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Abstract 

Since educational institutions function similar to other types of business organization, they can 

use Business Process Reengineering (BPR) to enhance their performances in terms of reducing 

processes J cost and cycle tirne, increasing service quality, and increasing customers and 

employees satisfactions. Likewise, starting Fom 2008 and 2009, all Ethiopian public universities 

engaged in BPR project to enhance their pelformances dramatically. However, the 

implementation phase of BPR pointed as the most challenging one. Thus, this study intended to 

identify factors that deemed as challengingfactors of BPR implementation. 

To address study's objectives, sequential explanatOlY strategy of mixed methods research design 

adopted. Specifically, in the firs t phase of the study, survey was conducted on four public 

universities. To identify various challenging factors of BPR implementation, forty BPR project 

redesign and implementation team members in the universities were subjects of the study. In the 

second phase, after results obtained in the first phase, imerviews were held with three 

interviewees to beller understand the magnitudes of challenging factors. The study statistically 

analyzed the data obtained :n the first phase. Then, results obtained in th" f:rs t ph'!se elicited to 

get qualitative datu and thematically analy:<cd the qualitalive ciutu "b",:ned in the second phc;'G. 

Results of this mixed method research design in the first phase shows that between I I to 40 

percent of the redesigned processes implemenled at universities and to implement the entire 

processes, the implementation phase believed to take more than three years. Results also 

idenlified universilies' support processes (administrative) as challenging 10 implement compare 

10 core processes (academic). Besides, out of the thirty challengingfaclors included in Ihe survey 

instrument, more than 50 percem of respondents showed a higher degree of agreement to 

seventeen factors as the most challenging faclors that impeded redeSigned processes Fom being 

implemented. However, results in the second phase shows that, of the seventeen factors, the 

magnitudes of nine factors to delay the implementation phase were severe. These include 

problems originated from change-managemenl factors, top management support factors, 

organizational factors, and counlly factors. Generally, Ihis study suggests to take corrective 

measures by the universities ' management body and Elhiopian Ministry of Education before the 

project completely fail. 

Keywords: BPR implementation; Cizallengingfactors; Etiziopian pllblic IIniversities 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

This thesis studies Business Process Reengineering (BPR) implementation in Ethiopian 

public universities. Specifically, it tries to study factors related to BPR implementation in 

Ethiopian public universities. Hence, BPR is one of the management tools that can help 

the organization for effective, efficient and economic performance through dramatic and 

radical redesign of old business processes. As well , it can help to contribute benefits to 

external stakeholders of the organization. Thus, stud ies on BPR have immense value to 

both practitioners and academicians. 

The aim of this chapter is to provide background information on the thesis. The 

remaining sections of this chapter organ ized as follows. The first section presents study's 

background , in which it deals about Ethiopian public universities and it g ives general 

induction about the thesis. The second section presents the statement of problem. Next, 

objective -of t he study presented in thi rd ~ection. Then, research questions of the stlldy 

provide':! ~ 'sect ion tulll. :: :;l~:~;i' , the structure of the thes i ~ pre:;-'::1tcd In se~.:; t ; :: : l fh:e. 

1.1 Background of the study 

Higher education is a center of knowledge and skill transformation and creation . As such , 

higher education is crucial for the production of vital human resources with different 

di sc iplines. In addition, it prov ides vital rol es for the society through community services 

and j ob creations. On top of these, Teshome (2005) concluded that higher education as 

critical for economic progress, political stability and peace, as well as building 

democratic culture and cohesive societies in the country. 

According to N uffic (2011), the Ethiopian governmeni recoglllzes the importance of 

education for national development, which aimed at expanding the education sector, 

improving quality and ensuring educational content to be harmonized with the country's 

economic needs. Thus, in order to accommodate the increased needs of educational 

development, the government gives attention on the inauguration of new universities and 

expansion of ex isting universities' infrastructures . The number of pub lic universities in 

Ethiopia reached twenty-two by end 2007/08 (Nationa l Bank of Ethiop ia (NBE), 2009); 



and nowaday 10 public universities planned to be opened soon. At the same time, the 

number of students in each university has doubled and expected to double again (Kate, 

2010) . 

Although Ethiopia's public universiti es number and their intake capacity increased 

rapidly, universities ' way of doing businesses criticized being as old-fashioned processes 

that are scattered in pieces of tasks among various unites of the university . That in turn 

resulted to dissatisfy both the customers and service providers. Above all , those old­

fashioned work practices lack to enhance the Ethiopian public universities for effective, 

effi cient and economic performances. Accordingly, the former Ethiopian Ministry of 

Capacity Building tried to introduce transformation in Ethiopia in the ways in which 

works have to be done by all government organization through BPR. Thus, under th e 

de legation of Ministry of Education (MoE), Ethiopian public universities engaged in BPR 

project starting from 2008 and 2009. 

TO Ca!Ty, out BPR project at univr rsitie,; , ~8r,h university had iden ti fi ed proc,s<cs "nd 

assigned redesign team members. Eventually, all university had finished the redes ign 

phase of BPR before ,the end of 2009 and ass igned implementation team members to 

commence the implementati on phase. However, all universities not yet entire ly 

implemented the redesigned processes. In this regard, Linden (1998) noted that the 

biggest disappointment of organizations' on BPR is implementation or more specifically, 

lack of implementation. Likewise , Hammer and Champy (1993) estimate indicated that 

50% to 70% ofBPR in itiatives fa il ed to achieve their objectives. 

Studies on the key success and failure factors of BPR implementation attempted to 

identify different sets of factors (Grover et aI., 1995; Attaran and Wood, 1999; All en and 

Fifield , 1999; AI-Mashari and Zairi, 1999; Ahmad et aI. , 2007). These factors include 

change management, management competency and support, organizational culture, 

project planning and management, information technology (IT) infrastructure and 

financial resources. Besides, Attaran (2000) attempted to identify barriers to successful 

implementation of BPR; however, the author claimed that the difference between success 
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and fai lure did not depend on company size or resources, but on appropriate planning and 

avoidance of pitfa ll s. 

The factors identified by various authors are almost similar, except some researchers like 

Allen and Fifield (1999) and Terziovskia et al. (2002) depart on the IT factor. Although 

the introduction of BPR in Eth iopia is a recent phenomenon, to the researcher's 

knowledge, there was no study that identified the specific factors that affect BPR 

implementation and their magnitudes. Specificall y, BPR implementation challenges faced 

by Eth iopian public universities highlight the importance of paying attention to 

implementation and a need to study. 

Therefore, this study could have implications to take .corrective actions before BPR 

project of public universities completely fail. As well as, the study attempted to 

contribute to the literature body by studying the issue through a mi xed method research 

design. 

1.2 Stlltement of the problem 

As Reyes (200 I) claimed, multiple layers of management, centrali zed and expensive 

systems as well as the accum ulation of control procedures and regulations remain to be 

form idable obstacles in ensuring efficiency, economy and productivity of public sector 

organizations. Likewise, the traditional working practices of Ethiopian pub lic 

organ izations criticized as being fragmented across various units of the organization and 

each unit focused only on one task that leads to frustrate the customers from ups and 

downs to get services from various units' handoffs. Supporting thi s, Getaneh (2009) 

reported that Ethiopian institutions criticized for their poor service delivery systems. 

Thus, in this ever changing and competitive environment the traditional working 

practices of Ethiopian publi c organization are not efficient, effective and econom ica l. 

To alleviate li ke the above-mentioned working practices, recently, the fonner Ethi opian 

Ministry of Capacity Building tried to introduce transformation in Ethiopia in which 

works have to be done by all governmental organization th rough BPR. Accordingly, 
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under the delegation of MoE, Ethiopian public un iversities engaged with BPR project to 

drastically change the trad itional working practices. 

To undertake BPR initiatives, all public univers ities have identified their problems. For 

instance, Addis Ababa Un iversity (2009) BPR initiative report stated that the university 

losing its grip on a clear sense of direction and performing below all expectations and its 

full potential. In add ition , Mekelle University (2008) BPR report stated that the university 

faced many problems due io limitation in its current organization setup and systems of 

operation. Having these, before the end of2009 all Ethiopian public universities fini shed 

the redesigning phase of BPR and arranged implementation team to commence the 

implementation phase. 

However, a ll universities not yet fu ll y implemented the redesigned processes. Support ing 

thi s, Debela and Hagos (20 II ) claimed the ex istence of BPR implementation pace 

variation in JEthiop ian h igh ~r edll cation. Although in BPR principles ail uf t l~e redesigned 

proc~sses "shali nul be implemented once "a[her piloted approaci ., ~l least some selected 

redesigned processes have to be pi loted and imp lemented. Otherwise, the rate of fai lure 

increased ·as time passed. Thus, lack of implementation implied that uni versi ti es' BPR 

project faced chall enges to implement and its intended objectives remained on shelf. In 

thi s regard, Allen and Fifield ( 1999) and United States General Accounting Office (1997) 

noted that implementing BPR project is far from straightforward activities. In addition to 

the challenges, Attaran and Wood (1999) noted BPR as still an unfulfilled promise for 

many organizati ons desp ite all the energy, money and efforts spent by organ izations 

trying to make their BPR efforts successfu l. In general , although all public universities of 

Ethi opia had undertaken BPR project, issues to imp lement the redesigned processes turn 

out as the major concerns of them. 

According to Debe la and Hagos (20 II ), BPR impleinentation in Ethiopian public 

organizations accompanied by doubt, skepticism, and fear of losing the status quo. With 

respect to Ethiopian public universities, BPR implementation cha ll enges traced to various 

factors that were identified by different authors (Grover et aI. , 1995; Atta ran and Wood, 
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1999; Allen and Fifield, 1999; Al-Mashari and Zairi , 1999; Ahmad et aI., 2007), such as 

change management, management competency and support, organ izational cu lture, 

project planning and management, IT and financial resources. However, the specific 

challenging factors that faced publi c universities of Ethiopia to implement BPR and 

magnitudes of various fac tors on the implementation phase of BPR not addressed on 

prior studies. Therefore, th is study attempted to identify the factors that affect BPR 

implementation and their magnitude in case of Ethiopian public un iversities. 

1.3 Objective of the study 

The broad objective of the thesis was to study BPR implementation factors using mixed 

method research. In the first phase of research method adopted, quantitative survey 

research questions identified chall enging factors of BPR implementation from 

respondents who were BPR redesign and implementation team members of the 

universiti es. Information from th is quantitative phase used further in second quali tative 

phase. In the second phase 0, research method adopted , qualitative ime ,vi~w research 

questions used to understand the magnitude of identified factors from intervi ewees of 

Ministry of Education who are responsible for the higher education affairs and Ex-Vice 

Pres ident of ABC (anonymous) Univers ity: Specifica lly, the objectives of this study 

were: 

• to identify cha llenging factors of BPR implementation 111 Ethiopian publi c 

univers ities and 

• to better understand the magnitude of the identified factors. 

1.4 Research questions 

As per Grover et al. (1995) view, process change is complex and not easily 

accompli shed, involving the manipulation of in teractive relationsh ips among 

organ izational subcomponents such as management, people, structure, technology, and 

rewards. This view highlights the interaction of various factors might impede BPR 

implementation in the organization. 
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Therefore, to achieve the intended objectives of the study and to address the research 

problem, the following research questions developed: 

RQ1. 

RQ2. 

RQ3. 

RQ4. 

What are the challenging factors that public universities faced to implement 

BPR? 

How do those factors affect BPR implementation in public universities? 

What is the magnitude of each factor? 

Why public universities faced challenges to implement BPR? 

