
Transformation Programme which was 
prioritised at the organisations 
established Business investment 
committee 

Project standardised 
reengineered products 
inclusive of processes 

Yes Positive By standardising business processes 
within the target state operating model, 
stakeholders were able to see the value 
of BPR work in operation. This 
standardisation allowed for scalability of 
operations. 

Executive sponsorship 
existed and Executive 
Sponsor actively 
participated 

Yes Positive Executive Sponsorship worked very well 
due to the structured governance that 
was in place to handle approvals and 
disputes. There was a single 
accountability framework created by the 
Executive Sponsor.” The buck stopped 
with him” 

Project had an undisputed 
compelling Business Case 
for change 

Yes Positive The business case put forward by the 
project was undisputed and accordingly 
approved. 

Project used a proven 
Process Improvement 
Methodology 

Yes Positive All Process work was of high quality. This 
was due to skilled Six Sigma resources 
that were following the Six Sigma 
methodology in combination with the 
BML methodology for analysis and 
design of business processes.  

Line management 
ownership of project 
delivery was prevalent 

No Positive Even though Line Management was not 
involved, due to the nature of the 
programme board setup, the BPR project 
was delivering according to agreed 
scope, budget and timelines, while 
managing any changes via a stabilised 
change process. 

Project team had strong IT 
awareness and IT 
understanding when 
considering Business 
Process Integration into the 
IT system landscape 

No No Impact IT awareness was not a concern as this 
was a project focused solely on reducing 
number of operational areas that focused 
on credit books across the organisation. 

Project had an approved 
Scope of Work (SOW) 
which was stable and or 
managed according to 
proper change control 
processes 

Yes Positive Due to the nature of the project setup, 
scope was finalised very early in the 
project. Any changes were appropriately 
managed. 
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Selected Business Process 
Reengineering approach 
was aligned to 
organisation’s acceptance 
of change. (Radical or 
Incremental) 

Yes Positive Due to the fact that this was a Business 
Transformation change, it was 
considered a radical change to Business. 
With proper change management and 
engagement, the radical change was 
accepted as necessary and value for the 
change was accepted and supported. 

Project benefit expectations 
were undisputed and 
measurable 

Yes Positive Disputes on value of project and benefits 
were never discussed in any meeting 
that was under observation. 

Project implementation 
timeframe was realistic and 
planned for based on 
approved scope. 

Yes  Positive Project was controlled by Business 
Transformation Programme Board which 
was well established. Timeframes were 
approved and any changes were 
managed via the change process. 

Organisation had a 
management structure that 
supported Project Execution 

Yes Positive The initiative was delivered under the 
auspices of the Business Investment 
Committee Initial Project prioritisation, 
scope and budget decisions were made 
via a well-established Committee. Once 
approved the project decisions were then 
taken up via the Projects Programme 
Board, which was chaired by the 
Executive Sponsor. Single accountability 
for decision making was present even 
though consultative debates were 
entertained. 

Organisation/Business 
Politics did not influence 
decisions made on the 
project 

Yes Positive Business Politics were prevalent, 
however due to the nature of the project 
decisions were made by senior 
executives and held to by the Executive 
sponsor of the project. No other 
discussions were entertained around 
priority, scope, budget and timelines 
outside of the Programme Board which 
reported to the Business Investment 
Committee 

Organisation had a high 
change adoption rate 

Yes Positive BPR concepts were understood and 
accepted. Changes were aggressively 
managed as part of the larger 
Programme resulting in a high adoption 
rate. 

Organisation had stable, 
standardised tools for 
business process analysis 
and design  

Yes Positive Project Team documented all work on 
the BML toolsets. This was mandated by 
the organisational move to change 
toolsets used. 

Organisation had a strong 
relationship with delivery 
partner/vendor 

No  Negative Line Management although not part of 
the project team had an altercation with 
resources assigned on the project, this 
resulted in vendor replacing the 
resources which also resulted in time 
delays for the project. 

 
New Project Influential Factors 

Factor Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure was 
stable during the execution 
of the project 

Yes Positive The Organisation Functions and 
Operational Structures were stable.  

Single point of 
accountability and decision 
making was applied on the 
project  (inherent within 
organisation management 
structures) 

Yes Positive This factor links with the Organisational 
Management Structure factor. 
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Executive Sponsor for the 
project remained stable 

Yes Positive There was only a single Executive 
Sponsor for the entire Business 
Transformation initiative under which the 
BPR work was executed. This did not 
change during the course of the project. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Project 7  
 

 
Restated Prior Researched Project Influential Factors 

Factor (BPR Online 
Learning Centre, 1999) 
(David, 2008) (Den Hengst 
& De Vreede, 2004) 
(Grover, et al., 1995) 

Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

No resistance to changes 
being introduced by the 
project 

Yes Positive Due to the nature of the way the BPR 
work was completed, namely; under an 
IT system replacement initiative, there 
were no reservations, probably due to 
the fact that the business had no choice.  

BPR Philosophy between 
project and organisation is 
aligned  

Yes Positive The BPR work considered only 
understanding the As-Is Business 
Process landscape which was aligned to 
the overall objective of the project. 

Project has detailed 
Stakeholder Mapping and 
Engagement Plan in place 

Yes Positive There was never a concern around 
stakeholder involvement within the 
project. All stakeholders were identified 
very early in the IT Program.  

Analysis of As-Is Processes 
was of good quality 

Yes Positive Very senior resources were allocated to 
the project. Project Resources were 
either certified as Six Sigma Black Belt or 
Green Belt Process Engineers. 

Design of To-Be Processes 
was of good quality 

No No Impact Not required for delivery as this formed 
part of the larger IT program.  

Organisation is eager to 
invest in large BPR type 
projects 

Yes Positive The project Executive Sponsor held 
single accountability for project budget 
decisions. The budget allocation to BPR 
work was never an issue.  
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Project outcomes is in 
alignment of Organisation 
Vision and Goals 

Yes Positive There was very strong alignment 
between the project deliverables and the 
strategy of the business unit. Huge focus 
was placed in reducing operational costs. 
This was directed from CEO/COO levels. 

Organisation has a formal 
Business Process 
Management (BPM) 
structure in place 

No No Impact There was no evidence of formal 
business process ownership and 
management. 

Organisation has a 
Continuous Improvement 
Philosophy that aligns  with 
the Organisation Strategy 

No No Impact The projects focus was on radically 
changing IT systems, which included 
business processes 

The project benefit 
calculations were realistic 
and undisputed 

Yes Positive The BPR work did not involve benefit 
calculations; however the benefits and 
value of the IT initiative it formed part of, 
was not disputed in any meetings that 
were observed. 

Project had an excellent 
communication strategy and 
executed accordingly 

Yes Positive Communication within the project teams 
and project stakeholders was very 
efficient and effective.  

Project identified and 
trained all impacted 
stakeholders 

No No Impact BPR training was not required.  

Project deliverables and 
outcomes  motivated all 
impacted stakeholders 

No Negative Due to the nature of the project. Benefits 
was realised in changing the IT systems, 
hence it was a top down decision.  

Project had a detailed 
change management 
strategy and executed 
accordingly 

Yes Positive Change management was focused on 
driving the need for change so that 
adoption of the new technology and 
associated processes were faster. 

Project had a defined team 
structure with strong 
engagement and cohesion 

Yes Positive The project team was made up of very 
senior resources who had worked on 
successful projects before.  

Project deliverables and 
outcomes aligned human 
resource policies within the 
organisation 

Yes Positive There was agreement that this project 
will refresh and align human resource 
policies. 

Project process design was 
customer centric 

No No Impact The project kicked off due to the need to 
replace very old IT systems. 

Project was independently 
managed by an 
experienced Project 
Manager using an industry 
accepted project 
management methodology 

Yes  Positive There was a dedicated project manager 
reporting into the IT Initiative Board. 
Accountability for delivery was driven by 
the project manager and escalations or 
changes was approved and or resolved 
at board level. 

Project was prioritised 
according to organisation 
strategy and value 
outcomes 

Yes Positive The project ran under an IT initiative 
which was prioritised at the organisations 
established IT investment committee 

Project standardised 
reengineered products 
inclusive of processes 

No No Impact Not a requirement for the BPR scoped 
work 

Executive sponsorship 
existed and Executive 
Sponsor actively 
participated 

Yes Positive Executive Sponsorship worked very well 
due to the structured governance that 
was in place to handle approvals and 
disputes. There was a single 
accountability framework created by the 
Executive Sponsor.” The buck stopped 
with him” 

Project had an undisputed 
compelling Business Case 
for change 

Yes Positive This formed part of the IT initiative 
deliverables which was approved very 
early on as part of the IT Investment 
Board. 

Project used a proven 
Process Improvement 
Methodology 

Yes Positive All Process work was of high quality. This 
was due to skilled Six Sigma resources 
that were following the Six Sigma 
methodology.  



178 
 

Line management 
ownership of project 
delivery was prevalent 

No Positive Even though Line Management was not 
involved, due to the nature of the 
programme board setup, the BPR project 
was delivering according to agreed 
scope, budget and timelines, while 
managing any changes via a stabilised 
IT change process. 

Project team had strong IT 
awareness and IT 
understanding when 
considering Business 
Process Integration into the 
IT system landscape 

Yes Positive The BPR work was carried out under the 
banner of an IT initiative. Work was very 
closely linked to IT deliverables and 
resources were skilled it both BPR and IT 
projects. 

Project had an approved 
Scope of Work (SOW) 
which was stable and or 
managed according to 
proper change control 
processes 

Yes Positive Due to the nature of the project setup, 
scope was finalised very early in the 
project. Any changes were appropriately 
managed. 

Selected Business Process 
Reengineering approach 
was aligned to 
organisation’s acceptance 
of change. (Radical or 
Incremental) 

Yes Positive Due to the fact that this was an IT system 
change, it was considered a radical 
change to IT and Business. With proper 
change management and engagement, 
the radical change was accepted as 
necessary and value for the change was 
accepted and supported. 

Project benefit expectations 
were undisputed and 
measurable 

Yes Positive This formed part of the larger IT 
Programme. Disputes on value of project 
and benefits were never discussed in 
any meeting that was under observation. 

Project implementation 
timeframe was realistic and 
planned for based on 
approved scope. 

Yes  Positive Project was controlled by the IT Initiative 
Programme Board which was well 
established. Timeframes were approved 
and any changes were managed via the 
change process. 

Organisation had a 
management structure that 
supported Project Execution 

Yes Positive The IT initiative was delivered under the 
Africa Business Units which performed 
all operations within a different 
management structure to the Group’s 
other business units. Initial Project 
prioritisation, scope and budget 
decisions were made via a well-
established IT Change Committee. Once 
approved the project decisions were then 
taken up via the Projects Programme 
Board, which was chaired by the 
Executive Sponsor. Single accountability 
for decision making was present even 
though consultative debates were 
entertained. 

Organisation/Business 
Politics did not influence 
decisions made on the 
project 

No Negative Business Politics were prevalent, and 
impacted the BPR project in a negative 
manner until all approvals and decisions 
were escalated to the Executive 
Sponsor. 

Organisation had a high 
change adoption rate 

Yes Positive BPR concepts were understood and 
accepted. Changes were aggressively 
managed as part of the larger IT 
Programme resulting in a high adoption 
rate. 

Organisation had stable, 
standardised tools for 
business process analysis 
and design  

Yes Positive Project Team documented all work on 
the ARIS toolsets. This was mandated by 
the standardised toolsets used for IT 
projects and the BPR project had to 
comply as it formed part of an IT 
initiative. 

Organisation had a strong 
relationship with delivery 
partner/vendor 

Yes  Positive Organisation had strong stable 
relationships with selected delivery 
partners and vendors. There was no 
evidence to the contrary. 
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New Project Influential Factors 

Factor Present 
in Project 

Positive or 
Negative 
Influence 

Comments 

Organisation Functions/ 
Operations Structure was 
stable during the execution 
of the project 

Yes Positive The Organisation Functions and 
Operational Structures were stable.  

Single point of 
accountability and decision 
making was applied on the 
project  (inherent within 
organisation management 
structures) 

Yes Positive This factor links with the Organisational 
Management Structure factor. 

Executive Sponsor for the 
project remained stable 

Yes Positive There was only a single Executive 
Sponsor for the entire IT initiative under 
which the BPR work was executed. This 
did not change during the course of the 
project. 
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Appendix C: Email Listing of Field Work Performed 
 
Date Email Subject 

Line 
Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

5-Oct-11 Information 
Please 

N/A Request from the Head 
of the Process 
Improvement business 
unit to provide me with 
information for the PhD 
case study work 

PhD Pilot case study 
began at this point 

10-Oct-11 Discuss 
Improvement 
Initiatives 

1 and 5 Workshop set up to 
discuss  projects within 
the Process Design and 
Improvement business 
unit 

Executive sponsors 
declined meeting 

7-Oct-11 Project Schedule 
v1 2.mpp 

N/A Project schedule 
template was shared 

Evidence of Six Sigma 
methodology being 
used 

10-Oct-11 Discuss 
Improvement 
Initiatives 

5 Meeting with executive 
manager heading up the 
customer service 
operational business 
unit 

Obtaining Executive 
buy-in for commencing 
with BPR project 

10-Oct-11 Look in the six 
sigma Section 
for tools and for 
methods 

N/A Link to Methods Portal Evidence of Six Sigma 
and LEAN methods 
being used  

12-Oct-11 PMT for Six 
Sigma Projects  

N/A Project tracking tool 
configuration 

Evidence of Six Sigma 
being the default 
standard to be applied 
to all BPR type projects 

19-Oct-11 Project 5 
Requirements - 
High Level 
Focus Points 

5 Meeting used to discuss 
business requirements 

Meeting was focused 
on business 
requirements and 
getting buy-in for 
proceeding with 
projects 

19-Oct-11 Project 1 
Requirements - 
High Level 
Focus Points 

5 Meeting used to discuss 
business requirements 

Executive sponsor 
declined meeting 

18-Oct-11 Project Plan for 
BPR Business 
Unit 

N/A Standard project plan 
template questioned 

Process design 
business unit Head 
does not agree on the 
standard Six Sigma 
project plan template 

24-Oct-11 Project 1 
Requirements - 
High Level 
Focus Points 

5 Meeting used to discuss 
business requirements 

Meeting was focused 
on business 
requirements and 
getting buy-in for 
proceeding with 
projects - Buy-In was 
very weak. Alternate 
projects were driven 
from other areas to 
deliver on similar 
objectives 

20-Oct-11 Checkpoint 
Report 2011-1--
20.doc 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

24-Oct-11 Project 5 
Initiation Meeting 
1 

5 High Level requirements 
discussion with 
executive sponsor 

Executive provided 
strong support initially. 
Highlighted many other 
projects which were 
performing work in the 
area, inclusive of BPR 
type work 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

25-Oct-11 Project 1 
Requirements - 
High Level 
Focus Points 

5 Meeting set up to 
continue executive buy-
in discussion 

Executive sponsor 
declined meeting 

25-Oct-11 copy of minutes 
from  daily  
meeting  

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

25-Oct-11 notes 1 Minutes of meeting with 
Executive 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

25-Oct-11 Notes from 
meeting 

5 Minutes of meeting with 
Executive 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

25-Oct-11 Financial Sign off 
and Investment 
Appraisal for 
Business Cases 

All Decision taken to have 
the Finance Head 
included as an approver 
for the Business Cases 

Found that 
stakeholders were not 
constant in terms of 
sign off’ s for 
deliverables. Different 
stakeholders approved 
different components 
of the documents. This 
created a web of 
indecision and complex 
stakeholder 
engagements for 
project team 

25-Oct-11 Project Charter 
Project 5 

5 Draft copy of project 
charter produced 
containing only 
requirements 

Draft copy of project 
charter produced 
containing only 
requirements 

26-Oct-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
10-26 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

26-Oct-11 Communication - 
Draft for Time 
and Motion 
Study 

1 and 5 Message to send out to 
business areas 
impacted to support the 
project and the teams 

Buy-in for pursuing the 
projects was very weak 

27-Oct-11 Communication - 
Draft for Time 
and Motion 
Study 

1 and 5 Project manager 
hesitant to engage with 
business due to lack of 
buy-in  

Project manager 
hesitant to engage with 
business due to lack of 
buy-in  

27-Oct-11 Business Unit X 
TOM 

1 and 5 Initiative that was 
performing similar work 
at a strategic level 

Executives from 
different business units 
were all focusing on 
the strategic drive to 
reduce costs. This led 
to many projects being 
kicked off that were 
overlapping each other 
in some form or 
fashion. 

28-Oct-11 Current 
Impacts/Risks to 
BCD 
completions 

1 and 5 Risks were raised on 
duplication of work and 
executive buy-in very 
early in the projects 

This was ignored by 
the executive sponsors 
and the executive for 
the BPR business unit 

3-Nov-11 Benefits 
Discussion  

1 and 5 Discussion with Head of 
BPR business unit 

Due to lack of buy-in all 
work had to go through 
numerous internal 
reviews before being 
discussed with the 
business stakeholders  
and executive 
sponsors 

3-Nov-11 Benefits 
Discussion for 
Project 5 BCD 

5 Meeting to discuss 
financial benefits of 
pursuing the project 

Executive Declined 
Meeting. Initially strong 
buy-in thereafter due to 
discussions with other 
executives buy-in 
turned out to be very 
weak 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

31-Oct-11 Benefits 
Discussion 

1 Meeting to discuss 
financial benefits of 
pursuing the project 

Executive only 
attended the first hour 

31-Oct-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
10-31 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

1-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-1 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

2-Nov-11 Launching the 
ability to run and 
improve your 
processes - 
proposal 

1 and 5 Discussion to introduce 
2 month initiatives that 
will prove the value add 
of Business Process 
Reengineering.  

Due to lack of buy-in at 
all levels of 
management a lot of 
engagements had to 
take place to prove the 
value add for BPR. 
This decision changed 
the execution approach 
for the Business Cases 
and had to be 
reworked to include 
shorter initiatives that 
could realise benefits 
in a shorter time frame. 

2-Nov-11 Project 1 
Architecture 

1 Example of duplication 
of work with two different 
projects trying to 
achieve the same 
object.  

As time progressed it 
was found that IT was 
performing similar 
projects with an IT 
focus to achieve the 
same strategic goals 
as the Business 
Process Reengineering 
team were trying to 
achieve. 

2-Nov-11 Project Charter 
Project 1.doc 

1 Draft Project Charter 
completed only inclusive 
of requirements 

Even though the 
decision was taken to 
do the Business Cases 
first it was found that 
you could not do it 
without getting the 
Project Charter 
completed first. It was 
a good example of how 
Management 
dictatorship led to a lot 
of unwanted team 
frustration and rework 

3-Nov-11 Estimated Costs 
for the 3 BCD's & 
projects 

1 and 5 First request for project 
funding sent to 
Investment Committee 

Work was being 
performed on the 
Project Charter's and 
Business Case's  
without allocated 
funding 

3-Nov-11 RE: Benefits 
Discussion 

1 Executive provided more 
information on the IT run 
project 

More evidence on 
disparate projects 
performing the same 
work from different 
perspectives 

3-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-03 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

3-Nov-11 RE: FTS Report: 5 Discussion on 
integrating outlying 
projects into this project 

Evidence of business 
politics and lack of buy-
in both internal to 
project team and 
executive stakeholders 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

3-Nov-11 Project X 
initiative 

1 Smaller outlying projects 
were being requested to 
integrate into the bigger 
project 

The small outlying 
projects were looked at 
as strategic 
interventions to show 
value of Business 
Process Reengineering 
by delivering them as 
short interventions 
under the bigger 
project 

3-Nov-11 Project 5 5 Sponsorship and 
requirements was not 
clearly understood 

It became apparent 
that sponsorship and 
requirements were 
being debated at 
executive level without 
project team 
involvement 

3-Nov-11 Re: Project X 
initiative 

5 More projects were 
being highlighted as 
performing similar work 

Many stakeholders that 
were met by the project 
teams, resulted in 
finding more projects 
that were performing 
similar work to each 
other and this project in 
particular 

4-Nov-11 Project 5 
Approach.ppt 

1 and 5 Internally the project 
teams realised that even 
the internal projects 
were overlapping with 
each other’s 
deliverables 

Risks that were 
ignored previously was 
now starting to creep 
into the projects that 
were run within the 
Process Design and 
Improvement business 
unit 

4-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-04 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

7-Nov-11 RE: Project 7 
RIE initiatives 

7 Project discussion 
initiated 

  

9-Nov-11 Project 7 end to 
end discussion 

7 Discussion with project 
team members on 
project 

Evidence of volatile 
business environment 
at an executive and 
senior management 
level 

7-Nov-11 Project Y Project 
manager 

1 Information on 
overlapping projects 
requested 

Further evidence that 
smaller projects were 
being run 
independently by 
various other sponsors 
that impacted the 
delivery of this project 

7-Nov-11 Latest Project 
Charter 
Payments 

5 Project Charter was 
revised after numerous 
discussions 

The discussions 
around overlapping 
projects and the 
decision to change the 
project execution 
approach to include 
Rapid Improvement 
Events led to delays in 
the project charter 
being produced 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

7-Nov-11 Project Charter 
Project 1.doc 

1 Project Charter was 
revised after numerous 
discussions 

The discussions 
around overlapping 
projects and the 
decision to change the 
project execution 
approach to include 
Rapid Improvement 
Events (RIE) led to 
another draft project 
charter. Once again it 
was delayed and did 
not meet original 
timelines 

7-Nov-11 RIE_Work_Break
downStructure.xl
sx 

All Template Plan for 
conducting a Rapid 
Improvement Event 

Evidence of 
LEAN/Kaizen 
principles being used 

7-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-07 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

2&8 -Nov-
10 

FW: Time 
required with 
Board Executive 

All Request for Executive 
Project Committee to be 
set up 

Due to all  the 
conversations around 
requirements, 
overlapping projects, 
and inconsistency of 
sponsorship an 
executive committee 
was requested 

8-Nov-11 Minutes Project 
5 2011-
11.08.doc 

5 Minutes from meeting 
held to discuss 
overlapping scope on 
different projects 

Executives were called 
to clarify scope across 
overlapping projects. 
This was after the 
Project Charter was 
produced. 

8-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-08 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

9-Nov-11 RE: RIE 
Workshop20111
110.pptx 

All Workshop set up to 
discuss the Rapid 
Improvement Event 
impact on the projects 
as well as execution 
approach 

Due to lack of buy-in 
other options were 
strongly pushed at 
business to adopt, in 
order to prove the 
value of Business 
Process Reengineering 

9-Nov-11 RE: Project 5 
2011-11.08.doc 

5 Line management 
refusal to acknowledge 
that risks raised were 
ignored.  

Project teams were 
held accountable for 
decisions taken by 
executives, including 
line management 

9-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-09 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

9-Nov-11 Project Charter 
Project 1.doc 

1 New version of Project 
Charter produced 

During the course of 
the weeks it was found 
that due to the 
confusion created by 
many executives 
around scope and 
sponsorship that many 
versions of the Project 
Charter were 
produced. 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

9-Nov-11 RE: Project 
Charter Project 
5.doc 

5 New version of Project 
Charter produced 

During the course of 
the weeks it was found 
that due to the 
confusion created by 
many executives 
around scope and 
sponsorship that many 
versions of the Project 
Charter were 
produced. 

9-Nov-11 Fw: Priority 
Processes - 
Business Unit X 

All Lack of management 
focus 

Due to indecisiveness 
and lack of focus 
management always 
puts pressure on 
project teams  to 
produce deliverables 
before planned due 
dates 

9-Nov-11 RE: Project 
Charter Project 
1.doc 

1 and 5 Head of Process 
Business Unit dictating 
way forward 

It was found that the 
project manager on the 
projects did not have 
decision making 
accountability for 
deliverables. The Head 
of the Process 
Business Unit wanted 
to decide what goes 
into the Project Charter 
irrespective of 
sponsorship 
requirements. 

10-Nov-11 Project Charter 
Project 1 DRAFT 
FEEDBACK 
2011-11-09.doc 

1 Head of Process 
Business Unit dictating 
way forward 

It was found that the 
project manager on the 
projects did not have 
decision making 
accountability for 
deliverables. The Head 
of the Process 
Business Unit wanted 
to decide what goes 
into the Project Charter 
irrespective of 
sponsorship 
requirements. 

10-Nov-11 Business Case 
Project 5 
FEEDBACK 
2011-11-09.doc 

5 Head of Process 
Business Unit dictating 
way forward 

It was found that the 
project manager on the 
projects did not have 
decision making 
accountability for 
deliverables. The Head 
of the Process 
Business Unit wanted 
to decide what goes 
into the Project Charter 
irrespective of 
sponsorship 
requirements. 

10-Nov-11 Workshop:  
Define the scope 
of the initiative 
and plan the 
execution of the 
RIE pilots. 

1 and 5 Meeting to gather more 
buy-in for Rapid 
Improvement  Event 
execution approach 

More buy-in 
engagements taking 
place to prove value of 
Business Process 
Reengineering 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

10-Nov-11 RE: The BCD 
Team - 
Recognition for 
the 17th 

1 and 5 Recognition was 
provided for the project 
teams. 

Due to the numerous 
executive 
engagements 
impacting the project 
deliverables, the team 
was getting frustrated. 
To get the team 
motivated recognition 
was submitted for the 
team. 

10-Nov-11 Updated Project 
Charters 

1 and 5 New version of Project 
Charter produced 

This time the project 
charters were 
produced to satisfy the 
Head of the Process 
Business Unit 

14-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-14 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

14-Nov-11 FW: Project 
Charter Project 5 
v1.0 

5 Business Executive 
requesting to meet to 
discuss project charter 

It was found once 
again that there were 
very different views 
amongst the 
executives when it 
came to scope 

15-Nov-11 RE: Project 
Charter's 
Sponsor Sign Off 

1 and 5 Project Charters were 
signed off 

After numerous 
iterations of project 
charters, they were 
finally signed off. 