Factors that affect BPR implementation varied from organization to organization. The 

characters and magnitudes of various factors also varied among organizations. Thus, the 

following sub research question developed to research question I: 

SRQ1. What are the challenging factors that affect BPR implementation at elder 

universities and new universities? 

1.5 Structure of the thesis 

The overarching theme of the thesis focused on BPR implementation to identify 

challenging factors that impeded the implementation of redesigned processes in Ethiopian 

public universities. The study report structured as follows. Chapter 2 presents li terature 

rev iew with respect to the theoretical perspective of BPR and empirical studies on BPR. 

Chapter 3 provides the research design part of the study, in which it encumbrances the 

main principles of research methodology and the adopted research design for the study. 

Chapter 4 presents both the quantitative and qualitative features of mixed method results 

and analysis of findings. Finally, chapter 5 presents study's conclusions part that 

encompasses summaries of major findings, conclusions, implications, and significance 

and delimitation of the study. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review 

Today, globalization along with key driving forces such as customers behavior, 

competition among businesses and change in the working environment have created 

tough environment for organizations that have been working with outdated philosophies 

and principles of work practices. Although those outdated philosophies and principles 

succeed to cope up the socio-economic challenges of that time, they cannot fit today' s 

new environment. The new environment requires organizat ions to realize new work ing 

pract ices that can make up them to be responsive and flexible for the changing 

environment. In doing so, organizations utili ze various types of management tools such 

as Total Quali ty Management (TQM), Restructuring, Business Process Reengineering 

(BPR), and so on. 

In li ght of the above induction, the aim of thi s chapter is to review literature on BPR and 

factors re lated to BPR implementation. Accordingly, the review of literature helped to 

, highlight p,'c"'ious studies on BPR implemrntation ~,;ith ;h~ir under!i"g concepts. These 

in turn, helped to highlight gap in the literature and fOlward a general research question 

for the study. In addition, it helped to develop survey instrument for the first phase of 

research method adopted in this thesis. 

The rev iew part has four sections. The first section presents reviews regarding to the 

theoretical perspectives of BPR, then, section 2 presents prior empirical studies on BPR 

implementation. Section 3 presents conclusions and gap in literature. Finally, definition 

of terms presented in section 4. 

2.1. Business Process Reengineering (BPR): theoretical perspectives 

As indicated previously, BPR is one of the management tool undertaken by organizations 

to respond to the changing environment. BPR is about beginning a new from scratch , i.e., 

starting over entirely by considering how activiti es in the organization put together. Thus, 

it entai ls the fundamental and radical redesign of the old/trad itional business processes 

for the pursu it of new direction and perspective of the organ ization. As Grover et al. 

(1995) indicated, the impetus for thi s change comes both reactively to competitive 
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pressures and proactively to improve corporate responsiveness. Generally, Motwani et al. 

( 1998) noted that BPR hailed as one of the current majo r drivers of change within 

organizations in order to survive in the changing env ironment of today. 

The term 'Business Process Reengineering' was first introduced by Hammer ( 1990) and 

Davenport and Short (1990), and it thriving as a popular management too l for the past 

two decades. Supporting this, O'Nei ll and Sohal (1999) claimed Hammer (1990) and 

Davenport and Short (1990) as pioneers for BPR concept development during 1990. In 

connection with its introduction, as Tanoglu (2004) noted, during the beginning of 1990s, 

with globalization and extraordinary pace of development in the information technology 

( IT) area, three driving forces (customers, competition and change) resulted BPR. 

Fo llowing the introduction of BPR by Hammer (1990) and Davenport and Short (1990), 

various authors called BPR as process innovat ion, business process redesign, business 

reengineering, or process reengineering (Revenaugh, 1994). Because of these 

nornenciature var1at'ons. Tanoglu (2004) ciaimed Har;; r. ·e:· "nd ~ho r.1py (1993) BPR 

definition as a widely accepted. As Hammer and Champy (\993) defined BPR: 

" ... is the fimdamental rethinking and radical redesign of business 

processes to achieve dramatic improvements in critical, contemporwy 

measures of performance, such as cost, quality, service, and speed. " 

According to the Hammer and Champy (1993), the above definiti on comprises four 

keywords: fimdamental, radical, dramatic and process: These four keywords of BPR 

implied that before redesigning the process understanding the 'fundamental' business 

operation is necessary, while it ignores the underlying rules and assumptions of the 

o ld/traditional business processes to ' radically' redesign the process for 'dramatic' 

performance of business 'process' that can be measured in terms of speed, cost and 

quality. 

Having thi s insight, BPR has its own methodology and principles that encompasses 

start ing from determining whether the o rganization engage with BPR or not to the final 
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implementation of redesigned processes and further revisions and improvements of 

processes. Thus, in order to carry out BPR project, a series of steps need to be followed . 

With respect to BPR methodology and principles, numerous authors (e.g., Hammer and 

Champy, 1993; Linden, 1998; Attaran and Wood, 1999; Wu and Du, 20 I 0) published 

various sets of methodo logy and pri nciples. To grasp the concepts of BPR, it is worth 

mentioning to high li ght some of BPR methodo logy and principles. Thus, based on the 

scope of the study, some of them rev iewed hereunder with special emphasis on BPR 

implementation. 

According to Wu and Du (20 I 0), to undertake BPR project, four basic phases followed. 

The first phase involves conducting need ana lys is to determine whether the organization 

to conduct BPR or not. [n the second phase, organi zations decided to engage with BPR 

need to make preliminary preparation in order to reconstruct concepts. As per Wu and 

DU (20 10), th is phase includes making reengineering objectives clear, forming of 

l.,~ redesign team; establishing organ ization's vision; good communication with ~nlpi oyees; 

and establi shing the appropriate organizational culture. In the third phase, redesign team 

formed at the second phase begin reengineering of process. 

As Wu and Du (20 I 0) noted in third phase, the first step is to conduct an analysis of 

existing processes, identify problems in existing process; and the second step is the 

des ign of more effective new process. At the finally phase, newly design process pi loted 

to test its performance and if necessary, rev ision and improvement made, in order to 

implement the process at organization wide. To ensure the success of BPR, this phase 

also includes reforming the original organ izational structure, staffing, performance 

evaluation, and technological alignment of the newl y designed process. 

In connection with BPR implementation , Grover et al. (1995) conceptualized it as the 

ongoing process of preparing the organization fo r new system and introducing it to assure 

its successful use. [mplement ing the redesigned process is typically an intricate and 

complex process that involves strategy ali gnment, project planning and scheduling, and 

resource al location. The earlier work of Hummer and Champy ( 1993) categorized the 
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implementation phase into two points. One is the redes igned process tested and 

implemented, and ' the other point is the alignment of organization 's structure, 

management and measurement system, values and beliefs, and IT to new process. 

More broadl y, Linden (1998) mentioned appropriate sets of steps to be followed during 

implementation phase. The steps include: (i) developing a charter; (ii) establishing 

communication strategies; (iii) hold an all hand meeting to review the model ; (iv) prepare 

a detailed implementation plan; (v) run pi lot tests, revi se the redesigned processes if 

needed; (vi) implement short-term changes; (vii) phase in long-term changes; and (v ii) 

measure the performance of the new process. These steps of Linden (1998) stressed that 

an implementation plan should be deve loped to spell s out the work that needs to be done, 

with timeframes, deci sion points, and resource allocations. Pilot testing provides a 

method for refining the process and building support for the full implementation. In 

addition, training and workforce issues are important for effective imp lementation plan. 

~-.:. MuJ'Cover, the steps stressed the importance vf llngoing performance measurement and 

feedback to continually improve the new processes once it is in place . 

. Generally, Attaran and Wood' s (1999) outlined basic guidel ines of BPR. Some of the 

authors' guidelines include the following: reengineering effort should be constructed by a 

clearly defined strategic vision; reengineering should focus on important cross­

organizational business processes which are critical to ' the organizat ion' s vision; cost 

reduction is not the only goal of reengineering rather seeking opportunities for new 

sources of revenue growth could be an important driving for the reengineering efforts; 

and leadership plays an important role for the success of reengineering. Due to the 

complex and intricate nature of BPR implementation, Wu and Du (20 I 0) stressed the 

importance of careful thinking about the necessity of BPR to the organization prior to 

engage with BPR project; otherwise, it cannot bring new vita li ty to the organization, but 

also create chaos businesses in the organization. 

So far, some hi ghlights of BPR methodology and pr inciples presented. Thus, the rev iews 

suggest that organizations should adopt a suitable BPR methodology to serve as a 
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framework for the success of BPR. The following section presents reviews regarding to 

BPR applicability in higher education. 

2.1.1. BPR in higher education 

The motivation to undertake BPR project is usually the realization of breakthrough 

performance improvement. Lingus (1993, cited in Terziovskia et aI. , 2002) claimed that a 

"30-35% reduction in the cost of sa les; 75-80% reduction in delivery time; 60-80% 

reduction in inventory; 65-70% reduction in the cost of quality; and unpredictable but 

substantial increased market share", were a ll poss ible through effective BPR. In general, 

as indicated previously, BPR in response of the three driving forces (change, competition 

and customer) used to redirect organizations to new working practices. 

Many organizations in various industries (banking, manufacturing, services, and so on) 

used BPR as a panacea for organizational illness and to respond to high level of 

AI • compet ition, changing environment and customer needs (Attaran and Wood, ! 999; 

• Mnisha, 2004). Since educational institutions fur,ction sim ilar to other types of business 

organization, they can use various management luuls used by business organizations 

(8alaji , 2004). Thus, higher education institutions attempt (either voluntarily or under 

mandate) to adopt new management systems and processes that were originally designed 

to meet the needs of more efficient business organ izat ions. 

Specifically, Casey (1995) noted 8PR as a thoroughly researched and well-crafted 

prescriptions punch list for evaluating how well a college or univers ity runs its business. 

Thus, for the pursuit of radical and fundamental change of work practices, Casey (1995) 

view suggests the app li cability ofBPR in higher education institutions. As a justification, 

Sepehri et al.(2004) claimed that higher education, due to strong existing culture which 

does not seems to fit the present era, have faced financial and structural crisis. In 

addition, the authors argued that higher educations must be refined with respect to new 

methods and existing technologies to provide knowledge development and transfer in 

ways that are more productive. In this regard , it can be sa id that higher education are 

always under pressure to become more efficient and effective. Therefore, since BPR used 
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for dramatic performance enhancement, it suits to improve higher educations' 

performance. 

Despite the fact of BPR applicabi lity in higher education, arguments exist about its use in 

educational institutions. As Po rter (1993) argued, BPR could not be applied to higher 

education in the foreseeab le future and further states. Porter (1993) argument for this 

position is that BPR success will not occur because no one wants fundamental changes in 

teaching and research, because there is no demonstrated need, benefit, or support for such 

an effort in higher education. Instead, the author cla imed that admini strative processes of 

higher education cou ld be redesigned li ke other types of business organization. 

However, Stah lke and Nyce (1996) annoyed Porter's (J993) position and they stressed 

that successful reengineering in higher education must begin with teaching and learning,' 

rather than admin istrative processes. As the authors noted, address ing educationa l 

processes first wi ll naturall y force a reconsideration of such features as the student credit 

• hour. faculty load, sp"ce utilization, the academic f'niend"r, cOllrs" scheduling, 

instructional resources li ke technology, and the design of student-faculty interaction. 

Although arguments exist about the use ofBPR either for the academic or administrative 

processes of higher education, the educational quality in a higher education is determined 

through the physical, virtual and human resource availab ility and how effectively they are 

being used (Iqbal, 2007). In response, educational institutions in pursuit of improved 

performance used BPR in various countries. For instance, in Canada, Iran, Malaysia, 

New Zealand, Northern Ire land, Spain, Turku, United Kingdom (UK), and United State 

of America (USA), educational institution implemented BPR to enhance their efficiency, 

effectiveness and economic performance (Adenso-Diaz and Cante li , 2004; Allen and 

Fifield, 1999; Balaji , 2004; Casey, 1995; Kontio, 2007; McAdam and Bickerstaff, 2001; 

Sepehri et aI., 2004; Sohail et aI. , 2006; Whalen and Wright, 1999). Therefore, these 

experiences hi ghl ighted that hi gher educati on institutions can adopt BPR to enhance their 

performances li ke other types of business orga ni zations. However, whether BPR appl ied 

in academic orland admini strative processes of higher educat ion or other types of 
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business organization, BPR implementation indicated as the most challenge prone 

endeavor. The following section presents factors that determine BPR implementation 

success or failure , which is the objective of this study focused. 

2.1.2. BPR implementation barriers 

BPR will have sign ificant pos iti ve results for the organization, if correctl y implemented. 

Several authors (Attaran and Wood, 1999; Revenaugh, 1994; Terziovskia et aI., 2003) 

indicated numerous organizations (Ford Motor, Wal-Mart, IBM Credit Co., and so on) 

who were achieved larger cost reduction, higher profits, improved quality and 

productivity, faster response to market and customer service through BPR. Assefa (2009) 

claimed that, in Ethiopia, the experiences of the Ministry of Trade and Industry (MOTI), 

the Eth iopian Investment Commission, and the Ethiopian Customs Authority were 

instructive examples of how institutions can be transformed using BPR to be more 

responsive, effi cient and effective. Furtherm ore, in Ethiop ia, as Debela and Hagos (20 I I) 

reponed in their research findings , public organizd:io l1s like Commercial Bank of 

Ethiopia and Eth iopian Revenue and Customs A uthority have been successful in meeting 

the ir BPR objectives. 

However, despite the significant growth of BPR literatures and increasingly used by 

many organ izations, not all organizations achieved the intended objectives of BPR. As 

Hammer and Champy (1993) estimated, about 50 to 70% of BPR projects fai l to achieve 

dramatic results that the organizations intended to achieve. Likewise, General Acco unting 

Office (GAO) of Un ited States ( 1997) noted that the implementation of a new process is 

typically the most failure-prone phase of BPR because of an organization's natural 

resistance to change. Linden (1998) also noted the biggest source of organizational 

di sappoin tment with BPR change effort as implementation, or more spec ifica ll y, lack of 

imp lementation. Thus, as more organizations undertaken BPR project, issues on BPR 

implementation becomes a major concern. 

As the definiti on of BPR highlighted, it is the implementation of radical and fundamenta l 

change in business processes of the organizati on to achieve dramatic performance 
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improvements (Hammer and Champy, 1993). In connection with thi s defini tion, Cypress 

(1994, ci ted in Guimaraes, 1998) noted BPR as an attempt to change the way work is 

performed by simultaneously address ing all aspects of work that impact performance 

including the process acti vities, the people' s jobs and their reward system, the 

organ ization structure and the roles of process performers and managers, the management 

system and the underlying corporate culture which holds the beliefs and values that 

influence everyone' s behavior and expectations. As such, Grover et a l. (1995) noted that 

the broad organizational focus and deliberate nature of BPR needs a planned change. 

Spec ifi cally, the authors suggested preparation and deliberate actions, support from 

management, technical competence, and mitigation of res istance to change as 

requirements fo r the success of BPR imp lementation. 

Along with the above suggestions of Grover et al. (1 995), GAO ( 1997) claimed the factor 

for the failure of BPR as not lied in managing the technical or operat io nal aspects of 

change, instead in managing the human d imell s i on~ of change. However, there are 

various reasons that make BPR proj ect to fa il. To understand thoroughly the issues 

invo lved on BPR implementation fa ilure, this section reviewed the primary barriers for 

effect ive E PR implementation. 

Attaran and Wood 's (1 999) article identi fied fi ve primary obstacles to more effective 

EPR im plementation. That are misunderstanding of the concept, misapp li cati on of the 

term, lack of proper strategy, management fa ilure to change, and fa iling to recognize the 

importance of people. Undersco ring the five primary obstacl es of Attaran and Wood 

(1999) is appropriate. Such as EPR is not downsizing, automation, restructuring, or more 

of the same. It is dramati c rev ising of the organization' s process and changing the way in 

which work is carried out. EPR requires creati ve thinking and new perspective on the 

part of management, and top management must change their ways of thinking and 

develop new skill s. Employees play an important role in the success of BPR. Hence, 

employees fear about job di splacement due to redesigned process and coping with their 

resistance needs to be allev iated. Thus, without an effective approach to deal with 

employees' resistance, EPR implementation is certain to fail. 
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Meanwhi le, Attaran's (2000) art icle advanced the above-discussed five primary obstacles 

(Attaran and Wood, 1999) to eight. The author also clarified the difference between 

success and failure as not depend on the company size or resources, but on appropriate 

plann ing and avoidance of pitfalls. The add itional three primary obstacles are ' lack of 

flexibility' in terms of existing rigid infrastructure of the organization; ' lack of 

organizational communication' to loop feedbacks for employees to air their concerns; and 

' failure to test the process ' to understand the impact of any process change. At the end, 

Attaran (2000) concluded that organization often fail to achieve BPR objectives because 

trivializ ing the concept and ignoring the pitfalls resu lt dangers that makes BPR effort just 

another short-lived improvement. 

On top of the above-mentioned, AI-Mashari and Zairi (1999) recognized implementation 

of BPR as complex and needs to be checked aga inst several success and failure factors to 

ensure successful implementation by avoiding implementation pitfalls. In their review of 

both so ft and hard factors that cause success and fa:brc ,.,f BPR effort, they had identified 

five categories, nameiy change-management and culture, management competency and 

support, organizational structure, project planning and management, and IT 

infrastructure. In general, from various literature sources, the authors distilled these five 

success and failure factors in to thirty-three and twenty-two subgroups, respectively (see 

appendix I). 

BPR could be considered as innovation, because it results new types of business 

processes by obli terating existing business processes; where innovation is an idea, 

practice, products, processes, serv ices, policies or technology that is perceived as new by 

the organization whether other organizations previously used it or not (Klein and Sorra, 

1996). As such, innovation implementation literatures, li ke BPR implementation, also 

identified barriers for successfu l implementation. The recent work of Klein and Kn ight 

(2005), attempted to describe six interrelated obstacles that organizations face during 

innovation implementation along with six allow ing factors to overcome obstacles during 

implementation. 
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According to Klein and Kn ight (2005), the six obstacles that initiate challenges during 

innovation implementation are unrel iable and imperfectly designed innovation; 

innovation requires new knowledge use; little or no user input in adoption and 

implementation of innovation deci sions; innovation requires individuals to change their 

roles, routines, and norms; time consuming and expensive nature of implementation; and 

organizational status quo maintenance. 

To tackle with the aforementioned challenges, Klein & Knight (2005) suggested six key 

factors to shape the process and outcomes of innovation implementation. These are 

quality imp lementati on po li cies and practices; strong and positive climate for innovat ion 

implementation; strong, convincing, informed, and demonstrable management support 

because in the absence these employees are likely to conclude that innovation as a 

passi ng managerial fancy; avai lability of financial resources; learn ing orientation; and 

long-term oriented managerial patience to achieve innovation's benefits. 

.. . Since thi s study conducted on public un i'!ersities, it is worth mentioning cb!!cngi'1Z 

factors ofBPR implementation spccific to public organizations. [n doing so, the work of 

Reyes (200 I) reviewed. As the author noted, government activities are often so 

interrelated, cutting across not only divisions and units within an agency, but also tending 

to spillover to other agencies. Further, the author noted bureaucratic behavior and action 

as often based on laws and a series of incremental changes in rules derived from policies 

or legislation, which may be difficult to overhaul overn ight. In these cases, BPR 

implementat ion in public organization could be challenging, because, to redesign 

processes for dramatic performance, BPR methodology requires breakdowns of old 

processes' assumptions and laws (Linden, 1998, pp. 67). 

In add ition, Reyes (200 I) noted implementing BPR In public sector, which is 

reengineering fundamentals of "breaking away from the past" , as a major obstacle . As the 

author justified in this case, the culture of bureaucracies have been so ingrained that any 

effort to modify it may receive resistance not only from bureaucrats, but politicians and 

interest gro ups as well. [n thi s regard, the author noted that in government organizations, 

16 



any deviation from the status quo considered as a threat, and seen as part of a hidden 

agenda that can be poli tical in nature. 

Another difficulty, as Reyes (200 I) noted, to implement BPR in public organ ization is 

that substantial investments requirements of EPR in developing or even upgrading IT, 

because IT considered enabler of redesigned processes. In this case, the author reasoned 

that investing on IT might put government budgets under severe pressure considering the 

costs of hardware, consu ltants, constant upgrading and maintenance, as well as training 

and re-training of employees. Thus, the cost ofBPR project impedes its implementation. 

Political and pluralist bureaucratic environment factors also confronting BPR 

implementation in public organ ization. As Reyes (200 1) claimed, these factors refer to 

the environment of the po li tica l system, because success in government consists not just 

making the ri ght decis ions, but also of mobilizing po li tical support for the decision. Thus, 

to implement EPR in public organization needs commitment and support of top 

<" management who have :'eal power to change. 

Moreover, Reyes (2001) pointed a major issue that wou ld have to be addressed is that 

downsizing due to the redesigned processes. Wide scale removal or dismissal of 

government personnel at any levels may in vite the wrath of both poli ticians and of the 

public. Adding to this, the author noted the use of EPR by misguided officials as the 

downsizing strategy to di smiss government personnel. Thus, employees ' resistance could 

be manifested when wide scale downsizing suspected due to BPR implementation. In 

general, EPR implementation in public organization faces challenges due to ex isting laws 

or proclamations of a country. In addition, lack of financia l resources and hidden political 

agenda manifested by bureaucrats dimin ish BPR implementation in publ ic organ izat ion. 

So far, literature reviews made regarding to the theoretical perspectives of EPR like its 

methodology, its applicab ili ty in higher educat ion with countries experience, and its 

implementation barriers. Hence, the aforement ioned factors for the success and failure of 

BPR implementation suggest that EPR implementation phase constrained by various 

factors and suggest a need to be addressed for the success of EPR implementation. Since 
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the conception of BPR, numerous researchers carried out researches on BPR; the 

following section presel'lts selected empirical stud ies on BPR. 

2.2. Empirical studies on BPR 

As indicated previously, organizations use BPR for better performance improvement; and 

the driving factors to undertake BPR accounted to the 'three C's' that are change, 

competition and customers (Hammer and Champy, 1993). Starting from the introduction 

of BPR at the beginning of 1990s, issues on BPR increased and many researchers 

undertaken studies on it, to date. Thus, in order to highlight literature gaps, this section 

first reviewed selected empirical studies on BPR implementation factors and then 

empirical studies conducted in Eth iopian context reviewed. 

The stud y conducted by Grover et al. (1995) on the research area of BPR implementation 

attempt to identify numerous challenging factors of BPR implementation . As the authors 

indicated, their research empirically sought to explore BPR implementation problc, .s and 

the ;,everities of probiems how relates to BPR implementation success. j 0 ~arry out th is 

study, they have identifi ed sixty-four BPR implementation problems based on past 

theories and research related to the implementation of organizational change as we ll as 

field experience of reengineering experts (see appendix 2). Further, the authors 

categorized the identi fi ed problems in to six main groups, namely management support 

problems, technological competence problems, process delineation problems, project­

planning problems, change-management problems, and project management problems. 