15-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-15 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

16-Nov-11 Accepted: 
Discuss 
Consolidation of 
Metrics and As Is 
Dashboards 

1 Meeting to discuss 
Metrics Capability 
deliverable 

Even though the 
Business Case was 
incomplete and there 
was no allocation of 
funding work on the 
metrics framework 
continued 

16-Nov-11 Fw: Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-15 - Project 1 
and 5 

1 and 5 Board  Executive 
requesting for no team 
appointments and work 
to be executed until he 
signs off 

More business politics 
at play between 
business unit 
executives. 

17-Nov-11 Re: Delivery 
2011 

1 and 5 Email discussion 
between Business unit 
heads 

More business politics 
at play, this time 
between the business 
unit heads 

21-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-21 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

22-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-22 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

25-Nov-11 BCD internal 
walkthrough - 
Project 1 and 5 

1 and 5 Draft Business Case 
was reviewed with 
project teams 

  

23-Nov-11 RE: Discuss 
Consolidation of 
Metrics and As Is 
Dashboards 

1 Metrics Framework work 
goes steaming ahead 

Still no BCD and 
approved funding yet 
work continues 

23-Nov-11 Project X and 
Project Y 
Roadmap 

5 Projects that are directly 
impacting and 
duplicating this projects 
work  

Once again it was 
found that various 
executives were 
performing similar work 
to achieve the same 
outcomes. 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

24-Nov-11 FW: Global 
Projects 
presentation 

N/A Strategic initiatives 
presented 

Business executives 
have independent 
discussions without 
project representation 

24-Nov-11 RE: RIE Topic 5 Discussion on 
overlapping work across 
Business Process 
Internal projects 

Even Internal to the 
business process unit, 
senior managers were 
duplicating work effort 

24-Nov-11 RE: Business 
Case Project 1 
v0 2 

1 Business Case 
distributed for review 

Head of Process 
Business unit forces 
project team to look for 
quick win benefits even 
when project only 
realises benefits after a 
project implementation. 

24-Nov-11 RE: Presentation 
Packs 

1 Discussion on various 
business unit 
approaches towards 
deliverables 

More business politics 
at play 

1-Dec-11 BCD Integration 
points 

1 and 5 Meeting to discuss 
duplication of effort on 
other projects as well as 
all dependencies and 
impacts created 

Project teams decided 
to ensure that they 
highlight all the 
projects that are 
happening that are 
delivering similar work. 
This was however later 
ignored by all 
executives. More 
business politics 

28-Nov-11 Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-28 

1 and 5 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

28-Nov-11 FW: Business 
Case Project 1 
v0 2 Person X 
and Person 
Y.doc 

1 New version of Business 
Case produced 

It looked like the 
Business Case would 
go through the same 
contentious issues as 
the Project Charter's 
went through 

28-Nov-11 Business Case 
Project 5 v0.3 

5 New version of Business 
Case produced 

It looked like the 
Business Case would 
go through the same 
contentious issues as 
the Project Charter's 
went through 

29-Nov-11 RE: Checkpoint 
Report for 2011-
11-15 - Project 1 
and 5 

1 and 5 Email discussion on 
Business Case 
deliverables 

More Executive 
management politics 
that places undue 
pressure on project 
teams 

29-Nov-11 Business Case 
Project 1 
v0.4Updates.doc
x 

1 Business Case revised Many version or the 
Business Case was 
being produced to 
cater for various 
executive management 
feedback. Generally 
not all saw the same 
picture. 

29-Nov-11 CIB Project 1 
BCD Feedback 

1 Confirmation of business 
buy-in 

Confirmation of 
business buy-in 

30-Nov-11 RE: RIE process 
initiatives 

1 Scope being contended First signs that scope 
will be changed to 
exclude internationally 
based customer 
service centres 

2-Dec-11 RE: Project 1 
Business Case 
0112011.ppt 

1 No feedback on 
Business Case sign off 
from sponsor 

It became apparent the 
buy-in was very erratic. 
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2-Dec-11 RE: Business 
Case Project 1 
v.1_ 30112011 

1 Multiple emails were 
sent for sign off 
feedback 

It became apparent the 
buy-in was very erratic. 

2-Dec-11 Focus for the 
next two-three 
weeks 

1 and 5 Head of Process 
Business Unit dictating 
way forward 

It became obvious that 
the project managers 
were not being left to 
be accountable for 
performing their jobs. 
Various discussions 
outside the project 
meetings were being 
held and decisions 
being taken on behalf 
of the projects 

2-Dec-11 FW: Next Steps - 
Scope of Work  

1 and 5 Project direction been 
given by non-project 
managers. 

Even though the 
projects were in the 
process of getting the 
Business Cases signed 
off, other managers 
were influencing the 
project work and 
direction 

2-Dec-11 Business Case 
Review 

1 Business Case sent for 
sign off 

  

5-Dec-11 RE: Business 
Case Project 1 
v.1_ 30112011 

1 Business Case agreed 
to be signed off 

  

5-Dec-11 RE: Business 
Case Review 

5 Business Case feedback 
given.  

No signs that it will be 
signed off 

6-Dec-11 RE: Changes 
Required 

5 Benefits for project 
being disputed 

The project was in 
danger of being 
stopped due to not 
having enough 
financially quantifiable 
benefits 

7-Dec-11 Project 1-
Business Case 

1 Final version of BCD 
sent for sign off 

This was not the final 
version 

8-Dec-11 Business Case 
and Presentation 

5 Final version of BCD 
sent for sign off 

This was not the final 
version 

8-Dec-11 Project 1 and 5 
Combined 
Summary v 
1_08122011.ppt
x 

1 and 5 Executive sponsor 
feedback on Business 
Cases 

Business Case not yet 
signed off. More input 
received from senior 
executive in charge of 
all business units. 

12-Dec-11 Project 1 
Business Case - 
Performance 
Design & 
Improvement 

1 Business Case 
approved 

This later turned out to 
be pen on paper. All 
approvals were later 
overturned or revoked. 

12-Dec-11 Information 5 Benefits for project 
being revised 

Due to various 
contentions on the 
benefits for executing 
the project, the project 
team had to work out 
various scenarios on 
the benefits to build a 
Business Case.  

12-Dec-11 Business Case 
Project 5 v0 9 

5 Revised Business Case 
produced 

This was the 9th 
version of the Business 
Case 

13-Dec-11 Fw: Project 3 - 
Process Analyst 
Requirement 

3 Request for process 
design resource for a 
project 

Project  discussions 
initiated 

13-Dec-11 RE: Project 3 - 
Process Analyst 
Requirement 

3 Resources being 
approved for projects  

Resources are being 
approved for on 
boarding based on 
verbal discussions 
only. 
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13-Dec-11 FW: Project 7 7 Further discussions on 
projects 

Executives discussing 
possible projects 

15-Dec-11 Investment 
committee Excel 
Pack.xlsx 

N/A Document on a proposal 
for an investment 
committee 

It was later found that 
there existed no 
investment committee 
that could approve 
funding for the projects 

22-Dec-11 Progress 
Update: Project 
1 and 5 

1 and 5 Work progress on 
metrics framework 

No Funding being 
approved. No signed 
off BCD for project 
number 5, yet 
resources were busy 
on delivering the 
metrics framework  

10-Jan-12 Project 1 - 1 
Pager 

1 and 4 Scope of Project 1 being 
split 

Scope of Project 1 
split. Business Case 
required revision which 
did not occur. 

11-Jan-12 Planning 4 Meeting held for the 
planning of the project 

First meeting session. 
It was found that new 
stakeholders would be 
required to co-sponsor 
and agree on scope 
and way forward. 
Same issues on 
overlapping projects 
were identified. 

11-Jan-12 Project 1-Current 
state definition 
split 

1 Work load distribution More work 
commencing on 
project. No funding yet 
approved 

12-Jan-12 FW: Business 
Case Event 
Based Reporting 
4.doc 

1 Projects being initiated 
that duplicate work effort 

Projects being initiated 
that duplicate work 
effort 

12-Jan-12 Project 1 
OverviewV3.xlsx 

1 More projects being 
identified as duplicating 
work 

This was ignored once 
again by executive 
stakeholders 

16-Jan-12 Project 1 
minutes 

1 Minutes of meeting      

16-Jan-12 BPM Approach 
for Project 3 

3 Resource identified for 
project- POC was put 
forward on new 
approach to Perform 
BPR 

While projects were on 
the run a new 
approach was being 
put forward to perform 
BPR 

17-Jan-12 Project 1 
minutes 
17012012 

1 Minutes of meeting    Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

19-Jan-12 Urgently send 
me the final 
BCD's for Project 
1 and 5 

1 and 5 Business Cases were 
requested for further 
debate 

The Business Cases 
were now under further 
debate by various 
executive stakeholders 

19-Jan-12 RE: Business 
Case Project 1 v 
1_fnl 

1 Project deliverables are 
being duplicated by 
another project 

Risks identified of 
duplication of work that 
were ignored by 
management earlier 
were now being 
realised. 

19-Jan-12 Can Person X 
not take on the 
Project 3 
Process Analyst 
work 

3 New Resource for 
project requested 

Project was being run 
as part of a bigger 
program. Not much 
information was being 
received 
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19-Jan-12 RE: Business 
Case Project 1 v 
1_fnl 

1 Different views on 
duplication of work effort 

Due to the number of 
projects that were 
going on and the fact 
that multiple executives 
were performing their 
own projects it was 
difficult to get a single 
view of the truth 

19-Jan-12 Board Update 
Version 2 
[Recovered].ppt 

All Business Process 
project board minutes 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

19-Jan-12 RE: Meeting 
With Person X 

7 Email discussion on 
preparation to meet 
Executive Sponsor  

Work was commencing 
to prep and get buy-in 
for performing BPR 
work in the respective 
business unit 

20-Jan-12 Business Unit  
Programme 
Board Update 
20110119 (2).ppt 

1 and 5 Minutes of Process 
Project Board Meeting 

Evidence of funding 
agreed to. Evidence 
Project BCD's 
approved 

20-Jan-12 Project4 minutes 
19012012.doc 

4 Minutes of meeting Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

23-Jan-12 Project 4 docs 4 Previous projects 
documentation 
distributed 

An initial project 
created in August 2011 
to execute on the same 
objectives was 
performed in the 
international space. 
This was later 
abandoned. Reason 
was restructuring of 
division. 

25-Jan-12 Checkpoint 
Report for 2012-
01-25 

1 Progress report on 
project 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

26-Jan-12 FW: Shared 
Services Utility 
Workshop - 
Workshop 
Minutes 

1 Strategy to restructure 
entire business unit was 
impacting on projects.  

All work done on the 
Business Case had to 
be revised and 
revisited to show 
impact of cost and 
benefits 

27-Jan-12 Rapid 
Improvement 
events 

1 Buy - In for the Rapid 
Improvement Event 
approach 

There was strong buy-
in to perform the Rapid 
Improvement Event 
type approach.  

31-Jan-12 Checkpoint 
Report for 2012-
01-30 

1 Progress report on 
project 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

3-Feb-12 Project 4 6 
SIGMA Express 
projects.xlsx 

4 First draft Project 
Charter released 

  

6-Feb-12 Planning for 
Project 7 

7 Meeting where scope of 
BPR work discussed 

The project team was 
to form part of a larger 
IT program delivering a 
new core banking 
platform.  

7-Feb-12 Board Update 
20120130.ppt 

All Minutes of Process 
Projects Board meeting 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

7-Feb-12 Re: Project 4 
Project 
Charter.xlsx 

4 Feedback from review of 
document 

The executive sponsor 
asked to appoint a co-
sponsor. This made 
scope and budget 
discussions very 
complicated. 