Then, the authors used the identified problems in the survey instrument to generate 

responses from 239 individuals who have participated in BPR projects in 105 

organizations. 

Grover et al. (1995) analysis of the results showed the importance of change management 

in BPR implementation success. As result also showed, addressing problems in 

technological competence and project planning are necessary, but not sufficient, 

conditions for reengineering success. Further, problems related to project management 

and train ing personnel for the redesigned process are hi ghl y related to project success . [n 

18 



general, the fi ndings of Grover et al. (1995) noted that BPR implementation as complex. 

Thus, to succeed with BPR implementation, the authors suggest that organizational 

change to be essentially managed and balanced attention to be paid to those that are 

contextual factors (e.g., management support and technological competence) as well as 

factors that perta in d irectly to the conduct of the project (e.g., project management and 

process delineation). 

With respect to BPR implementation in higher educations, A llen and Fiefi e ld ( 1999) 

studi ed the applicability of BPR in higher education institutions of UK along with factors 

that affect the change process of BPR. In doing so, the researchers adopted case study 

approach on five se lected uni versities of UK and gathered data through seven structured 

interviews fro m project stakeholders in the universities undergoi ng BPR programs. At the 

first gl ance, the researchers identified a range of factors that make implementation of 

BPR in these univers ities a difficu lt process. The facto rs are senior management 

approval , complex information requirements, institutional po li cies and entrenched values, 

academic freedom, inertia, business process improvement (conservative change 

programs), IT driven change, maintaining the status quo, fai lure to reengineer human 

resources, and organ izational transformati on: 

The findings drawn from the study (Allen and Fiefield , 1999) are that the organizational 

culture and structure of higher education institutions limit the degree of change sought 

from BPR and insufficient attention given to the human resources side of change 

management. As the authors claimed, the selected fi ve universities for the most part of 

implementing the project represent a limited approximation of BPR techniques. In other 

word s, the project was not about radically changing the organization by obliterating 

ex isting processes, instead, it was process improvement. Thus, the radical chan ge of BPR 

confl icted with the factors previously mentioned. Particularly, as Allen and Fiefield 

( 1999) indicated, the power of academic departments, the professional status of 

academics and inertia within the universiti es made rad ical change unlikel y. 
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To study New Zealand 's tertiary institute BPR implementation, Balaji (2004) conducted 

research using a case study strategy. The main purpose of the study was to ga in an in­

depth insight of experience and understand the dynamics of process reengineering and 

implementation in the institute. As the researcher claimed, data gathered from semi­

structured interv iew with member of the institute and further analyses revea led the use of 

internal staff to drive BPR efforts resu lted in hi gher level of organizational commitment 

to manage the process in the institute, which played a critical role in its success . Further, 

the researcher claimed that implementation of BPR in the institute yield better results, 

while information technology recognized as an important factor for the success of BPR. 

Finally, Balaji (2004) conclude that BPR is a tool that is available for any tertiary 

education institute in its artillery to improve its efficiency and performance. 

Research carried out by Ahmad et a l. (2007) showed critical success factors of BPR in 

Malays ia higher education institutions. The study used a case study based on open-ended 

'-' interv iews .".,:th t0P managers and BPR team members u;' three -selected private higher 

education in Malaysia. The findings highl ighted that seven factors were critical for the 

successful implementation of BPR. The factors are teamwork and quality cu lture, quality 

management system and satisfactory rewards, effective change management, less 

bureaucratic and participation, IT or information system, effective project management, 

and adequate financial resources. In general, their study provides important lessons as a 

condition for the success of BPR project. 

Kontio (2007) undertaken case study research at Turku University of App li ed Sciences to 

describe reengineering process of human reso urce management related to organizing 

teaching and other tasks in degree programs. As the researcher confirmed, human 

resource management process of the university has im proved significantly by using BPR, 

but the overall process of the project took quite a long time. The research also confirms 

the essential role of management SUppOit for the success of BPR implementation at the 

university. As the author fina ll y concluded, the relative advantage of new processes was 

clearl y better than the previous way of do ing businesses at the uni versity. 
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To this point, empirical studies on BPR implementation with respect to higher education, 

except Grover et a!. (1995) research, reviewed. Although BPR is a recent phenomenon 

used to reengineer publi c organizations of Ethiopia, some researchers have been engaged 

to study BPR in a context of Ethiopian public organizations. For instance, usi ng mixed 

method research des ign, Mengesha and Common (2007), Debela (2009), and Debela and 

Hagos (20 II) studied BPR design and implementation on selected publ ic organ izations 

of Ethiopia. However, based on the researcher knowledge, there was no empirical study 

conducted on Ethiopian public universities' BPR implementation success/failure factors . 

Hereunder, the aforementioned empirical studies conducted in Ethiopian case rev iewed. 

Research conducted by Mengesha and Common (2007) evaluated the implementation of 

publ ic sector capacity reform in Eth iopia on two selected Ministries - Ministry of Trade 

and Industry (MOT!) and Ministry of Education (MoE). In doing so, the researchers used 

a mixed method research des ign and gathered data using structured questionnaire and 

interview fru.11 respondents . Mengesha and Common (20C7) based on their finding 

claimed that in each orgal1lzation very high levels of u·se r satisfaction and spectacular 

improvements in performance recorded because of BPR. However, the researchers also 

noted that the change process in both organizati ons tended has been sluggish. As per the 

researchers' recommendation, appropriate rewards and motivationa l instruments required 

to enhance the momentum of change reform in public organizations of Ethiopia. 

The study of Debela (2009) showed the relationship between BPR theory and practice in 

Ethiopian public organi zation. Hence, the researcher used case study strategy to assess 

BPR experience of Ministry of Capacity Building and other civil service organizations in 

Eth iopia. As indicated by the researcher, data were collected using observation technique, 

participat ing in meetings, and interviewing offi cials and reengineering teams. Although 

the research tri ed to present BPR theory and practice by .public organi zation, the finding 

report lacks consistency. For instance, the researcher indicated that improvement in the 

performance of agencies attributed to IT use in processing customer' s request, while the 

researcher claimed that non-consideration of automation at the time of reengineering has 

made all the redesigned process to be incomplete and non-exhaust ive. However, the 

21 



researcher recommended considerab le points regarding to BPR applicability to improve 

service delivery in Ethiopian public organizations. Such as to recognize the differences 

between the characteristics of government organ izations and profit mak ing corporations in 

process design, to recogni ze the usc of IT as vital for successful BPR implementation, to 

recognize human resource capacity as determ inant for the success of BPR, and so on. 

Debela and Hagos (20 I I) study was the recent empirical study, which was conducted in 

four public organ izati ons of Ethiopia, namely Eth iop ian Revenue and Custom Authority, 

Ministry of Labor and Soc ial Affairs, Commerc ial Bank of Ethiopia, and Development 

Bank of Ethiopia. Using mi xed method research design, the authors noted that in the 

selected four organizations encouraging results have been achieved in terms of efficiency, 

mission effectiveness, transparency, and minimiz ing corruption. However, the authors 

claimed that the se lected four organizations faced cha ll enges in human , technological and 

material capacities in their BPR project implementation. Finally, Debela and Hagos 

,'-' (201 1) recomr,' ended that the governm ent of Ethiopia mi;;l:t r.eerls to exert greater effort 

lv change the att itude of publ ic servalHs anJ tlot political leaders, adop; 3 holistic and 

integrated approach in using reform tools, and consider mission differences when 

applying a change manageme nt tool in public orga ni zations. 

2.3. Conclusion and gap in literature 

Organizations required responding to changing environments through van ous 

management tools. In response, organizations use appropriate management tools to 

alleviate the changing environment and to increase their performance. Among the various 

management tools, BPR is one of the management tool undertaken by organ izations. Its 

concept was first introduced by Hammer (1990) and Davenport and Short ( 1990) due to 

globalization and extraordinary IT development pace with three driving forces of 

customers, competition, and change. 

Various organization employed BPR In pursuit of improved performances. Since 

educat ion institutions fun ct ion like other types of business organizat ions, BPR also used 

by educati onal institutions in Malaysia, New Zealand, Spain , UK, USA and so on (Sohail 
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et a!., 2006; Balaj i, 2004; Adenso-Diaz and Cante li , 2004; All en and Fifield , 1999; 

Casey, 1995) to enhance their performance. 

Desp ite the increased use of BPR in various organization resulted enhanced performance, 

not all organi zation reali zed the promises of BPR. According to Hammer and Champy 

(1993) estimate, about 70 percent of BPR project failed . Several authors (AI-Mashari and 

Za iri , 1999; Attaran, 2000) mentioned numerous fai lure factors of BPR. Such as BPR 

concepts misunderstanding, misapplications of BPR terms, management failure to change 

their values and beliefs, and so forth . Allen and Fiefield (1999) study indicates that 

factors that were not identified by other researchers, such as academic freedom and 

complex information requirements. In addition, the study conducted by Ahmad et a!. 

(2007) showed that seven factors contributed for the success of BPR in Malaysian higher 

education institutions. The seven factors were teamwork and quality culture, quality 

management system and satisfactory rewards, effective change management, less 

bureaucratic am] participation, IT or informati on system, effective project management, 

and adeq uate financia l resources . 

However, due to its recent introduction of BPR 111 Ethiopia, limited number of study 

conducted on Ethiop ian public organizations' BPR project. Amo ng them, Debela's 

(2009), Debela and Hagos's (20 11 ), and Mengesha and Common's (2007) studies 

acknowledged as steppingstone on the issues of BPR in Ethiopian public organization. 

As per the researcher knowledge, there is no comprehensive study on BPR 

implementation challenges in Ethiopian context, spec ifically, public universiti es' BPR 

implementation stands. Thus, this gap leads to originate the following general research 

quest ion and a need to study BPR implementation cha llenges in public universities: 

What are the various challenging factors that public universities faced to 

implement BPR and their magnitudes to affect BPR implementation? 
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2.4. Definition of terms 

• Cascading of policies: - sets of program of actions adopted by government that 

requires implementation. 

• Change management: - that involves all human- and soc ial-related changes and 

cultural adjustment techn iques needed by management to facilitate the insertion of 

newly designed processes and structures into working practice and to deal 

effectively with resistance (Ahmad et al.. 1999). 

• Core processes:- are those that end up touching an external customers; they occur 

when an employee fill s a customer' s order, responds to a customer's complaint, or 

develops a new program or product (Linden, 1998, pp.8) 

• Design team members: - refers to individuals participated to redesign the way 

work is done. The members take the current process, analyze it and come up with 

a fundamentally new des ign (Linden, 1998, pp.2S) . 

-. , • Implell1~l1tf\tion team members :- individuals wh·) actually implement the 

i'eJesigned processes. They can be rt:ucsign team members or othe[:.;, but noi 

necessarily redesign team members (Linden, 1998, pp.ISI). 

• IT: - represents an all-encompassing term for computer workstations I inked to 

computer networks, open systems, client-server architecture, database groupware, 

and electronic commerce. Together they can simplify a manual-paper based 

business process for automated bus iness processes (O'Neill and Sohal, 1999). 

• Process:- is a set of interrelated steps that begins with an input or trigger and end 

with an outcome that satisfies the end user (Linden, 1998, pp.8) 

• Redesigned processes: - means those processes newly redesigned by 

disregarding all existing structures and procedures, and inventing completely new 

ways of accomplishing work (Tanoglu, 2004). 

• Support processes:- are internally focused, such as the process of recruiting, 

hiring, and training new employees (L inden, 1998, pp.8) 
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Chapter 3: Research design 

The preceding chapter presented reviews of literature on BPR with respect to the 

theoretical perspectives and prior empirical studies. The literature review confirms that 

there was no study conducted on Ethiopian public universities' BPR implementation. 

The purpose of thi s chapter is to present the main principles of research methodology and 

the adopted research method for thi s study. 

3.1. Research methods 

There are three types of research design: quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods. 

Quantitative research is a means for testing objecti ve theories by examining the 

relationship among variables. On the other hand, qualitative research is a means for 

exploring and understanding the meaning indiv iduals or groups ascribe to a social or 

human prob lem. Between the two strands, mixed methods research is an approach that 

combines or associates both quantitat ive and qualitati ve des igns to inquire an issue 

~ _ (Creswe ll 2009, pp.4) . How~ve r, the authQr "CIted tbt the se lection of a research design 

involves the considerations of the worldview assumptions the research brings to study, 

the nature of research prob lem, procedures of inquiry, the researcher's experience, 

audiences for the study, and data collection methods, analys is and interpretation. 

As tri ed to indicate the types of research des ign and their meaning previously, 

quantitative and qualitative designs have dist inct characters, while mixed methods design 

shares the characters of both designs. The research design involves the interactions of 

philosophical worldview, strategies of inquiry, and specific methods for the quantitative, 

qualitative and mi xed methods design (Creswell , 2009, pp.5). The following sections 

reviewed the aforementioned characters for each type of research designs in wh ich it 

helped to adopt the fitted research method for this study. 

Quantitat ive research design possesses the postpositivi st worldv iew assumption that 

encompasses ' deterministic phi losophy' in which causes probably determine the effect, 

and ' reductioni stic philosophy' to reduce the ideas into a sma ll , di screte set of ideas to 

test variables that comprise hypotheses and research questions. Postposit ivism deve lop 
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knowledge based on objective observation and measurement as wel l as verify theories 

that govern the world (Swanson and Holton, 2005, pp. I 9). Quantitative design employs 

strategies of inquiry such as survey and experiment, and collect data through standard ized 

instruments that are close-ended question and numeric data. Using statistical method, it 

generali zes about the population from the sample (Swanson and Holton , 2005, pp.32). 

Qualitative research des ign possesses social construct ivism worldview assumptions that 

holds · individuals seek to understand the world in wh ich they live and work. The 

participant views relied on participants to construct meanings and the researcher 

inductively develops theory or pattern of subjective meaning (Creswell, 2009, pp.8) . 

Qualitative research design tr ies to assess experiences and events contextually within the 

partic ipants' natural setting. It employs strategies of inquiry like ethnographies, grounded 

theory, case study, phenomenological research and narrative research and col lect data 

through observation, interv iews, text and image data that are open-ended and emerging. 

l'," The findings are sUbjective that the inquirer inductive ly generate, meanings from the data 

co llected in the field (Creswe ll , 2009, pp.II-I3). 

Mixed methods design possesses the pragmati c worldview that focused on the research 

prob lem for the consequence of actions . Pragmatic worldview uses pluralistic approach to 

drive knowledge about the problem. Accordingly, researchers have a freedom to choose 

the methods, techniques, and procedures of research that best suits the purposes of the 

study. Thus, mixed method des ign involves philosophica l assumptions to use the mix of 

quantitative and qualitative designs (Nagy, 20 10, pp.3). It employs strategies of inquiry 

such as sequential , concurrent and transformative mi xed method and both close and open 

ended, standardized and emerging, quantitative and qualitative data coll ected. 

In general , quantitative and qualitative designs have their own inherent advantages and 

disadvantages. Although the advantages and di sadvantages of them not discussed here, 

mi xed methods design emanated to utilize the advantages and to tackle the di sadvantages 

of the two des igns. As cited in Creswell (2009, pp.14), the concept of mixing different 
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methods originated in 1959, when Campbe ll and Fisk used multi-methods to study 

validity of psycho logical traits. 

The reasons for mixing methods includes to triangulate data source for the sake of 

convergence across quantitative and qualitative methods; to integrate or combine the 

quantitative and qualitative data to identify participants or questions to ask for the other 

method or to reinforce each other; or trans formative to advocate marginalized groups 

(Nagy, 20 I 0, pp.3-6). 

Hav ing the above summarized reviews of research designs, several studies on BPR in 

terms of research design, used quantitative and qualitative designs . In the case of BPR 

implementation in higher education, researchers like Ahmad et aI., 2007; Sohail et aI., 

2006; Balaji, 2004; Allen and Fiefield, 1999 used quali tative research des ign. On the 

other hand , studies on BPR implementation in other industries, researchers like Tennant 

and Yi-Chieh , 2()05 ; Terziovskia et aI. , 2002; O'Neill and Snha l . 1998; Grover et a I. , 

;" 1995 used quantitative research design. The;,e pmc;;ceS suggest that bot!, lypes of 

research designs could be applicable to study BPR implementation. Thus, as indicated in 

chapter one, section 1.1 and 1.3, this study adopted mixed methods design to get the 

benefits of mixed methods des ign . The following sections discussed the method adopted. 

3.2. Research method adopted 

As indicated earlier, to get a brief understanding of the research problem and to benefit 

from the method adopted, mixed method design used to study BPR implementation in 

Ethiopian public universities. Besides, sequential explanatory strategy used in the method 

adopted. This strategy characterized by the co llection and analysis of quantitative data in 

the first phase of research followed by the co ll ection and analysis of qualitative data in 

the second phase that builds on the result of the initi al quant itative results (Swanson and 

Holton, 2005, pp.32 1). In the first phase of the study, survey was conducted to identify 

factors that affect BPR implementat ion, and in the second phase, based on results of the 

first phase, interviews were held to better understand the magnitude of identified factors. 
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The following sections discuss the quantitative and qualitative features of mixed methods 

adopted during the study. 

3.2.1. Quantitative feature of mixed method 

In a first phase, the quantitative research design helped to identified various challenging 

factors of BPR implementation in Ethiopian public universities. The quantitative features 

of research design, namely the strategy of inquiry; sampling design; survey instrument; 

variables, research questions and items on a survey instrument; and data analysis and 

interpretation presented hereunder. 

Survey design 

As Swanson and Holton (2005, pp.99) claimed, the purpose of survey research In 

organizations is to co llect information from one or more people on some set of 

organizationally relevant constructs. Thus, to gather data relevant for the identification of 

various factors that affect BPR implementation, the study employed survey strategy to *' g<l~hei' data from BPR project !'eoesign ~~d imp!e!n~ntqtion team members (·r public 

universities Uustified latter) . In addition, data were co llected one point in time (cross 

sectional) from the respondents. 

The rationales to adopt survey strategy were the economy of the design and the rapid 

turnaround in data collection. Particularly, the later one fitted the samples that were 

selected from BPR redesign and implementation team members; because some team 

members were not available at their university premises (e.g. educational leave). Thus, 

respondents who were not available at the university, they were surveyed using e-mail 

survey instrument to reach dispersed geographical area that the respondents reside. In 

doing so, respondents address acquired from their colleagues. 

Sample design 

As indicated in chapter one, in Ethiopia there are twenty-two public universities, as of 

201 I. Among these, eleven universities considered as 'elder' univers ities and the 

remaining are ' newly' established universities. Having this, the researcher decided to took 

four universities, in which two universities from ' elder' group and two universities from 
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'new' group . Namely, Addis Ababa University and Hawassa University from 

'elder'group and Samara Un iversity and Wollo University from 'new' gro up selected. 

To study BPR implementation at universities, the study population units constitute 

service providers and users. However, defining the study population and study units 

depend on the research problem and study' s objectives (Walonick, 2005). Unless the 

uni versiti es fully implemented the redesigned processes, not all serv ice prov iders and 

users' included as study's population units. To help ensure validity, Huber and Power 

( 1985, cited in Grover et aI., 1995) also suggested to select informants who are most 

knowledgeable about the issue of in terest researched. Thus, to gather data on the 

perceived experiences of respondents, the study's population units comprised indiv iduals 

who were directly involved on BPR project of universities as redesign or implementation 

team members. 

Accordingly, to generate the sampling frame, li sts of partic ipants were acquired from 

..)l,. ear.h un iversity. The numbers of 8PR rede:;ign 2!~d implementation team memh~rs cf 

Addi s Ababa Uni versity, Hawassa Uni versity, Samara Un iversity and Wollo University 

were 59, 28, 22, and 26, respectively. Total ly, the study's population size comprised 135 

individuals. After having the sampling frame, from each university, 10 respondents were 

se lected randomly to the survey. As a result, the sample size comprised 40 respondents. 

Survey instrument 

The survey instrument developed based on the literature review, most of the items in the 

instrument adapted from the work of Grover et al. (1995) and AI-Mashari and Zairi 

( 1999). All items in the instrument were close-ended questions. In add ition, items in the 

survey instrument categorized in to four parts (see appendix 3). 

Part I of the survey instrument sought to get respondent's profile. Part 2 dealt about EPR 

implementation at the university, typ ica l questions in thi s part sought to get the extent of 

EPR implementation at the univers ity and the period requ ired to implement EPR at the 

university. Part 3 tri ed to get responses in the areas of BPR project cost and benefits. 

Thus, to get the perce ived leve l of EPR cost and benefits, all items in thi s part developed 
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using five-point Likert-type scales (,strongly agree ' to 'strongly disagree') . The last part 

sought to get responses in the areas of BPR implementation challenging factors. Like part 

3, all items in part 4 developed using fi ve-point Likert-type scales. The Likert-type 

questions helped to get respondents' perceived experiences about each challenging 

factors. 

Part 4 of the instrument included thirty challenging factors of BPR implementation and 

these facto rs categorized in to six sections. Section' A', top management support factors, 

deals with managers' active commitment and support for BPR. Section 'B', change­

management factors, relate to managing organizational change and cu ltural adjustments 

for new processes . Section 'c', organizational factors, accou nted to organizational 

readiness to change and organ izati onal structure. Section 'D', BPR project management 

factors , relate to how the project undel1aken. Section 'E' , IT factors, relate to how IT 

considered in the redesigned processes, IT investment and training provision about IT. 

The last secti on deal, ~!:Jout country specific factors like ex isting I U:~' "od regulations of 

the country, ava ilability of financia l resources requ ired to implement BPR, and iack of 

implementation that nurturi ng uncertainty and res istance to future programs. 

Besides, to make clear about the study, the cover page of the instrument indicated study's 

objectives, importance of their responses to the study along with confidential ity matter 

and procedures to mark their responses. Moreover, to ensure highest response rate, 

respondents were asked their willingness to participate in the study before the 

questionnaire distributed. After getting their willingness, the researcher personall y 

distributed the instrument, while to those respondents who were not available at their 

university premises, the instrument forwarded through their emai l address . 

Variables, research questions and items on the survey instrument relationship 

With respect to the dependent variable of the study, item number four in part two of the 

survey instrument, i.e. , the extent a/redesigned processes implemented at the university, 

considered as dependent variable. All items in part three of the survey instrument, except 

the item of BPR project cost, al so considered as the dependent vari able. Because, 
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expected benefits of BPR translated in to improved performance when uni versiti es 

implemented the redes igned processes, whereas if universiti es challenged to implement 

BPR due to various factors, they wi ll lose the expected benefits . 

On the other hand, all items in part four considered as independent variables of the study. 

Table 3. 1 presents the independent variable and dependent variable of the study with the 

research questions and items on the survey instrument. 

Table 3.1: Variables, research questions and items on a survey 

Variable name 

Independent variable: 

Challenging factors to 

implement BPR 

Research questions 

Research question: 

• 

• 

What are the chall enging factors 

that the universi ty faced to 

implement BPR? 