7-Feb-12 FW: Project 4 as- 
is update 

4 As-Is Analysis update As -Is analysis started 
even though scope and 
budget has not been 
finalised 
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7-Feb-12 Project 4 
Governance 

4 Project Governance 
Framework requested to 
be established 

Due to the complex 
nature of stakeholder 
locations and 
engagements a 
governance framework 
had to be set up. This 
was to make sure the 
primary sponsor was 
happy before anything 
was taken to the 
internationally based 
team and Co-Sponsor 

7-Feb-12 RE: Project 7 
Planning 

7 Minutes of planning 
session 

Scope finalised to 
include only 
documentation of As- 
Is processes and 
definition of To-Be 
processes. No 
implementation as part 
of scope. This was to 
be executed by the IT 
business analysts 

8-Feb-12 Group 
Executive_Updat
e.pptx 

1 Risks to be raised with 
Executive sponsor on 
business restructure 
impact.  

The risk was disputed 
as to the impact. 
Impact was later 
realised with new 
versions of Business 
Cases been created for 
various other executive 
stakeholders 

6-Feb-12 Checkpoint 
Report for 2012-
02-06 

1 Progress report on 
project 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

10-Feb-12 Project 4 Project 
Governance.doc 

4 Governance document 
distributed 

Governance document 
distributed 

10-Feb-12 RE: Project 4 
Project 
Governance 

4 Example of difference in 
executive opinion 

Example of difference 
in executive opinion 

10-Feb-12 Project 7 Project 
Charter 

7 Draft Project Charter 
produced 

  

12-Feb-12 Project 7 - Draft 
Project Plan 

7 Draft project plan Project 7 proposed 
planning 

13-Feb-12 Shared Services 
Utility - 
Presentation 
XXX Investment 
Committee 
meeting 13 Feb 
2012 

N/A Business Unit 
restructure presentation 

Business conducts 
independent strategic 
restructures without 
project representation 

14-Feb-12 Checkpoint 
Report for 2012-
02-14 

1 Progress report on 
project 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

14-Feb-12 Project 4 
Discussion 
points 

4 Minutes of previous 
meetings 

As-Is analysis being 
conducted without 
approved funding. 
Highlighted duplication 
of work from other 
projects 

15-Feb-12 FW: Project 4 
minutes 
14022012.doc 

4 Minutes of previous 
meetings 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

15-Feb-12 Project Costing 
and NPV calc 
without ROA and 
Int 

1 and 4 Revised Business Case 
financials 

Due to splitting of 
scope the Business 
Case had to be revised 

20-Feb-12 Checkpoint 
Report 2012-02-
13.doc 

1 Progress report on 
project 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 
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20-Feb-12 FW: Project 2 
Process 
modelling 

2 Project discussion 
initiated 

  

27-Feb-12 Discuss Project 2 
Process 
Modelling 

2 Project meeting held This was also an IT 
system replacement 
project that required 
BPR type work to be 
performed. 

21-Feb-12 Project 4 Project 
Team minutes 
21022012.doc 

4 Minutes of previous 
meetings 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

22-Feb-12 E-mail to be sent 
out for sign off of 
As-Is processes 

1 Sign off request for As-Is 
documents 

Work continues even 
though Sponsorship, 
Scope and Budget 
under contention 

23-Feb-12 OIC Funding 
Required 

1 and 5 Funding requested for 
projects 

Initial funding approval 
was revoked as 
executive sponsor 
denied approving 
funds. Comment was 
only approved BCD to 
go for funding 
requests. It was an 
exhaustive exercise to 
get funding for the 
projects. Funding was 
becoming an issue as 
executives were now 
focusing on other 
priorities due to 
structural changes. 

24-Feb-12 Project 4 Project 
Team minutes 
21022012.doc 

4 Minutes of meeting Evidence that BCD has 
been initiated. 

24-Feb-12 FW: Project 1, 
Project 5, Project 
X 

1 and 5 Africa Regions de-
scoped 

Africa Regions de-
scoped due to 
duplication of work 
being conducted by 
alternate project. This 
was continuously 
highlighted to 
executive management 
which was ignored. 

28-Feb-12 FW: Project 7 
workshop: 
Follow up 
discussion 

7 Project became a 
program that was 
required to execute on 
various projects. 

Two projects were 
running within this 
program as of now.  

28-Feb-12 Checkpoint 
Report 2012-02-
27 

1,5,6,7 Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

28-Feb-12 Project Kick Off 
20120227 
(2).pptx 

6 Project Initiation 
document highlighting 
the BML execution 
approach and 
deliverables for project 

POC for the BML 
approach was run by 
the company that 
owned the tool.  

28-Feb-12 FW: Alignment of 
Process 
Standards 

All Impact of restructure 
and duplication of work 
was formally raised by 
an executive not part of 
the stakeholder 
engagement on the 
projects 

This once again was 
disputed. It was about 
business politics, 
personal agendas and 
ego's. No one wanted 
to take ownership of 
this issue. 
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29-Feb-12 RE: Business 
Case and Plan 

2 The BCD and Plan was 
distributed 

After analysis it was 
found that this was an 
IT project that did not 
consider Process. Only 
1 task was dedicated 
to delivering the As-Is 
and To-Be processes. 
No implementation was 
required of Process 
team. 

29-Feb-12 RE: Business 
Case and Plan 

2 Trail of emails on 
budget, approach and 
resource allocation 

Initial budgets, efforts 
and scope  agreed to 

29-Feb-12 Meeting with 
Person X 

7 Request from Project 
Manager to one 
executive to help meet 
another executive 

It was a very hostile 
environment to work in, 
due to lack of buy-in 
and difference in 
opinion amongst 
executives. 

7,9-Mar-
12 

VSAM Planning 
Sessions 

1 Workshop setup to 
select priority processes 
for VSAM analysis 

VSAM analysis on As-
Is processes was 
initiated 

1-Mar-12 Support for RIE N/A POC on RIE approach 
was implemented 

The POC to prove the 
value on BPR type 
work was being 
implemented 

1-Mar-12 RE: Project 7 
Scorecard 
Feedback 

7 Project B - Discussion 
on different executive 
views 

More executive 
management politics 
that disconnects 
organisation objectives 
from own agendas. 

1-Mar-12 FW: Project 1 SA 
Heads  

1 VSAM sessions with 
Business Executives set 
up 

VSAM sessions with 
Business Executives 
set up 

2-Mar-12 Current State 
Analysis - 
Metrics 

1 Baseline Metrics 
Document delivered 

Deliverables on project 
was going well at this 
point. 

3-Mar-12 FW: Work on 
production of 
processing 
blueprint(Core 
Banking) 

N/A More projects kick off More duplication of 
work being initiated. 
What was interesting, 
was that these were 
the same executives 
that were part of 
projects under the case 
study scope 

3-Mar-12 FW: Project Y - 
Process Design 
Stream 

1 and 5 Discussions initiated at 
Executive level around 
restructure and funding 
impact 

There was an impact 
on funding for these 
projects due to the 
restructure. New 
Executives were 
becoming sponsors. 
There was new interest 
in the BCD's produced.  

6-Mar-12 Please review - 
thanks 

7 Project B draft approach 
document distributed 

  

6-Mar-12 RE: Update 1 and 5 Updates on projects Evidence of work 
completed 

6-Mar-12 Project Z 
evaluation 
criteria 

1 and 5 Alternate project 
evaluation criteria 

More confusion around 
scope and duplication 
of work being created 
from various projects 

6-Mar-12 Re: Way 
Forward 

1 Confirmation of scope  The impact of 
duplication of work 
across various projects 
was still being ignored 
at an executive level.  
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6-Mar-12 Lean Six Update 1 and 5 Funding to be requested 
for projects 

Funding has been a 
major issue on the 
projects. It toggled 
from approved to not 
being approved 
continuously. At this 
point project teams 
became frustrated and 
talk within the team 
around resignations 
became very rife. 

8-Mar-12 FW: Project Y 
Scorecard 
Feedback 

7 Project B work to 
commence irrespective 
of confirmed scope and 
funding 

It seemed a common 
occurrence that work 
commenced on 
projects even though 
there was no 
agreement on scope 
and funding. This was 
not driven by the 
sponsor but rather from 
line management 

12-Mar-12 Project X - 
Process 
Discussion 

1 and 5 Project Teams Meet to 
discuss overlapping of 
work 

Project Teams decided 
to ensure that 
overlapping of work 
was discussed and 
resolved as executive 
management was 
ignoring this issue 

12-Mar-12 RE: Checkpoint 
Report 2012-03-
12 

All Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

13-Mar-12 Project Y- 
progress 

7 Progress report on 
project 

Evidence that BCD and 
Project Charter for 
project B will be 
delivered at the same 
time and due date. 

14-Mar-12 RE: ISO N/A Different methodologies 
lead to rework 

Inconsistent 
methodology 
application for Process 
work led to rework 

14-Mar-12 RE: Way 
Forward - 

1 Line management 
making decisions on 
behalf of projects 

VSAM sessions were 
proposed to be 
stopped by line 
management due to 
discussions held 
independent of project 
team. 

19-Mar-12 Project 1 
Business Case 
review 

1 and 5 BCD reworked Due to restructure and 
lack of funding BCD 
was being reworked 

20-Mar-12 Review BCD 1 and 5 Review BCD Original signed off 
BCD's was disputed 
within the new 
structure. This started 
numerous rework and 
benefit - value 
discussions on the 
projects 

20-Mar-12 Feb highlights all Executive progress 
feedback 

It was highlighted that 
funding was an issue. 
Project 6 As - Is 
analysis was stopped 
in favour of developing 
a target state view. 

19-Mar-12 Change Request 
CS 

1 Change Request  
submitted to rework 
BCD 

Finally management 
agreed that the 
restructure and number 
of projects have an 
impact on this project 
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19-Mar-12 Change 
Request_PMTS 

5 Change Request  
submitted to rework 
BCD 

Finally management 
agreed that the 
restructure and number 
of projects have an 
impact on this project 

20-Mar-12 Project Charter 
Project 7 V1 2 

7 Project Charter for 
Project B distributed 

Scope was limited to 
defining a metrics 
dashboard only due to 
limited funding 

20-Mar-12 Project 4 Weekly 
Project Meeting 

4 As-Is analysis delayed 
by two weeks 

As-Is analysis delayed 
by two weeks due to 
projects overlapping 
work 

20-Mar-12 Project Charter 
Project 5 
20032012 

5 The Project had to re-
start from Project 
Charter  

There was no buy-in 
from the business 
executive as to the 
value of the work. This 
led to the project 
restarting to prove the 
value.  

20-Mar-12 Project Charter 
Project 1 
20032012 

1 The Project had to re-
start from project charter  

There were now two 
executive sponsors 
representing business 
requirements. This led 
to the project restarting 
at the project charter 
stage 

21-Mar-12 RE: Project 1 
Project Charter 

1 Difference in opinion on 
the scope and outcomes 

Due to various 
differences in opinion 
around scope and 
objectives, there were 
many versions of the 
Project Charter and 
BCD 

22-Mar-12 Project Charters 1 and 5 Meeting to discuss why 
projects restarted 

Executive refused to 
acknowledge their part 
in the project issues 
thus far. The Project 
Managers were held 
fully accountable. 

22-Mar-12 RE: project 
charters for 
Project 1 and 5 

1 and 5 Project Charters were 
under revision again 

Project Charters were 
under revision again 

23-Mar-12 Checkpoint 
Report 2012-03-
23 

All Progress report on 
projects 

Evidence of decisions 
and work performed 

25-Mar-12 CI in Business 
Unit Y 

1 and 5 Executive management 
feedback 

It was agreed that 
Project 5 currently did 
not have a strong 
Business Case. It was 
also agreed that 
Project 1 had a strong 
Business Case and 
would require funding. 

28-Mar-12 RE: Six Sigma 
Project Charter 
and Business 
Case for Project 
1 

1 Review of Revised BCD Another review on 
another BCD by 
business executives 

27-Mar-12 RE: Project 1  
Weekly Project 
Meeting 

4 Risk Raised - No Project 
Manager 

Risk was raised that no 
PM was managing the 
project, hence the 
project was at risk of 
delivery. The problem 
was that neither 
sponsor was willing to 
fund as of this date. 
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27-Mar-12 FW: Project 
Charter Project 7 
V1 4 

7 Revised Project Charter Another project were 
multiple versions of 
Project Charters were 
being produced while 
work was being done 
and no funding 
allocated. 

27-Mar-12 RE: Budget - 
International  

4 Risk - No Budget 
Approved 

Risk - No Budget 
Approved 

4-Apr-12  General 
Projects 
Discussion 

All Meeting between 
process project teams. 

Project teams were 
becoming frustrated 
with the numerous 
executive indecisions. 
By August 2012 5 out 
of 6 Senior Project 
Managers resigned 
including some 
process team 
members. The Senior 
Manager responsible 
for the area also 
resigned 

28-Mar-12 Re: CI in CIB 5 Executives Meet to 
discuss way forward 

Different Sponsor 
allocated. Executives 
still could not come to 
an agreement in terms 
of scope. 

28-Mar-12 CQM and MOS 5 Another project initiated 
that impacts this project 

Another project 
initiated that impacts 
this project 

28-Mar-12 Declined: Six 
Sigma Project 
Charter and 
Business Case 
for Project 1 

5 Sponsor declines 
meeting to discuss 
revised BCD 

It became apparent 
that due to the 
restructure there were 
other priorities that the 
executives were 
focussing on. Most of 
their priorities was on 
self-preservation within 
the organisation 

29-Mar-12 As-Is Process 
Summary 

7 Project  A  As - Is 
processes feedback 

Project  A  As - Is 
processes feedback 

29-Mar-12 RE: CI in 
Business Unit Y 

5 New Sponsor feedback New sponsor highlights 
other projects and 
duplication of work and 
lack of buy-in in terms 
of seeing value of 
process work verse IT 
system changes 

2-Apr-12 Business Case 
presentations for 
Person Y 

1 and 5 Project funds were being 
requested from 
Executive Line 
Management 

It was interesting to 
find that no funding 
was being made 
available by the 
allocated sponsors of 
the project. This led to 
the project teams Line 
Executive being asked 
to fund the resources 
work effort and project 
delivery 

3-Apr-12 Project 4 Update 4 PM Allocated - BCD due 
date confirmed 

PM Allocated - BCD 
due date confirmed 

4-Apr-12 Project Charter 
Project 1 
20120403 

1 Revised Project 
Charter/BCD 

Eventually the BCD 
and Project Charter 
where combined but 
was still called a 
Project Charter.  
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4-Apr-12 RE: Project 4 
Update 

4 Process Team pulled of 
the project. No Funding 

Process Team pulled 
of the project. No 
Funding. This was a 
typical example of 
business politics; Due 
to lack of mutual 
understanding between 
executives certain 
actions were taken. 
This was so different in 
the other projects, 
where resources were 
working with no 
funding. 