What are the chall enging factors 

affect BPR implementation at elder 

universities and new uni versities? 

Dependent variable: Research question: How do those 

Lack of implementation factors affect BPR implementation? 

Data analysis 

Items 

Survey instrument 

question: 14 to 43 

Survey instrument 

question: 4,9, 10, II, 

12, and 13 

Data obtained from the survey instrument were analyzed usmg quantitative data 

techniques. To analyze data obtained from the survey instrument, descriptive statistics 

were used, such as frequency, percentage, mean, and standard dev iation. Specifically, to 

rank the relative severity of thirty cha ll enging factors of BPR implementation 

incorporated in the patt 4 of the instrument, respondents rated sca le percentage used. In 

add ition, to analyze data obtained from part 4 of the survey instrument, inferential 

stati stic (i .e., Chi-square with significance level) used to refine the relative severity of 

various challenging factors among university type, i.e., elder universities and new 

un iversities group. 
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In order to give a clear view of the fi nding, tables and graphs were used. In general, the 

survey instrument responses keyed into Statist ica l Package for Social Science (SPSS) 

(vers ion 19), to generate quantitative data output. 

3.2.2. Qualitative feature of mixed method 

As earlier menti oned , thi s study employed two phase- sequentia l explanatory strategy. In 

a first phase, quantitative data were gathered through survey instrument and results 

further used in a second phase of qualitative research. Accordingly, the connection or 

mi xing occurred between quantitative data analys is and the data collection of second 

phase research. The analys is of quant itative data and its results helped to prepare 

qualitative interv iew questions. Thus, the identifi ed factors that impeded BPR 

implementat ion further used to better understood their magnitude as challenging factors 

ofBPR implementation in Ethiopian public universiti es. 

To gather data for the second phase, face-to-face intervi ews with .~ el ected interviewees 

,... ~ Were :lGld. Hence, in qualitative design, the Sj;lIJl~ ;in6 d~sign is purposeful s::lr:.~) ing 

design, three interviews were held with Eth iop ian Ministry of Education offic~r for 

Higher Ed ucation Capac ity Bui lding, Higher Educati on Strategic Cente r officer, and Ex­

Vice President of ABC (anonymous) University. 

It was beli eved that interviewees have had better knowledge about BPR project of 

un iversities. Thus, the researcher interviewed three interviewees on issues based on the 

results of the first phase. Interv iew questions were prepared prior to conducting the 

interv iews, whil e emerging questions also rose during the interv iew. In add ition, before 

conducting the interviews, respondents' willingness asked first. After getting their 

willingness and schedul es, the researcher interviewed the respondents using interview 

protocol and by mak ing handwriting notes. 

Qualitative data co llected from interviewees were noti ced in to appropriate contexts, 

written down, and thematica ll y analysed. Potentia ll y, the themes helped to analyse 

qualitative data for the second phase of the stud y. 
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Chapter 4: Results and analysis 

The preceding chapter presented some principles of research methodology and the 

adopted research method for the study along with its rationale. Thi s chapter presents the 

resu lts and analysis of findings for the adopted sequential explanatory mixed method 

des ign in two sections. The first section presents the results and analys is of findings for 

the quantitative future of mixed method. Then, section two presents the results and 

analysis of findings for the qualitative future of mixed method. 

4.1. Results and analysis: quantitative future of mixed method 

The first phase (quantitative) of this study objective is to identify various challenging 

factors of BPR implementation in Ethiopian public universities. As indicated in chapter 

three, this study selected four public universities of Ethiop ia. Namely, Addis Ababa 

University and Hawassa University were selected from elder universities group and 

,'. Samara University and Wo llo Un ivers ity were se lected from newly established 

...-..;_!- uni\' ersiti~s group. Henceforth, to preseni the r.:;suHs and analysis of findings fc :" the 

selected universities, a general term, that is ' universities' used unless indicated. 

To ach ieve the first phase research objective, survey was conducted on four universiti es 

Forty BPR project redes ign and implementation team members in the universiti es were 

subjects of the study. Hereunder, resu lts for the first phase of the study presented in to fi ve 

headings: respondents ' profiles, BPR implementation at uni versities, BPR cost and 

benefits, BPR implementation challenging factors, and further refinements of BPR 

implementation challenging factors. 

4.1.1. Respondents' profile 

Patt I of the survey instrument attempted to acquire respondents' profi le with respect to 

thei r current educat ional level, their position at uni versity, and thei r roles during BPR 

project. Of the forty respondents, about 83 percent were postgraduate and 15 percent 

were undergraduate (see Table 4.1 ). Whi le only one respondent were PhD holder and no 

one accounted to the diploma or certifi cate educational level choice of item one in the 

survey instrument. 
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Table 4.1: Survey respondents by educational level 

Ed ucational level Frequency Percent 

Undergraduate 6 15.0 

Postgraduate 33 82.5 

PhD or above I 2.5 

Total 40 100.0 

As Table 4.2 shows, of the forty respondents, 67.5 percent were academic staff, 12.5 

percent were administrative, and 20 percent shared both positions at their respected 

universities. 

Table 4.2: Survey respondents' position at their universities 

Position Frequency Percent 

Academic staff 27 67.5 

Administrative staff 5 12.5 

Academic and administrative staff 8 20.0 
.-

Total 40 100.0 -_. ~ 

In terms of respondents' role during their universities engaged with BPR proj~t:t, uf the 

forty respondents, 67.5 percent were redesign team members, 32.5 were redesign and 

implementation team members. Whereas, no respondent accounted as only 

im plementation team member of BPR project (see Table 4.3). 

Table 4.3: Survey respondents' role in BPR project 

Role Frequency Percent 

Redesign team 27 67.5 

Redes ign and implementation team 13 32.5 

Total 40 100.0 

Generall y, most of respondents for this study had Master Degree, who were academic 

staffs of the fou r universities. In add ition , most of them were redesign team members 

when their universities engaged with BPR project. The follo wing part of this section 

presents the results and analysis related to BPR implementation in Ethiopian public 

universities. 
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4.1.2. BPR implalltation ill Ethiopiall public universities 

In BPR principles, redesigned processes piloted before full-scale implementati on at the 

organization. The pilot tests he lp the organization to assess the performance of 

redesigned p rocesses and to take rev ision and improvement actions for organization wide 

implementation . However, the implementation phase of BPR is not a stra ightforward 

activi ties, which involves a complex and intri cate activ ities for its success . As indicated 

, in the problem statement section of chapter one, Ethiopian uni versities had fini shed the 

redesigned phase of BPR before the end o f 2009. Based on the researcher knowledge, up 

to this study completed there was no exemplar university in Ethiopia who implemented 

the redesigned processes ent irely. Debela and !-lagos (20 11) also cla imed the existence of 

pace variation in Ethiopian public univers ities to implement the redesigned processes. 

In order to measure the progress of BPR implementatio n at un ive rsities, respondents we re 

asked in the survey instrument to rate the perceived level of redesigned processes 

r."'- im plemented in their respected univers iti es . Before presenting the aggrega t~ results, the 

extent of BPR implementation in each university presented hereunder, based on 10 

respondents at each univers ity. 

As Figure 4.1 shows, based on respondents' rated percentage of BPR implementation in 

their respected univers ities, the extent of redesigned processes implemented varied 

among universities. For the scale category of 11-20 percent of BPR implementation, 60, 

50, 20 and 20 percent of Samara, Addi s Ababa, Wollo and !-Iawassa Uni vers ity 

respondents rated their university in this category, respectively. For the sca le category of 

2 1-30 percent of BPR implementation, 60, 40, 40 and ' 30 percent of Woll o, Samara, 

Addis Ababa, and Hawassa University respondents rated their univers ity in thi s category, 

respect ive ly. For the scale category of 3 1-40 percent of BPR implementation, 40, 20 and 

10 percent of Hawassa, Wollo , and Addis Ababa University respondents rated the ir 

uni vers ity in thi s category, respectively. One respondent from Hawassa Unive rsity rated 

the sca le category of 41-50 percent of BPR implementation for the univers ity. 
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Figure 4.1: Redesigned processes implemented at each university 
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Taking all respondents' (i .e., forty respondents) rate, the extent of redesigned processes 

implemented at four uni vers ities lied between II to 50 percent (see Figure 4.2). In this 

case, of the fOlty respondents, 80 percent of respondents rated 21-30 percent and I 1-20 

percent extent level of BPR implementation at universities. The remaining respondents, 

i.e., 17.5 percent and 2.5 percent of respondents rated 31-40 percent and 41 -50 percent 

extent level of BPR implementation, respectively. 

Figure 4.2: Redesigned processes implemented at universities 
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Generally, most of respondents' responses pattern indicates that II to 40 percent of 

universities' redesigned processes implemented, because all respondents, except one 

respondent, perceived that their universities implemented the redesigned processes within 

this extent. Thus, 60 percent of the redesigned processes not implemented so far. 
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The above di scussion evidenced that the redesigned processes of Ethiopian publ ic 

universities lack implementation. As such , universiti es not achieved the intended 

obj ectives of BPR. Unless the universiti es radi cally and fundamentally changed their 

bus iness processes, they cannot achieve dramatic performance improvements us ing BPR. 

In line with BPR implementation extent level at universities, the survey instrument 

attempted to capture the periods required to implement the entire redes igned processes of 

uni vers ities. As Table 4.4 presents, of the forty respondents, 35 percent atid 30 percent of 

respondents believed universities to implement the enti re redesigned processes between 

three-to-fo ur years and two-to-three years, respectively. For the periods that covers less 

than two years and more than four years, 15 percent and 20 percent respondents 

considered universiti es to implement the entire redesigned processes in these peri ods, 

respective ly. General ly, 45 percent of respondents believed that uni ve rsities to implement 

the redes igned processes within one to three years, whil e 55 percent of respondents 

believed the imp lemeiltation to take more than three years. 

Table 4.4: BPR implementation periods 

Period F r equency Percen t 
Between I year to 2 years 6 15.0 
Between 2 years to 3 years 12 30.0 
Between 3 years to 4 years 14 35.0 
More than 4 years 8 20.0 

Total 40 100.0 

As indicated in subsection 2.1.1, arguments exist regarding to BPR applicability in higher 

education. The arguments emanated from whether BPR used to reengineer the academic 

processes (core processes) ! or administrative processes (support processes) 2 of hi gher 

I Core processes are those processes that are the reason an organi zati on exists (Linden, 1998, 
pp.9), in case of higher education, teaching-l earn ing (academic) process and research and 
community services indicated as core processes. 

2 Support processes are those processes internally focused and they are necessary, but they are not 
the purpose of the organizati on created to serve (Linden, 1998, pp.9). Admin istrative processes 
such as human resource management, finance and budget, facility management and so on 
indicated as SuppO!1 processes of higher education. 
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education. Porter (1993) claimed that admin istrative processes of higher education could 

be redesigned rather than the academic processes . On the other hand, Stahlke and Nyce 

(1996) argued Porter's (1993) position and they stressed the use of BPR to start first in 

the academic processes of hi gher educat ion than the ad ministrative processes . Due to 

these arguments, the survey instrument attempted to identify the most difficult process to 

implement at universities. As Table 4.5 shows, of the forty respondents, 72 .5 percent of 

them claimed support processes as the most difficult to implement at universiti es, while 

27.5 percent of them claimed core processes of universities as difficult to implement. 

Thus, it is evident that core processes of hi gher education not difficult to implement 

compared to SUppOlt processes and it is in li ne with Stahlke and Nyce (1996) argument. 