4-Apr-12 FW: Project 5 
charter 0.5.pptx 

5 Project Charter revised 
and scope drastically 
reduced 

Due to various 
contentions around the 
BCD. The scope was 
drastically reduced and 
the Project Charter 
was revised 

5-Apr-12 Re: Project 
Charter Project 1 
20120404_updat
ed. 

1 Project Charter review 
feedback 

Executives still do not 
agree on scope and 
approach. Dual 
sponsorship was 
decided on due to the 
restructure 

6-Apr-12 RE: Project 3 
Project Charter 
and Business 
Case and Project 
Plan 

3 Feedback - No Project 
Charter and BCD 
Available 

Process work was 
being done only to 
understand As-Is. It 
was run under an IT 
project. Information 
was very limited 

5-Apr-12 RE: Do we have 
a high level plan 
for Project 7 

7 Project B - Project 
Charter revised 

So far 6 versions were 
produced after initial 
sign off 

10-Apr-12 FW: Project 3 
Documents 
required 

3 Latest Project Plan Latest project plan was 
shared. The interesting 
note picked up from 
the plan, was that there 
was no BCD and 
Project Charter. The 
plan was also not 
followed. It was just 
used to fulfil 
governance. Also the 
process work only 
commenced in March 
2012 while the project 
plan showed it starting 
in September 2011 

10-Apr-12 RE: Recovery for 
Project 
Resources 

4 Discussion on budget Process Team pulled 
of the project. No 
Funding. This was a 
typical example of 
business politics, Due 
to lack of mutual 
understanding between 
executives certain 
actions were taken. 
This was so different in 
the other projects, 
where resources were 
working with no 
funding. 
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11-Apr-12 FW: Project 7 
Improvement 
Programme 

7 Project A was approved 
by sponsor to complete 
all work 

Even though work has 
commenced, it was 
found that the sponsor 
did not approve work 
until now. The line 
executive was making 
decisions for work to 
commence. 

11-Apr-12 FW: USS IS 
Summ RE1.xlsm 

All Latest budget approval 
status 

Only certain project 
budgets were 
approved. It was also 
found that new Project 
Charters were being 
documented for Project 
1 and 5. 

11-Apr-12 Utility report  1, 4 and 5 Latest feedback on 
projects 

New Project Charters 
sign off for the 17th 
April 2012. Project 4 
funding approved for 
As-Is analysis only. 

13-Apr-12 FW: Project 5 
charter 

5 Discussion on project 
value between 
executives 

The projects value and 
benefit realisation was 
disputed. IT was seen 
as the silver bullet to 
deliver solutions. 
Project soon after was 
stopped in favour of 
doing process analysis 
over a month to get 
detailed metrics. 

16-Apr-12 FW: Project 2 
Documentation 
Walk-through 

2 Project put on hold   

16-Apr-12 RE: Project 
Board Meeting 
(Lean Six Sigma) 

1 and 5 Project Board cancelled 
due to debates on 
Business Cases and 
funding approvals 

The debate on the 
Business Cases and 
confusion around 
funding was eventually 
leading to major 
failures within the 
projects. It also led to 
many frustrations 
within the project 
teams 

17-Apr-12 FW: Project 7 
next steps 

7 No feedback on Project 
B Project Charter from 
Sponsor. 

  

17-Apr-12 CI in Business 
Unit Y 

1 and 5 Latest Executive 
Agreement 

Project number 5 was 
stopped for further 
investigation - duration 
1 month. Project 
number 1 was agreed 
to in terms of scope 
and sponsorship, no 
funding agreement was 
reached 

24-Apr-12 Project 4 Weekly 
meeting 

4 Status feedback  As -is analysis being 
documented and  BCD 
to start  11 May 2012 - 
for completion 18 May 
2012 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

2-May-12 RE: Project 4 
Update 

4 Concerns raised on 
projects focus and 
direction 

The project was in 
serious jeopardy as 
there was no executive 
focus and no direction. 
Project was escalated 
to Group Executive for 
non-delivery. Multiple 
emails went back and 
forth between 
executives. 
Unfortunately no 
commitment was 
made. 

10-May-12 PICPEC May 
2012-05-10 
[Autosaved].ppt 

All Status feedback on 
Projects to Group 
Executive Investment 
Committee 

All feedback was that 
projects were in green 
status. This was very 
interesting seeing all 
the events that have 
occurred over the last 
few months. 

7-May-12 BCD Project 1 1 Unrealistic timelines 
were always forced on 
the project team 
irrespective of agreed 
planned dates with all 
stakeholders 

The goal post was 
always moving 
because of the number 
of executives that were 
considered Board 
Approver’s of the 
project. This made it 
very difficult for the 
project team to deliver 
quality products as 
they were constantly 
under pressure to keep 
bringing their timelines 
ahead of plan. 

8-May-12 Business Case 
Project 1 v 
0.1_May2012 

1 A new BCD produced The project team 
eventually started a 
new BCD which was  
already revised 3 times 

10-May-12 CI Investment 
and Portfolio 
Excecution 
Committee 

All A new Investment 
Committee set up with a 
new Executive Chair 

  

10-May-12 FW: Business 
Case - Project 1 

1 More executive 
stakeholder changes 

Resulting in  delay in 
BCD signoff 

11-May-12 RE: Business 
Case - Project 1 

1 BCD Approved  Executives have 
approved the BCD. 
Only funding approval 
was left 

22-May-12 FW: Project 5 
Current State 
Analysis 

5 The 1 month Analysis 
report 

Based on the report it 
was agreed that it did 
not make any sense to 
do a project.  

28-May-12 Status reports on 
projects under 
your portfolio 

7 Project number 7 status 
updates 

Project A completed. 
Project B re-planned 
for 31 July 2012 

28-May-12 Update 6 Status Update Confirmation as to why 
project started late and 
completion of work. 
What was not 
mentioned was the 
project team infighting 
between the vendor 
and organisation which 
also delayed the 
project delivery date. 
The vendor replaced 
their resources in 
favour of keeping the 
contract. 
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Date Email Subject 
Line 

Project 
Reference 

Brief Description Comments 

30-May-12 Project 4 
_Cash_Business
_Landscape_V0 
2.doc 

4 As-Is Analysis 
completed - 
Confirmation and 
document 

  

4-Sep-12 Your thoughts on 
how to approach 
the banking of 
benefits for 
Project 1 

1 New Team restarts the 
project 

The project was 
restarted after 11 
months of the original 
project kick off date 

          

Appendix D: Email Listing of Reviews Performed 
 
During the course of the PhD research a number of reviews were conducted. The 
list below reflects what was reviewed when and who conducted these reviews. 
These reviews formed part of the validity requirements for the research. A panel of 
reviewers was also constituted and is represented below: 
 

 Supervisor:      Prof Barry Dwolatzky 

 External Auditor:     Dr David Funchall 

 Case Study Programme Manager :   Kevin White 

 Case Study Black Belt Six Sigma Consultant:  Charles Parmar 

 Case Study Black Belt Six Sigma Consultant:  Srikanth Sriperumbudhuri 

 Wits Project Management Lecturer:   Barry Myburgh 

 Banking Sector Business/Process Analyst :  Erwin Ching-Sent 
 

Date Document Reviewed  Reviewer/s 

21-Mar-12 Informed Consent 
Document 

Reviewed by Organisation Executive  

23-Mar-12 PhD Proposal Panel  

14-Apr-12 PhD Updated Proposal Panel  

14-May-12 PhD Proposal The University PhD approval Panel 

15-Oct-12 Deriving a Research Agenda Panel  

26-Feb-13 BPM Article 1 Panel  

06-Mar-13 BPM Article 1 BPM Institute 

12-Apr-13 BPM Article 2 Panel  

13-Apr-13 BPM Article 2 BPM Institute 

22-May-13 Deriving a Research Agenda SAJIE Blind Review for Publication 

22-Aug-13 BPM Article 3 Panel  

07-Nov-13 BPM Article 3 BPM Institute 

13-Feb-14 Thesis  External Auditor and Supervisor 

25-Jul-15 Thesis  External Auditor and Supervisor 

03-Oct-14 Thesis  External Auditor and Supervisor 

10-Nov-14 Thesis  Supervisor 
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Appendix E: Organisational Consent 
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Appendix F: Charles C Ragin’s published fsQCA Manual 
 
The addition of this manual in the appendix is with permission from the author 
Charles C Ragin, granted on the 11th of December 2013 in writing via email. 
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Appendix G: Email Debate on the Term “Methodology”  
 
Hello  
 
Your feedback is much appreciated and valued. I have used many a published article advanced via 
BPTrends in certain aspects of my proposal. 
 
You are right when you say that my work will not add to the "process" knowledge. The reason being 
is that the research or work is not about the mechanics of the process and it's improvements or 
design. It is about executing a BPR programme of work to ensure benefits are realised as stated and 
there is a balance via trade-offs when it comes to applying the success factors that have been 
researched by many academics. 
 
I am  taking a project management and execution approach using soft systems methodology as a 
problem solving technique to determine if the "CI" methodologies cater for a true project 
management disciplined approach or is similar to an SDLC being executed within a PDLC. 
 
I do however disagree with you when it comes to likening methodology to cooking. As I do believe 
there is a distinct difference between a "method" and a "methodology". A method, yes, is directly 
associated to executing steps in a certain prescribed way to achieve the desired result. A 
methodology however irrespective of "heuristic", "algorithmic" or any other type provides guidelines 
based on certain principles and frameworks that constitute artifacts and deliverables based on 
stages that can be modified to attune to a situation and problem to ensure a desired outcome, not a 
specific result. As rightly pointed out by yourself that many people use the wrong CI methodologies 
in projects.  
 
Hence the research. As mentioned earlier I do value your feedback as it has indirectly actually 
supported the need for my research into the specifics of Programme/Project management and 
execution of BPR initiatives within a service industry. 
 
I will gladly submit papers, for review and possible publication. Once again thanks for the feedback. 
Can I ask if you do get time and if I do submit content to yourself any feedback would be 
appreciated, as I do value the critical and constructive manner in which it is portrayed. 
 
Much appreciated. 
 
Thanks 
 
Imtiaz Abdul Kader 
 
-----Original Message----- 
 
Mr. Kader, 
 
BPTrends will consider publishing any papers submitted.  We don't publish research, as such, but 
papers we think would be of interest to our readers.  So, as you generate things you think might be 
interesting, we will be happy to look and give you feedback as to why we might or might not think 
the paper appropriate.  So, whatever else, submit papers when you have them, with the 
understanding that they will be evaluated on their own merits. 
 
As to my giving feedback -- I am happy to try, but promise nothing in the way of a sustained effort.  I 
am rather busy and if you ask for feedback at a time when I have the time, I will provide what I can. 
 
I skimmed your proposal and think you have proposed an ambitious project.  I'm not sure it can be 
accomplished in any way that will actually add anything concrete to our knowledge of process -- and 
I will try to explain why. 
 
It starts with:  What is a methodology.   Let's say a methodology is a  
set of steps that you are instructed to follow to get a result.   This  
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works fine if we are cooking, or even building a bridge.  We have theories that are strong enough, 
and we control the environment sufficiently, that you can imagine working your way through the 
steps and getting a predictable result.  Moreover, if you don't get the desired result, it should be a 
matter of retracing your steps to see where you went "off methodology," which led to failure.  You 
didn't add the right amount of sugar, or you used the wrong formula to calculate load capacity. 
 
Let's refer to these methodologies as "algorithmic methodologies."  They really are a set of steps 
that need to be followed in a precise manner, and they really do guarantee success if followed. 
 
Process change has its methodologies, but they are "heuristic methodologies."  In essence, the 
methodology prescribes a set of steps (a project) and suggests "considerations" and "possible 
interventions"  
that you may encounter or try at each step.   In many situations a  
heuristic methodology is the best we can do, but it doesn't guarantee success.  In fact, its almost 
circular.  Methodology Z works, if and only if, you apply it to situation Z -- a situation that will 
respond to the interventions prescribed by Methodology Z. 
 
BPTrends has spent years working on a holistic methodology.  From our perspective Lean and Six 
Sigma are only useful for a small subset of the situations we commonly encounter.  Thus, if I have an 
insurance process problem -- and the the root cause is bad decisions taken at various points -- I may 
decide that defining business rules and either teaching  
them to employees, or embedding them in software is the way to go.    
Neither Lean or Six Sigma is likely to get me to business rules -- so in this situation, Lean or Six Sigma 
will be used in vain and do little to improve the organization's performance. 
 
I can show that Lean works by starting with a process problem that involves lots of unnecessary 
activities.  Lean is good at identifying and recommending the elimination of unnecessary activities, 
and hence, in such a situation, Lean would prove useful. 
 
So where do you begin on this effort?  Choosing the type of problem, to assure the methodology you 
choose will work, or... 
 
Let's assume you were to adopt a methodology like BPTrends that really tries to consider a very wide 
variety of process problems.  Even we have problems because process interventions involve making 
changes in the organization and nature of the organization.  In a different context, a philosopher 
likened this to "rebuilding a ship at sea in the middle of a storm" 
 
Assume that after quite a bit of analysis, we came up with a list of 22  
interventions -- this is typical of our approach.   We prioritize the  
interventions and find that 5 would probably generate 85% of the change  
we are looking for.  So we focus on those.   1) One involves changing  
the way a specific activity is done, 2) one involves changing a supplier, 3) one involves changing an 
employee incentive system, 4) one involves changing the way an unit is managed (for all practical 
purposes, changing the manager), and 5) one involves a new training  
program for some of the staff.   Chances are, if the organization isn't  
very committed to process work, senior management won't let your team do 2), 3), or 4).  If they do 
agree to do everything, they will spread the changes out over two years and make it hard to see 
which contributes what to the solution. 
 
Evaluating a holistic process methodology would be very hard.  In essence, everything in the 
organization, from strategy and the business model to process work and product design is on the 
table if you do comprehensive process improvement -- and resistance if fierce.  If you do something 
less -- and simply tackle processes that have too many activities, then you can eliminate or 
consolidate activities, but... in most cases you won't make too much difference in the overall 
performance of the organization. 
 
You might try to think of ways to constrain your study to focus on part of the whole.  That would 
make the results less useful to practitioners in the field, but would make it easier to get concrete 
data that might prove or disprove a specific hypothesis. 
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In any case I've given you some advice off the top of my head.  If you want more, let me know, 
 
Paul Harmon 
 
Paul Harmon 
Executive Editor, Business Process Trends Chief Methodologist, BPTrends Associates 
1819 Polk Street #334, San Francisco, CA 94109 Office/Home +1 415 346 1425  Cell +1 415 218 8417 
pharmon@bptrends.com   www.bptrends.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:pharmon@bptrends.com
http://www.bptrends.com/


234 
 

 

Appendix H: BPR Project Success/Failure Factors (La Rock, 

2003) 
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Appendix I: Sample of Email Content 
 
A set of sample emails were selected in order to provide a view of what content the 
emails generally contained. Note that any confidential information was masked, 
inclusive of names of people and organisational specific content which did not 
inform the research. 
 
Sample 1: Email selected as it provides a view as to the initiation of Project 1 
and when the first draft of the Business Case was issued. The attachment is 
also included. 
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Sample 2: Email selected as it provides a view as to the Project Board Pack 
as an attachment. The attachment is also included. 
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Sample 3: Email selected as it provides a view as to the format and content 
of the minutes that were taken for the projects. The attachment is also 
included. 
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Sample 4: Email selected as it provides a view as to the process analysis 
work that was carried out. The attachment is also included. 
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Sample 5: Email selected as it provides a view on the format and content of 
the Process Design portfolio’s project progress report. The attachment is 
also included. 
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Sample 6: Email selected as it provides a view on the overlapping of work 
being performed by numerous executives aimed at the same objective. No 
attachment included. 
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Sample 7: Email selected as it provides a view on the disparate use of 
various Continuous Improvement methodologies within the same business 
unit. It also highlights the political environment within the business unit and 
organisation. No attachment included. 
 

 
 
Sample 8: Email selected as it provides a view on the request from the 
existing sponsor of one of the BPR projects to appoint and add a new 
sponsor on the same project. The Project Charter for the project is attached 
as well.  
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Sample 9: Email selected as it provides a view on the multiple levels of 
politics including that of various organisational boards trying to oversee the 
same projects. 
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Sample 10: Email selected as it provides a view on the stakeholder 
resistance to change as well as the conflict between IT and CI Teams. 
 
 

 
 
Sample 11: Email selected as it provides a sample view of the standard 
project charter. The attachment is also included.  
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Sample 12: Email selected as it provides a view on the unapproved budget 
statuses. This was 2 months after official work had been kicked off on 
several of the case study projects. 
 
 

 
 
Sample 13: Email selected as it provides a view on the change of process 
analysis and design methodology. This was 2 months after official work had 
been kicked off on several of the case study projects. 
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Sample 14: Email selected as it provides a view on the risks being raised on 
the case study projects, which were being ignored by the cases study 
projects senior management. It also highlights the impact of business 
politics on project success. 
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Sample 15: A change in structure note sent out in an email. This highlights 
the fluidity of the organisations structure which had a major impact on the 
projects as sponsor’s and stakeholders changed which resulted in an impact 
to scope, budget and priority.  
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Sample 16: Email selected as it provides a view on the issues experienced by 
the project teams regarding project funding due to the structural changes. 
This was sent out almost 3 months after work was initiated on some of the 
projects within the cases study. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Sample 17: Email selected as it provides a view on the budget discussions 
after the organisation restructured.  
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Sample 18: Email selected as it provides a detailed view on the business 
politics impact on the projects that formed part of the case study. It also 
highlights the difference of opinion at project sponsorship level with line 
management especially that between IT and CI type initiatives. 
 
 
As stated to XX this is purely a first draft. I expect that there will be changes and 
we will incorporate them. This is a process which we both committed to so lets 
progress it. I have a number of questions I would like to cover with you when we 
meet 
 

1.  Please can you provide me with a copy of your stats your stats on 
capacity  vs volume over the last 6 months. Hear you that spikes happen 
on mid and end of month. The further questions that I have are 

2. Performance 
a. What is the SLA you have with business? 
b. What is the budget and FTE’s in the area? 

3. Capacity 
a. What is your forecast accuracy at the moment? 
b. How many FTE’s are you short over mid and end of month? 
c. What will your plans on improving labour flexibility give you in 

terms of additional capacity during the peak periods? 
4. Error rates 

a. What is the source of the error rates?  
b. Are errors measured? Do you agree with XX numbers on errors 

and other numbers? 
i. What volume is lost through rework? 
ii. What percentage of errors are induced by the customer 

and what is attributable to the consultants on the floor? 
iii. Are these errors related to the peaks and troughs during 

the month? 
iv. If attributable to the consultants on the floor do we know 

which consultants are making the errors and why? 
v. Are skills assessed and do the consultants have specific 

remedial training? 
vi. What training is available? 
vii. Are there performance contracts in place and are the 

consultants measured and rewarded on performance? 
5. Productivity 

a. What are the targets (team and individual) and how are they 
cascaded to the floor? 

b. Is productivity measured (Volume/hour) what is the variance 
between the consultants and why? Is feedback provided to the 
consultants how often  

c. Has a climate survey been done and what are the results?  When 
is the last time that management held a focus group with staff? 

d. What is the pattern i.e. timing of absenteeism mid month vs month 
end? 

e. What production is lost due to absenteeism? 
 
XX lets work through this. My personal view is that we need to do further work on 
the problem statement and on the data. I do not want to get into solutioning at this 
stage. I also believe there is an overreliance on IT am also not saying that process 
will solve the issue. I also cant discount process at this stage. Have seen many 
cases that performance has improved 20-30% on the same platform without any IT 
changes. I can honestly state that in the CI projects we have in most instances we 
have achieved results without any major systems interventions by focusing on 
measurement and management practices. Equally you may be right that this is 
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culture – which goes to purpose, leadership, goals, behaviour, selection, teams, 
metric, communication. We have a far better chance if we solve the right problem 
in the right way. 
 
See you next week 
 

 
 

 
Hi 
There are a number of inaccuracies and incorrect assumptions in the first draft. 
 

1) Reference to the demand not being understood. The demand curve is very 
clearly understood, tracked and monitored on a daily basis. The business 
case cannot work on the assumption of processing averages per month, it 
needs to take the peaks and troughs into considerations, as on about 15 
days of the month, supply meets demand and there are no issues, It is 
precisely the peaks that are causing problems 

Please can you provide this data to XX 
2) Very little further scaleability can be achieved in this environment, due to 

Excon. As I have explained on many occasions, current Excon rulings 
require manual intervention for each payment. Therefor, no scaleability, 
the more volume, the more hands required.  

3) I have also explained in detail before that all system enhancements that 
can give some level of automation, has already been on the radar but IT 
delivery rate is very poor. Therefor, we cannot refer to any scaleability 
being achieved in this business case, since none of this has been realized 
in the last 2 years by IT and including it in this business case, will not 
change IT’s delivery rate. 

4) Other initiatives in collaboration with external clients are under way to 
improve the process which is outside of the scope of this exercise 

5) You need to understand that a number of people at senior and executive 
levels (past and present) have consulted with many payments experts and 
tried to solve this problem over the last 3-5 years, by looking at the actual 
technical process of how the payments are processed and how to improve 
it. A pair of fresh eyes can certainly add some value, but we are not 
looking for this initiative to re-invent the wheel on all past efforts. A 
comprehensive list of IT enhancements and process improvements that 
can add noticeable value has already been raised over the last few years 
with IT and is already included in the ITAPS programme. 

 
XX, my perception is that these numbers have been put together rather hastily 
without understanding the real problem statement. 
The very real opportunity for me is to focus on the absenteeism (something that 
has not received a concerted and focused effort in the past). We can only achieve 
that by initiating a culture change, which probably starts more with a full scale 
training of team leaders and managers. If we use continuous improvement as a 
lever to achieve the culture change we need  to be very mindful that staff can raise 
as many enhancements a day as they want, if there is a technology dependency, 
then they will not see the delivery of that for months, quite demoralizing. This 
initiative needs to be adapted accordingly. 
Ian, we spoke about initiatives such as job profiling and focusing on ensuring we 
employ staff with a fitting attitude for this environment, etc. 
 
Keen to move on this quickly, but can we pls get together soon to get onto the 
same page once and for all so that this process can kick off in the right direction in 
order to achieve maximum benefit. We cannot continue to miss each other like 
this. 
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Thanks 
XX 
 
 
Not sure where the numbers come from. I thought that we would use is opportunity 
to quantify the problem statement from which we can derive appropriate business 
cases? 
 
XX - this is contrary to what we discussed. 
 
Rgds, 
XX 
 
On 09 Apr 2012, at 19:32, "XX"  

Dear XX, 
  
XX Shared with us the problem statement you both compiled. 
  
Herewith a  brief presentation the team have compiled that aligns. 
  
As I am away the next two weeks kindly liaise with XX should you have any 
questions that can’t be addressed via email 
  
XX 

  
----- Original Message ----- 
  
XX - as discussed on Friday, here is an attempt at a problem statement to allow 
the CI team some time to validate and present opportunities. Please let me know 
whether you agree with the intro and the SA indicators. I'd appreciate some of 
your words here to match the reality on the ground. If you are happy, I'll run this 
by XX. 
  
Here goes... 
  
The payments processing departments of XX Operations is unable to process a 
high percentage of customer payment instructions within the parameters set by 
the customer (value date, currency and amount). It is evident that over month 
ends and during critical periods during the year, backlogs are created which 
requires significant overtime and management focus. 
  
In the pursuit to keep costs flat for the 3rd successive year whilst absorbing 
volume increases and inflation, the inability to process increased volumes without 
the direct increase in capacity is a single hurdle to that objective. 
  
The following are the indicators from the regions in support of the above problem 
statement: 
  
XX 
Daily and monthly unprocessed transactions leading to backlogs High levels of 
overtime to address backlogs Delayed benefit to customers High level of losses 
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incurred due to delay in processing High level of customer queries High level of 
management intervention to address backlogs and customer concerns 
  
XX 
Delayed benefit to customers 
Inability to meet expectations set by Product 
  
XX 
High error rate per volume of transactions processed High level of customer 
queries 
  
Due to insufficient data analysis it is proposed that the CI team focuses on the 
qualification and quantification of the problem statement above and to provide 
clear opportunities to reduce the indicators listed above. The intention is to allow 
the team to present on these opportunities in one month. 
  
Rgds, 
XX 
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Appendix J: Sample of BPR Project Plans  
 
The following inserts are taken from the project plans that were analysed as part of the research. The plans were published on the Microsoft Projects 
Tool that was used as a standard within the organisation. 
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Appendix K: Presentation Feedback Template 
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Appendix L: Presentation Attendee List 
 
Contained in this appendix is the signed register of the people that attended a 
presentation that was conducted on the 29th October 2014 at The University of the 
Witwatersrand. All names appear with permission by the signatories. A very brief 
bio for each participant appears after the register. 
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Alistair Le Roux: Alistair is a software engineer and solution architect at one of 
South Africa’s largest Banks. He has worked on numerous IT projects and was 
recently exposed to Business Process Reengineering in one of his company’s 
major projects. He was keen to share his experiences from this recent project. 
 
Allan Wattrus: Allan is currently involved in a project that has a major Business 
Process Reengineering component and was interested in the research and its 
results.  
 
Barry Myburgh: Barry is currently working within the Johannesburg Centre for 
Software Engineering (JCSE) as a Project Manager. He has consulted to most of 
the banks in South Africa focusing on project management of various types of 
projects including Business Process Reengineering type projects. He also lectures 
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at the University of the Witwatersrand on Project Management. He was keen to 
provide insights into his experiences on why projects fail. 
 