Table 4.5: Difficult process of to implement 

Type of process Frequency Percent 

Core processes II 27.5 

Suppvrt p1'0CeSSes 29 . 72.5 
Total 4() 100.0 

With respect to the responsibili ty to implement the redes igned processes of universities, 

most of respondents (above 50 percent) consented im plementation team members, top 

management and em ployees of univers ities as responsible to implement the redesigned 

processes (see Table 4.6). However, none of respondents considered external consultants 

as a responsible to implement the redesigned processes. 

Table 4.6: Responsible to implement BPR 

Responsible to implement (n=40) 
Yes No 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Redesign team members selected as 
imp lementation team members 20 50.0 20 50.0 

Top managements of the uni versity 
other than redesign team members 31 77.5 9 22.5 

University's employees other than 
redesign team members 27 67 .5 13 32.5 

External consultants 0 0.0 40 100.0 
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The above d iscussions attempted to present BPR implementation in Eth iopian public 

universiti es that related to the extent of the redesigned processes implemented, the period 

required for ful l-scale implementation of processes, the difficult process to implement, 

and the responsible body to implement the processes. The following subsection presents 

BPR project cost and benefits of implementing the redesigned processes. 

4.1.3. BPR project cost and benefits from implementation 

To undertake BPR project, organizations incur financial and nonfinancial costs. In this 

regard, Wu and Du (20 I 0) and Ahmad et al. (2007) noted BPR as advocates of a 

thorough reform that requires a lot of money and time. Fees for consul tants and bonuses 

for redes ign team members to cultivate their energy indicated as financial costs. Devoting 

time by seni or managements to discuss issues on the project ind icated as nonfinancial 

costs. However, these costs not incurred without benefi t. The objective of BPR is to 

enhance organization's perform ance in terms of reducing business processes cost and 

cycle time, and increasing 3crvice quality and customer satisfaction. Ocspit the fact that 

organization incurs costs re lated to the project, the benefi ts ga ined from implementing the 

redesigned processes outweigh. 

Data obtained from part 3 of the survey instrument helped to hi ghlight uni versities' BPR 

project cost and benefits . To identify wheth er BPR project of universities cost a lot or 

not, respondents were asked to rate a five-point scale (,strongly agree' to 'strongly 

disagree' ). In add ition, to identify the benefits of BPR projects, respondents were asked 

to rate the expected benefits (cost reduction, process cycle time reduction, increasing 

service quality, and increaSing customers and employees satisfaction) of redesigned 

processes when implemented. 

As shown in Table 4.7, of the forty respondents, 45 percent of respondents claimed the 

consensus with ' BPR project of universities cost a lot', wh il e 17.5 percent of respondents 

were undecided about the consensus and 37.5 percent of respondents denied the 

consensus. However, taking the frequency mean (i.e., 3.1), the responses inclined to the 

agreement sca le (i .e., more than 3). In this case, universities BPR project had cost a lot. 
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Since universities engaged with BPR to improve their performance dramatically, the 

benefits gained when univers ities implemented the redesigned processes could outweigh 

the costs incurred to the project. In line with this, Balaji (2004) finding also indicated that 

ABC College's (anonymous) BPR project had been very costly undertaken, but the 

management aimed to recover the costs and earn increased profits. 

Table 4.7: BPR project cost 

Frequeucy Percent 

BPR project of the Strongly disagree 5 12.5 

University cost a lot Disagree 10 25.0 
(n~40) Neutral 7 17.5 

Agree 12 30.0 

Strongly agree 6 15.0 

Mean 3.1 

Standard Deviation 1.297 

With respest to the benefits of implementing the <eJesigned processes, Tab le 4.8 presents 

the five expected benefits based on the rated scale mean in descending order. As the lable 

shows, when universities ' processes redesigned, more weights have been given to reduce 

the process cycle time, increas ing serv ice qua lity, and increasing customers' satisfaction, 

sequentiall y. However, cost reduction and increas ing employees' satisfaction have not 

given much emphasis compared to the aforementioned benefits. 

Table 4.8: Expected benefits of BPR 

Expected benelits (n=40) Mean Sta. Deviation 

Process cycle ti me reduction 4.30 .687 

Increas ing serv ice quality 4.25 .870 

Increasing customers' satisfaction 4.20 .939 

Processes' cost reduction 3.83 .903 

Increasing employees' satisfaction 3.83 1.083 

Although the benefits of cost reduction and increasing employees' satisfaction have the 

same mean value (3.83), they differ in terms of their standard deviati ons (see Table 4.8) . 
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This suggest that when universit ies' processes redesigned, cost reduction have been given 

much emphasis (i .e., .903 sta. deviation) than increasing employees' satisfaction (1.083 

sta. deviation). Because the standard deviation of cost reduction is low compared to 

employees' satisfaction, thus it indicates that most of responses clustered around the 

mean. 

Generally, universities incurred a lot of cost for their BPR project; however, they had 

been anticipated to offset the costs and to im prove their performance when redes igned 

processes implemented. On the other hand, results presented in section 4.1.2 indicates 

that public universities had not realized the expected benefits, because the redesigned 

processes not substantially implemented (i.e., less than 40 percent of the redesigned 

processes implemented). The following subsection presents the causes for this problem. 

4.1.4. BPR implemelltatioll challeJ/gillg factors 

Organizations used BPR to improve their performance by changing business processes 

...... . radi ca ll y and fundamentally, however, its imrlemclItation rhase is the most cflallenf(ing 

one. In connection with thi s, Attaran and Wood (1999) indicated fi ve primary obstacles 

for effective BPR implementation, namely misunderstanding of BPR concept, 

misapplication of BPR term, lack of proper strategy, management failure to change, and 

failing to recognize the importance of people. 

In addi ti on, AI-Mashari and Zairi's (1999) article categorized five success and failure 

factors of BPR implementation with thirty-three and twenty-two items, respectively. The 

five successes and failure factors are change-management and cu lture, management 

competency and support, organizational structure, project planning and management, and 

IT infrastructure. The findings of Grover et al. (1995) also noted BPR implementation as 

complex, i.e ., it involves many challenging factors. As the authors suggested, to succeed 

with BPR implementation, organizat iona l change has to be essentially managed and 

balanced attention to be paid for management support and technological competence 

factors. As well as, factors that pertain directly to the conduct of the project (e.g., project 
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management and process delineation) have to be given emphasis for successful BPR 

implementation. 

The above inductions highlighted that BPR implementation constrained by various 

challenging factor. The first phase of this study objective is to identify various 

challenging factors of BPR implementation in Ethiopian public universities . To address 

this objective and to answer research question I, thirty items in part four of the survey 

instrument developed from various literatures, mostly from Grover et al. ( 1995) and AI ­

Mashari and Zairi (1999), using five-point Likert-type scales ('strongly agree' to 

'strongly disagree). Hereunder, results and analys is of fi ndi ngs related to challenging 

factors of BPR implementation at universiti es presented. 

To identify the challenging factors of BPR implementation among the thi rty items, their 

relative severity were used. Thus, the thirty items responses in part four of the survey 

instrument ranked according to their rated percentage. In other word, the sum of 

..... respondents :)ercentage who were either strongly agreed or agreed (i.e., 5 or 4 on a 5 

point scale) with the items used. Using this method , Grover et 31. (1995) al,o ahled to 

rank the relative severity of sixty-four BPR implementation problems. 

As Table 4 .9 shows, 75 percent of respondents considered ' lack of creating 

organizational culture and values for change' and 'problems related to rigid hierarchical 

structure, job definition, and responsibility allocation' as the first challenging factors of 

BPR implementation at universities (both ranked first) . As rated by 72.5 percent of 

respondents, the next chall enging factor of BPR implementation was 'absence of 

incentive, training and education'. As rated by 70 and 65 percent of respondents, the 

fourth and fifth challenging factors were' lack of necessGlY changes in human resource 

policies' and ' lack of leadership, commitment and support by senior management', 

respecti vely. 
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Table 4.9: BPR implementation challenging fac to rs rank 

Rank* Category** Problems t hat affect BPR implementation 
Percent*** 
(n=40} 

CMF Lack of creating organizational culture and 75 .00 
values for change 

OF Problems related to rigid hierarchical 75.00 
structures, jobs definition, and responsibility 
allocation 

3 CMF Absence of incentive, training and education 72.50 
to cultivate the required values of redes igned 
processes 

4 CMF Lack of necessary changes in human resource 70.00 
policies for BPR implementation 

5 TMSF Lack of leadership, commitment and SUppOlt 65.00 
by senior management 

6 OF Lack of organizational readiness to change 62.50 
prior to BPR project start 

6 CF Lack of financial resources 62.50 

8 TMSF Top management's insufficient understanding 60.00 
abo ut BPR 

<:.. 9 TMSF Top management fears to Sll pr0rt the new 57.50 
values and beliefs required by the redesigned 
processes 

9 lTF Employees' and customers ' know-how 57.50 
deficiency about the use of IT in the 
redesigned processes 

9 CF Existi ng proclamations, regulations, ru les and 57.50 
directives of the country delayed BPR 
implementation 

9 CF Cascading of policies impede BPR 57.50 
implementation 

13 CF BPR considered as a passing managerial fancy 55.00 
(e.g., it will go away, ignore it) 

14 TMSF Top management does not change their value 52.50 
un like the redesigned processes 

14 CMF Fears about po litical, economic, and 52.50 
organizational risks due to change initiative of 
BPR 

14 BPRPMF Insufficient train ings on BPR implementation 52.50 
and absence of consultants' advice to 
implement BPR 

14 ITF IT has significant role for the redesigned 52.50 
processes 
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Table 4. 9: Continued 

Rank* Category** Problems that affect BPR implementation 

18 TMSF 

19 OF 

20 BPRPMF 

20 ITF 

20 ITF 

23 OF 

24 BPRPMF 

25 CMF 

25 OF 

27 BPRPMF 

28 BPRPMF 

29 ITF 

30 CF 

Lack of total invo lvements of top management 
who have real power to change 
Existing infrastructures impede BPR 
implementation 
Employees and customers not openly and 
activel y involved and consulted at a ll stages of 
BPR 
Problems related to IT infrastructures 
investment and sourcing decision 
Problems related to traini ng provision about 
IT use in the redesigned processes 
BPR project initiatives not caused by the felt 
needs of change 
Ineffective redesign team members 

Employees ' res istance to change 

Larger organizational size impede BPR 
implementation 
Prace'ses extremely redes igned 

Processes ineffectively redesigned 

IT role not considered as enabler of BPR 
during redesign phase 
BPR cannot be applied in case of Ethiopian 
uni versities 

Percent*** 
(n=40) 
47.50 

42.50 

40.00 

40.00 

40.00 

35.00 

30.00 

27.50 

27.50 

nso 
17.50 

15.00 

12.50 

• Items that have similar percentage, ranked simi larly and the next rank number jumped 
"TMSF= top management support factors; CMF= change-management factors; OF= 

organi zational factors; BPRPMF= BPR project management factors; ITF= Information 
technology factors; CF= country factors . 

••• The percentage of respondents who were either strongly agreed or agreed with the item 
as chall enging factor ofBPR implementation at universities. 

Table 4.9 a lso shows that of the top five challenging factors of BPR implementati on, 

three of them belong to change-management category. More than 70 percent of 

respondents showed a hi gher degree of agreement with these challenging factors to 

delayed BPR implementation at universities. Change-management emphasized by many 

researchers as a v ital facto r for BPR success/ fai lure. For instance, Allen and Fiefield 's 

( 1999) study found that organizational culture, insufficient attention to the human 

resources side, and organizational structure signifi cantly limited the degree of change 
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sought from BPR in UK higher education institutes. This study finding also showed that 

three of the lOp five challenging factors are in line with the first two findings of Allen and 

Fiefield (1999). In addition, over 52 percent of respondents either strongly agreed or 

agreed with all factors of change-management, except the factor of ' employees resistance 

to change' (27.5 percent) as contributors to delay BPR implementation at universities. 