Professor Barry Dwolatzky: Professor Barry Dowlatzky, in addition to being the 
research supervisor also participated in the presentation. He is currently the Head 
of Software Engineering at the School of Electrical Engineering at The University of 
the Witwatersrand. He brought to the presentation 10 years knowledge in process 
improvement having worked with the CMMI model and Team Software Process / 
Personal Software Process. He has also consulted to various banks in South 
Africa. 
 
Bram Meyerson: Bram currently runs his own consultancy firm looking at 
estimating project delivery for various companies including the banks of South 
Africa. His focus is currently on understanding the success of projects linked to 
project planning and the project plans themselves. He shares an interest in 
understanding why project fails. 
 
Dr David Funchall: David is an IT business specialist with a strong mix of 
management consulting in business, Information Technology, process engineering 
and re-engineering, contract management, portfolio, programme and project 
management and audit. He was selected as the external auditor to further 
strengthen the validity of the research.  
 
Erwin Ching-Sent: Erwin is currently a Solution Architect for one of the large 
banks in South Africa. He also spent many years as a Business Analyst and 
Process Engineer. He was keen to share his experiences on process 
reengineering type projects and projects in general. He also reviewed the research 
results as part of the research validation.  
 
Jonathan Singh: Jonathan is a software engineer and has worked on numerous 
projects focused on changing the business and IT architectural landscapes. His 
knowledge and experience from a project execution perspective added to the 
validity of the case study findings. 
 
Kevin White: Kevin is a practicing professional project manager. He has worked in 
the organisation that formed part of the case study and on one of the case study 
units of analysis. He was critical in adding to the validation of the case study 
results. 
 
Mike Steyn: Mike has been in the Business Process Management domain for over 
20 years. He has project led many Business Process Reengineering projects in 
various business sectors including the banking sector. He has experienced both 
project successes and failures. His experiences were also invaluable in confirming 
the knowledge addition to the Business Process Reengineering Project Domain. 
 
Brian Henry: Brian has been a consultant to the major banks of South Africa for 
numerous years. He has been involved in various types of projects including IT 
and Business Process Reengineering project types. He currently jointly runs a 
consulting firm focusing on Business Continuity Management. His knowledge and 
experiences was shared in support of the research results and reaffirmed the need 
of the research and its outcomes. 
 
Dr Alastair Walker: Alastair currently runs his own consultancy firm. He has been 
a Professor at the University of the Witwatersrand for 30 years in the Software 
Engineering faculty. He currently focusses on consulting in the Software 
Engineering and Process Assessment domains both locally in South Africa and 
internationally. His experiences and knowledge was invaluable in confirming the 
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research validity and knowledge addition to the Business Process Reengineering 
Project domain. 
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Appendix M: Presentation Completed Feedback Forms 
 
Contained in this Appendix are scanned copies of the completed feedback forms 
that were submitted by the presentation participants. It appears with their 
permission. 
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Appendix N: Presentation Slides 
 
The following screen images provide the layout and content of the slides that were 
used at the presentation held at The University of the Witwatersrand on the 29th 
October 2014 
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Appendix O: Published Articles and Associated Feedback 
 
During the course of the research the Researcher published three articles which 
focused on the influence that Organisational Behaviours and Structures have on 
the outcomes of executed BPR projects. These articles were published on the 
http://www.BPMInstitute.org web domain. The links are: 
 
http://www.bpminstitute.org/resources/articles/business-politics-projects-success-
games-executives-play 
 
http://www.bpminstitute.org/resources/articles/organization-structures-does-it-
impact-project-success 
 
http://www.bpminstitute.org/resources/articles/organisation-ring-influence 
 
The articles are also contained below with associated feedback that was received 
via the website article comments section. 
 
First Article: 
 
Business Politics Before Projects Success: The Games Executives Play 

Business Politics, Organisational Politics, Workplace Politics, irrespective of what 
noun you place in front of the word “Politics”, an association can be drawn that 
there will be some decisions taken within organisations that are based on robust 
debates that are based on biased agenda’s and contrasting behaviours and 
personalities. Belsky G and Gilovich T in their book, “Why Smart People Make Big 
Money Mistakes”, infers that it is human nature to make decisions based on our 
personalities, self-motivated objectives, ego’s, peer pressure, fear and regret 
irrespective of the irrationality of the outcome. The inference can be generalised 
against any decisions we as individuals need to make and is supported by Belsky 
G and Gilovich T when they succeeded statements made in their book with, 
“financial and or otherwise”. 

During my tenure, within a large financial institution, being accountable for the 
delivery of fairly large Business Process Reengineering (BPR) projects, I found 
myself within the context of a matrix type management structure where successful 
BPR projects where considered to be a myth. So, the question I posed to myself 
was; “Why is that so?.” Before moving towards an answer to this question a brief 
understanding of business politics is required, furthered by a case study example 
as to the prevalence and impact in a matrix management organisation structure. 

A definition of business politics can be found in various resources having minor 
variances’ however all these definitions propound a central theme based upon the 
people within the organisation putting forward their own convictions, agenda’s and 
ego’s irrespective of whether it has a negative impact towards the organisation’s 
performance or not. 

Now why would this type of behaviour impact projects negatively in a matrix type 
management structure? In my experience I would affirm that it simply comes down 
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to the reason that in a matrix management structure you have people reporting to 
various managers to deliver and or achieve the same product/outcome. 

The context in where the aforementioned statements prove themselves true is at 
an executive level where strategy is defined and executed and where decisions 
have a direct impact on the BPR projects conducted within an organisation. Let us 
look at a real world example which will provide a deeper context as to why I affirm 
the aforementioned statements. 

The example revolves around a major BPR project which was carried out within a 
Global Corporate and Investment Bank. The project’s aim was to realign the 
organisation’s strategy from having disparate Customer/Contact Centres towards 
implementing a consolidated Customer/Contact Centre. As you can imagine this 
was quite a huge initiative requiring huge investment which would incorporate a 
swarm of stakeholders across numerous geographies. The key driving point was 
the swarm of stakeholders which created numerous decision points, wherein no 
single individual was accountable for a decision but rather creating collaborative 
accountability for decision making. 

There were ultimately four executives accountable for approving any decision 
inclusive of funding, scoping and execution approach. The executive groups were 
as follows: 

 Line Executive: Accountable for the project resources, inclusive of human 
capital, BPR tools and Continuous Improvement Methodologies (for 
example: Six Sigma and Lean) 

 Executive Sponsor: Accountable for the funding and scope of the project 

 Business Operations Executive: Accountable for the funding and scope of 
the project 

 Business Strategy Executive: Accountable for the funding and scope of the 
project 

Reading the above, it is clear that there would be conflict when it came to funding 
and scope; however any decision that needed to be made required all five 
approvals. A single conflict point was easier to manage as you only had to 
influence one outcome over another; however multiple conflict points were next to 
impossible to manage as there were too many viewpoints in play. Over and above 
the conflicting viewpoints that were in play, the project management had to also 
contend with constantly changing viewpoints expounded by the corridor 
conversations held by the executives – be it in isolation to the other executives or 
in persuasive collusions. 

One of the key success factors in executing a BPR project is to have strong 
Executive Management support. This key success factor was one of the major 
failure points on the project, and was mainly attributed to business politics. The 
Business Operations Executive had a very strong technical background and did 
not support BPR projects. Instead the executive believed that software 
development was the silver bullet to fix all the business unit’s financial woes. This 
led to much collusion happening between the executives that eventually resulted – 
after 6 months - in only the Line and Strategy Executive supporting the project. 
There were many other similar examples around funding and scope agreement. 

To summarise: the outcome of the Executives behaviour resulted in 9 months’ 
worth of work being stopped which included many pilots that were aimed at proving 
BPR concepts, and the development of numerous Project Charters and Business 
Cases which were presented at various Investment Committees for funding and 
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scope approvals. Needless to say the staff attrition in the BPR Business Unit, 
particularly the senior management, was close to 90%, citing business politics as a 
main reason for leaving the environment. The completion rate of BPR projects 
executed within the organisation’s business unit was in a ratio of 1:4 – namely only 
20% of projects executed could have been considered completed. 

In conclusion business politics has a major implication to the success of executing 
BPR projects and should always be considered when planning for stakeholder 
management. Organisations should also strive to create an environment that is 
conducive to project management structures thereby limiting multiple stakeholders 
accountable for approving projects once initially approved to go ahead. The ideal 
would be to have a single accountable stakeholder for decision-making that would 
drive the interest of the organisation after the investment committees have initially 
prioritised projects, allocated funding and determined scope at an organisation 
level. 

Comments: (Commenter names were left ou as no permission was obtained to 
include in the thesis, however this can be viewed via the website for confirmation) 
 
“Thanks Imtiaz for bringing out a very important discussion point. I feel, if Business 
Decisions are based on Functional Architecture the problem of Business Politics 
will always be there, as people and decision makers will do... what you have 
pointed out. Perhaps, it is time now that, the desired outcomes, define the 
processes and functions, forcing the decision makers to take decisions in business 
interest. Though, some companies are already following this approach, but way to 
go....”  
 
Second Article: 
 
Organisation Structures: Do They Impact Project Success? 

In my previous article “Business Politics before Projects Success: The Games 
Executives Play,” I propounded a view which stated that a Business Process 
Reengineering (BPR) project’s success or failure is highly influenced by a project 
having multiple accountable executives driving decisions on a project. In this article 
I will expand on this view by focussing on the concept of Organisation Structures 
and their influential impact on the BPR project domain. 

Many definitions of Organisation Structures exist from various sources, however 
for the purposes of this article I will summarise and reconstruct the definition as 
follows: 

“Organisation Structure refers to the lines of authority that articulate the controlling 
of decisions taken and the distribution of type of work performed based on the core 
purpose and strategic intent of the organisation.” 

The first part of the definition “lines of authority…type of work performed,” is 
supported by the various forms of organisation structures as defined by Henry 
Mintzberg’s, “Structure in 5’s.” Mintzberg classified five types of structures namely; 
Simple Structure, Machine Bureaucracy, Professional Bureaucracy, Divisionalised 
Form and Adhocracy. Following a brief elaboration of the organisation structure 
types the impact to BPR projects will be highlighted. 

In the Simple Structure format, also known as Entrepreneurial, there exists a 
strong vertical line of authority and decision making. No formal structures exist for 
performance of work and or support functions. 
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Machine Bureaucracy has very formal structures wherein lines of authority are 
functionally based. Decisions and work performed are also governed by these 
functional groups in their respective functional spaces namely; Sales, Product, 
Marketing etc. 

Professional Bureaucracy is different to Machine Bureaucracy in that the decision 
making power for the functional lines of authority are distributed across the vertical 
lines due to the use of professionally skilled individuals and standardised work 
execution approaches. Machine and Professional Bureaucracy organisations are 
similar in nature to the commonly known Functional type organisation. 

The Divisionalised Form, similar to the Divisional type organisation, exists in large 
organisations wherein many divisions are created across, product, geography and 
market domains to perform related work. Authority and reporting lines span across 
levels that are accountable for strategy and operations. This structure also leads to 
duplication of work if common areas such as Human Resources and Information 
Technology exist independently within the operational areas of the organisational 
divisions. 

The Adhocracy type classified by Mintzberg is of particular interest, as is the Matrix 
type of organisation wherein aspects of Functional and Divisional are selected to 
create the organisation structure. The Adhocracy organisation type is an adaptive 
type of structure which is influenced by the changing internal and external 
environments as well as any changes in organisation strategy. A Project 
organisation structure is very similar in nature to Mintzberg’s Adhocracy as no two 
projects are similar and structures are determined by the project objectives and 
execution environments. 

This leads us to the pinnacle of our discussion which relates to the second part of 
our aforementioned Organisation Structure definition, “core purpose and strategic 
intent of the organisation”. Working in large corporates wherein the Matrix 
Organisation Structures exist I found that multiple lines of reporting and authority 
overlap one another creating a grid of complexity that is not supportive of 
executing BPR projects. One of the reasons’ being the none existence of a single 
individual accountable for decision making as multiple stakeholders across various 
operational and strategic levels engage in business politics influencing the success 
or failure of the project. Another very important reason is that many corporate 
organisations core purpose is not in executing BPR projects; in fact this is a 
“business unusual” activity, however executing BPR projects do enable strategic 
intentions such as cost reduction and or service performance improvement. 

Looking back at Mintzberg’s organisation structure classifications an assertion can 
be put forward that an organisation would structure themselves in accordance to 
performing their core purpose. Unfortunately, as mentioned earlier, the core 
purpose of most corporate organisations is not in executing BPR projects yet 
practical experience has shown that this core purpose enabling structure is 
transferred into the execution of BPR projects. At this point clarification is required 
around what I mean by the execution of BPR projects. It is not referring to 
execution in the form of continuous improvement project techniques and or 
methods like Six Sigma and LEAN, but rather to how decisions are taken on a 
project and how authority and reporting lines are determined on human capital 
used within projects. It is also imperative to note that I refer to enterprise BPR type 
projects hence the influential factor of organisational structures. 

As alluded to before, the success of an enterprise wide BPR project is influenced 
by business politics as well as the authority and reporting lines created to support 
an organisation structure type. Using the above point a strong case can be built for 
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having independent BPR project execution structures that are created to mitigate 
multiple decision points and multiple authority and reporting lines. This then leads 
us to the conclusion that organisations should have a core purpose enabling 
organisation structure which supports an integrated structure that enables the 
successful delivery of enterprise BPR projects. This is a similar yet different view of 
Mintzberg’s Adhocracy form of organisation structure, wherein the adaptability 
comes in the form of having an independent entity within an organisation that is 
singularly accountable for decisions and human capital directly employed and or 
seconded for the execution of the BPR projects, thereby mitigating the strong 
influence of business politics and authority and reporting lines on an enterprise 
BPR project. 

Comments: (Commenter names were left ou as no permission was obtained to 
include in the thesis, however this can be viewed via the website for confirmation) 

“A really great article and key insights. I like the birds eye view on BPR from the 
ground level and the political drivers and governance at the executive/ senior 
management level. Its about time we start talking about eradicating the 
discrepancies between structure, governance and change. Thanks for sharing, 
Imtiaz Abdul Kader.” 

“Great to have your recap of Mintzberg. My comment here is inconclusive 
(intentionally). More suggestive. A project itself is, in essence, a micro-
organization. The project organization is a supplier to a larger entity. The larger 
entity is a client. The client can be a "community" even more likely than it is 
another "organization". The structure of the micro-organization called "project" is 
essentially an engineering structure, and therefore would be managed that 
way.(This intends to include consideration of newer engineering paradigms, but it 
is still engineering.) Engineering and execution are not synonyms, but of course 
the role of supplier means that the project will be subject to performance 
assessments that view its competency in its role. The issue you are (I think) 
focused on is the set of barriers that prevent the client from accepting the product 
of the supplier. Ordinarily, the reasons for that are a failure of the "deliverable" to 
comply to the client's requirements, either substantively, or contractually. Since 
acceptance is predicated on the demand side, and since on the demand side 
requirements definition is more critical to success than production, the most 
significant "decision making as multiple stakeholders across various operational 
and strategic levels" is in the reconciliation of defined requirements before the 
project execution begins its production phase. Barriers to reconciliation of 
requirements can certainly include politics, as well as culture, knowledge and 
dissonance between strategies. But I believe you mainly tried to highlight the 
phenomenon that the client actually could not agree to form the supplier micro-
organization called "project" with enough autonomous function and governance to 
succeed as a supplier (due to inadequacies of matrix management). I would argue 
that if the requirements were managed successfully, then the project is far more 
likely to acquire and keep the autonomy it needs within the terms of its contract to 
finally deliver. Reconciling requirements across matrixed management will call for 
people who have certain skills. (Again, no presumption of being conclusive here... 
more suggestive.)” 

Third Article: 

Organisation Ring of Influence 

A famous quote, “Installing a Rolls Royce engine in a Hyundai can make it 
inoperable,” (Russell Ackoff, 1999) as used to explain why improving parts of a 
system can be detrimental as opposed to improving the entire system, could also 
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be used to explain why you should consider improving Business Process 
Reengineering BPR project execution as part of an organisation in terms of how 
they operate and not just by focusing on the technical execution of a project in 
terms of the project lifecycle. In other words the “BPR Project System” is made up 
of the environment in which it is executed as well as the BPR project itself inclusive 
of its execution method, its team structure, its project objectives and execution 
deliverables. 

As mentioned in my previous articles, projects are executed within an operating 
environment as established by the organisation in which the project is executed. 
This leads to the organisation influencing the outcome of a project be it positive or 
negative, therefore, in aiming to reduce failure of BPR projects by improving how 
we execute BPR projects. Consideration should be given to certain key principles 
that exist within an organisation as part of the entire “BPR Project System” 

The key principles that I found to have a major influence on the execution of BPR 
projects within an organisation can be summarised as part of the Organisation 
Ring of Influence (ORoI) model, which I developed. 

The ORoI is the output of 10 months field work observing the dynamics of BPR 
projects being executed within a dynamic organisation where a dominant matrix 
management structure existed. The following four factors were found to have a 
major influence on the outcome of the projects studied: 

 The way the organisation management was structured 

 The stability of the organisation functional and or operations structure 

 The influence business politics played in project decision making 

 The capability of an organisation to adopt the business change at an 
acceptable rate 

 

Figure 1: Organisation Ring of Influence (OROI) 

The model, as depicted by Figure 1: Organisation Ring of Influence (OROI), 
comprises of two hierarchy’s differentiating between the Organisation Structure, its 
associated factors and the Organisation Culture with its associated factors. The 
factors are briefly explained as part of the narratives below. 
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Organisation/Business Politics, an element of Organisation Culture, is defined as 
“The pursuit of individual agendas and self interest in an organisation without 
regard to their effect on the organisation’s efforts to achieve its goals” (1). From 
this definition it is easy to see how this behaviour, forming part of the organisation 
culture, can influence the outcome of a BPR project. 

Change Adoption Rate, a further element of Organisation Culture, is not to be 
confused with Resistance to Change. The latter is concerned with the deliberate 
and conscious decision of impacted stakeholders not to readily accept any 
organisation change. Change Adoption Rate, which can be influenced by 
resistance to change, concerns the ability of an organisation in terms of period 
taken before any change is implemented and standardised within the organisation. 

Business Function Structure, an element of Organisation Structure, influences the 
success of a BPR project due to the value chain process philosophy. Process 
value chains can start in the Product Design department and end in the Sales 
department which results in multiple process owners, contrasting process 
understanding and disparate continuous improvement projects (2). This 
phenomenon can result in reengineering parts of a single value chain through 
different teams and different executive sponsors, without understanding the impact 
to the holistic nature of the value chain itself (2). All parts of a process, if isolated 
and reengineered could result in the value chain being left worst off than it was 
before (2). 

Organisation structure also determines Management structures, which is a tricky 
one to get to grips with as to why this would influence the success of a BPR 
project. During the case study it was observed that a Matrix type management 
structure can support a BPR project by having many senior stakeholders focused 
on a single goal whilst on the other hand it could also negatively impact a BPR 
project by having many senior stakeholders with different goals trying to influence 
the direction of the project. Matrix management also propounds many points of 
accountability and decision making, which was found to negatively impact the 
payments project. 

To conclude the ORoI contains elements that are brought into the project simply as 
part of inheritance due the project being executed within the organisation. The 
ORoI elements are currently not being prioritised and considered as part of the 
execution of the BPR projects yet due to their influence I would recommend that 
they be considered when embarking on any BPR project. 

1. Business Dictionary. Organizational-Politics. www.businessdictionary.com. 
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/organizational-politics.html. 

2. Dr Russell Ackoff. Systems Based Improvement with Russell Ackoff. Systems 
Wiki. 
http://www.systemswiki.org/index.php?title=Systems_Based_Improvement_with_R
ussell_Ackoff. 

Comments: (Commenter names were left ou as no permission was obtained to 
include in the thesis, however this can be viewed via the website for confirmation) 

“This is a new wave of thinking about BPR and I found it very insightful. Thinking 
back to previous BPR projects as always the organisational culture is given very 
little thought to and always legs behind the technology and process improvement 
elements. 
Even though the success of BPR implementations are highly dependent on the 
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marriage between organisational strategies and people buy-in we seldom take the 
time required to truly understand the dynamics of these influences. The OROI 
model you've depicted highlights the importance of the voice of the key 
organisational structures in churning a faster change adoption rate” 

“Imtiaz, this is indeed a new way of thinking. While most articles/literature do not 
deal with Organizational politics, am glad to see you mentioning it in a new model. 
Two things as we know, Organization structures are faster to change/re-build; 
however, Organization culture(including the Politics part of it) does not change that 
faster as culture takes much longer to build and change. Again, culture is made up 
of people in the organization and "their way of doing things". The other thing you 
bring in to the discussion is the Stability of the structures. As we know again, this 
heavily influences the success rate of all (not only BPR) projects in any given 
organization, especially in large ones.” 

“This is very good stuff. I completely agree with the OROI model and particularly 
regard - Change Adoption Rate as the key factor for success of BPR. Good One!” 

Appendix P: YIN, 2009, Case Study Method 
 
 
Source: Yin 2009 
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Appendix Q: Sufficiency Analysis Detail View 
 
 

Conjunctural/Causal 
Conditions 

Consistenc
y 

Coverag
e 

0.75 
Consistenc
y 
Benchmark 
is Met 

Veristic 
Threshol
d (2 
Cases) is 
Met 

PM*CM*MS*IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*MS*IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*CM*MS*IT*OS 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*CM*MS*IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*CM*MS*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

CM*MS*IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*CM*IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*MS*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

CM*MS*IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*MS*IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*MS*IT*OS 0.71 0.50 No   

CM*MS*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

CM*MS*IT*OS 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*CM*OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

PM*CM*IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*CM*IT*OS 0.75 0.60 Yes No 

PM*IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*CM*MS*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*CM*MS*OS 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*CM*MS*IT 0.63 0.50 No   

CM*IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

MS*IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

CM*MS*IT 0.63 0.50 No   

MS*IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

CM*MS*OS 0.63 0.50 No   

CM*MS*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

MS*IT*OS 0.71 0.50 No   

CM*IT*OS 0.75 0.60 Yes No 

CM*IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

CM*OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

IT*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*CM*MS 0.50 0.50 No   

PM*CM*IT 0.67 0.60 No   

PM*CM*OS 0.70 0.70 No   

PM*CM*OB 0.70 0.70 No   

PM*MS*IT 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*MS*OS 0.63 0.50 No   
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Conjunctural/Causal 
Conditions 

Consistenc
y 

Coverag
e 

0.75 
Consistenc
y 
Benchmark 
is Met 

Veristic 
Threshol
d (2 
Cases) is 
Met 

PM*MS*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

PM*IT*OS 0.75 0.60 Yes No 

PM*IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

MS*OS*OB 0.71 0.50 No   

PM*OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

MS*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

IT*OB 0.63 0.50 No   

MS*OS 0.63 0.50 No   

IT*OS 0.75 0.60 Yes No 

MS*IT 0.56 0.50 No   

CM*OB 0.70 0.70 No   

CM*OS 0.70 0.70 No   

CM*IT 0.67 0.60 No   

CM*MS 0.50 0.50 No   

OS*OB 0.75 0.60 Yes Yes 

PM*OB 0.70 0.70 No   

PM*OS 0.70 0.70 No   

PM*IT 0.67 0.60 No   

PM*MS 0.50 0.50 No   

PM*CM 0.62 0.80 No   

OS 0.70 0.70 No   

OB 0.70 0.70 No   

IT 0.64 0.70 No   

MS 0.45 0.50 No   

CM 0.53 0.80 No   

PM 0.62 0.80 No   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



294 
 

Appendix R: Sufficiency Analysis of Negated fsQCA Matrix 
 
 

Conjunctural/Causal 
Conditions Consistency Coverage 

0.75 
Consistency 
Benchmark is 
Met 

PM*CM*MS*IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*MS*IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*CM*MS*IT*OS 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*CM*MS*IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*CM*MS*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

CM*MS*IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*CM*IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*MS*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

CM*MS*IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*MS*IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*MS*IT*OS 0.29 0.13 No 

CM*MS*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

CM*MS*IT*OS 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*CM*OS*OB 0.25 0.13 No 

PM*CM*IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*CM*IT*OS 0.25 0.13 No 

PM*IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*CM*MS*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*CM*MS*OS 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*CM*MS*IT 0.38 0.20 No 

CM*IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

MS*IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

CM*MS*IT 0.38 0.20 No 

MS*IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

CM*MS*OS 0.38 0.20 No 

CM*MS*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

MS*IT*OS 0.29 0.13 No 

CM*IT*OS 0.25 0.13 No 

CM*IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

CM*OS*OB 0.25 0.13 No 

IT*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*CM*MS 0.50 0.33 No 

PM*CM*IT 0.33 0.20 No 

PM*CM*OS 0.30 0.20 No 

PM*CM*OB 0.30 0.20 No 

PM*MS*IT 0.38 0.20 No 
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Conjunctural/Causal 
Conditions Consistency Coverage 

0.75 
Consistency 
Benchmark is 
Met 

PM*MS*OS 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*MS*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

PM*IT*OS 0.25 0.13 No 

PM*IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

MS*OS*OB 0.29 0.13 No 

PM*OS*OB 0.25 0.13 No 

MS*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

IT*OB 0.38 0.20 No 

MS*OS 0.38 0.20 No 

IT*OS 0.25 0.13 No 

MS*IT 0.44 0.27 No 

CM*OB 0.30 0.20 No 

CM*OS 0.30 0.20 No 

CM*IT 0.33 0.20 No 

CM*MS 0.50 0.33 No 

OS*OB 0.25 0.13 No 

PM*OB 0.30 0.20 No 

PM*OS 0.30 0.20 No 

PM*IT 0.33 0.20 No 

PM*MS 0.50 0.33 No 

PM*CM 0.38 0.33 No 

OS 0.30 0.20 No 

OB 0.30 0.20 No 

IT 0.36 0.27 No 

MS 0.55 0.40 No 

CM 0.47 0.47 No 

PM 0.38 0.33 No 

 
 

 