With respect to top management support category, over 52.5 percent of respondents also 

showed a higher degree of agreement with four factors (see Table 4.9). Nanie ly, 'lack of 

leadership, commitment and support by senior management', 'top management's 

insufficient understanding about BPR' , 'top management fears to support new values and 

beliefs', and ' top management does not change their value unlike the redeSigned 

processes' were considered as challenging factors of BPR implementation. The first three 

factors a lso ranked within top ten challenging factors . Confirming this, Kontio (2007) 

noted the essenti al role of management support for the success of BPR implementation at 

Turku University, be{;ause unless top managements supported ti,e p: ojc"t. employees of 

the organization could lose their willingness on the project. 

For the organ izational factors category, two problems rated by over 62.5 percent of 

respondents (see Table 4.9), i.e ., 'problems related to rigid hierarchical structures, jobs 

definition and responsibility allocation' (ranked second) and 'lack of organizational 

readiness to change prior to BPR project start' (ranked sixth). In the findings of Grover 

et a l. (1995), rigid hierarchical structure ranked third and the authors claimed this 

prob lem to inhibit the change initi at ives of BPR. With respect to lack of organ izational 

read iness, Wu and Du (20 10) claimed thi s factor as not only cause the project to fail , but 

also create problems to lose businesses, unless the organ ization ready to change. 

All factors related to BPR project management ranked below 14 (see Table 4.9). 52.5 

percent of respondents showed a higher degree of agreement to the factor of ' insufficient 

trainings on BP R implementation and absence of consultants' advice to implement BP R'. 

In connection with this, Debela and Hagos's (201 I) finding advocated the impol1ance of 

consultants' adv ices and training provision for the success of BPR. However, in case of 
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thi s study, most of the respondents agreed with lack of trainings and advices to 

imp lement the redesigned processes that in turn impeded the implementation phase of 

BPR at universities. 

Among the top ten challenging factors of BPR implementation, one of the IT category 

factor ranked at nine (see Table 4.9) . That is, 'employees and customers know-how 

deficiency about the lise of IT in the redesigned processes' considered by 57.7 percent of 

respondents as the challenging factor to delay the implementation phase. That is why 

various literatures on BPR emphasized IT to be incorporated in the redesigned processes 

as enabler for better performance. Results for the items like 'significant role of 1'1' (52.5 

percent) and 'not considering IT as enabler' (15 percent) showed that the redesigned 

processes of universities enabled by IT, while IT has significant role. However, Grover 

et al. (1995) study find ings showed that IT correlated the least with BPR success. This 

indicates that univers ities might confront difficu lties of IT related ski lls, but the ex istence 

of such problems rr. ight not im pede the redesigned processes frO ll' ;m;.,J~!1lenta ti on. 

Three of the top ten chall enging factors concern to the country factors category (see 

Table 4.9). Among the country factors , 62.5 percent of respondents rega rded' lack of 

financial resources' as the most challenging factor. In connection with thi s, AI-Mashari 

and Zairi (1999) noted the importance of adequate budget and proper allocation of 

resources for the success of BPR, because large investment in new resources needed to 

im plement the redes igned processes. Since Ethiop ian public universities depend on 

government budget, it is ev ident that most of the respondents showed a higher degree of 

agreement with the factor of 'lack of financial resources' to impede universities' 

redesigned processes from implementation. Next to th is, 57.5 percent of respondents 

considered 'existing proclamations, regulations, rules and directives of the cOllnliy' as 

impediment for successful BPR implementation. Hence, BPR principles requ ire old 

business processes' rules and ass umptions breakdowns to redesign processes radica ll y 

and fundame ntal ly. Since Ethiopian public un iversit ies operate under the gove rnment 

rules and regulations, it is difficult to implement the redes igned processes unless the 

gove rnm ent amended its rules and regulat ion to accommodate BPR im plementation . That 
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is why 57.5 percent of respondents considered ex isting rules and regulations of the 

country as challenging factor. 

As indicated prev iously, BPR is a radica l and fundamenta l change of existing processes . 

After the redesigned processes implemented, some performance measurement (e.g., 

Balanced Scorecard) and incrementa l improvement (e.g., TQM) management tools 

required (A I-Mashari and Za iri , \999). However, it is evident that Ethiopian public 

universities lack BPR im plementation and they were ordered to use Balanced Scorecard 

for their perfonnance measurement. Th is high li ghted that the ex istence of policy/program 

cascading nature and th is can nurture uncertainty and resistance to future 

policies/program implementation . In these regard, 57.5 and 55 percent of respondents 

showed a higher degree of agreement with the factors of 'cascading of policies' and 

'considering BP R as a passing managerial fancy'. These imply that before the actual 

policy/program implemented, universities engaged with another policy/program whether 

.{>. the prior policy/progranl adds value or not. As a result, uncenainty.and res istance to 

future po licies/programs implementations emanated . 

To comprehend the relative severity of the thirty challenging factors of BPR 

implementation , average values ca lcul ated for each six-category factors based on the 

percentage val ue in column four of Table 4.9. The percentage value was calculated based 

on the respondents' degree of agreement, i.e., either strongly agree or agree (5 or 4 in 5 

point sca le). The percentage average va lues of the six-category factors in descending 

order are : I) change-management factors (59.5 percent); 2) top management support 

factors (56.5 percent); 3) country factors (49 percent); 4) organi zational factors (48.5 

percent) ; 5) IT factors (4 1 percent); and 6) BPR project management factors (32.5 

percent). 

It is noti ceab le from the above average values that project specific factors (i.e., IT and 

BPR project management factors) ranked at bottom, whil e factors related to managing 

change in itiative (i.e., change-management and top management support factors) ran ked 
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at the top. In addition, factors originated from beyond the organizati on and the 

organization itself (i.e., country and organizational factors) ranked at the midd le. 

So far, results and analysis related to various challengi ng factors presented . The finding 

suggests that BPR implementation at universities were constrained by various 

challenging factors. As Table 4.9 shows, among the thirty challenging factors, 17 of them 

were rated by more than 50 percent of respondents as the most chall engi ng factors. In the 

context of redesigned processes implemented at univers ities, these 17 factors were 

accounted to limi t the extent between 11 to 40 percent. Thi s also implies that the benefits 

expected from BPR were not adequately realized due to 17 challenging factors . Thus, the 

research question 2 answered in these regards. The fo llowing subsection also attempted 

to refine those challeng ing factors by universities type. 

4.1.5. Further refinements oj BPR implementation challenging jactors 

".. To add insight in to the profi les of challengi ng factors that impeded BPR implementation 

..... in Ethiopian public universities, t l~i s subsection aUempleG to refine various chl!cnging 

factors based on uni versiti es type. Thus, this subsection tried to answer the sub research 

question I, i.e ., 'what are the challengingjactors that affect BPR implementation at elder 

universities and new universities?' As indicated in section 3.3, four universities were 

taken in thi s stud y. Of the four universiti es, two of them considered as elder univers ities 

(i.e. , Addis Ababa University and Hawassa University) and the remaining two considered 

as newly established universities in Ethiopia (i.e., Samara Uni versity and Wollo 

University). Thus, to further refine the challenging factors of BPR implementation, 

respondents were dichotomized, i.e., Addis Ababa Univers ity and Hawassa University 

respondents grouped in to 'elder universities' group, and Samara Un iversity and Wollo 

University respondents grouped in to 'new universities' group. 

To compare and analyze the groups' responses for the items In part 4 of the survey 

instrument, mean values were ca lculated based on the scores on a five-point sca le (Likert 

sca le). In addition , chi-square statistic along with signifi cance leve l was used to see if 

both groups' respondents were responded di ffe rent from each other. Since Likert-scale 
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questions have a range of answers that is discrete, not continuous, it was appropriate to 

use chi-square stati stic, because it assumes a discrete distribution rather than a normal 

distribution (ITS, 20 I I). Hereunder, results and analys is of findings presented based on 

the six categories ofBPR implementation challenging facto rs heading. 

a. Top management support factors 

According to Attaran (2000), BPR changes all aspects of a business, but more than 

changing j obs and skills, it forces changes in management style. As the author further 

noticed, it forces managers to reeval uate not only what they do, but also who they are 

because new processes require new management ph i losophy. Therefore, top management 

supp011 is required for successful BPR implementation, otherwise implementing the 

redesigned processes cou ld be a challenging endeavor. . In connection with thi s, Table 

4. 10 presents the rated responses fo r the items related to top management support factors. 

Taking the mean va lues of each challenging factor, most of respondents from each group 

showed a higher degree uf :lgreement with the five challenging fa~ lur3 . ' ;0 other words, all 

items' mean vai ues are above three, th is ind icates that most of respondents either slrongly 

agreed or agreed with the items. 

On the other hand, the sign ificance column of Table 4.1 0 shows that respondents from 

both universities groups similarly rated the five factors (i.e. , there is insignificant 

difference in the patterns of responses to the items among elder and new un ivers ities' 

respondents) . This indicated that the five challenging factors related to top management 

SUpp011 category contributed to delay the implementation of redes igned processes in both 

groups. 

Generally, Table 4.10 evidenced that top management's total sUPp0l1 and commitment, 

sufficient understanding of BPR concepts, and changing the entrenched values can help 

to implement BPR successfully. Otherwise, the ex istence of problems rel ated to top 

management support cou ld endanger the implementat ion phase; these were also the case 

for both universiti es groups. 
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Table 4.10: Top management support factors 

Percent (Elder n=20, New n=20 ) , 

Factors University Strongly Strongly Mean 
Chi-

Sig. 
Group disagree 

Disagree Neutra l Agree square 
agree 

Lack of leadership, commitment and Elder 0 20 25 45 10 3.45 
4.003 .261 

support by senior management New 0 10 15 40 35 4 

Top management's insufficient Elder 10 20 20 40 10 3.2 
3.175 .529 

understanding about BPR New 0 15 15 50 20 3.75 
-

Top management fears to support Elder 15 15 20 40 10 3. 15 
the new va lues and beliefs required 3.725 .444 
by the redesigned processes New 0 15 20 45 20. 3.7 

Lack of total involvements of top Elder 15 10 30 30 15 3.2 
management who have real power to 2.763 .598 
change New 5 25 20 35 15 3.3 

Top management does not change Elder 10 20 25 30 15 3.2 
their value unlike the redesigned 1.355 .852 
processes New 10 ; 0 20 35 25 3.55 

- - -- -- -
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b. Change-management factors 

As Debela and Hagos (2011) indicated, BPR by itse lf is a change project that needs to be 

managed appropriately. Therefore, the change initiative of BPR requires adequate ri sk 

management (for instance, economic, political, organizati on and employees ' resistance 

risk management), creating a cu lture of change and new va lues, and deve loping policies 

and strategies for new processes. In connection wi th thi s, Table 4.11 shows the rated 

responses for the items related to change-management factors for both groups. 

As the mean va lues column of Table 4. 11 shows, except the factor of 'employees' 

resistance', most of respondents from each group maintained a higher degree of 

agreement to all challenging factors of BPR implementation. That is, fo ur challenging 

factors on average rated above three, while 'employee's resistance 10 change' on average 

rated at 2.55 and 2.8 by elder and new universities respondents, respective ly. These 

indicate that to implement the redesigned processes, prob lems related to change­

management contributed t2 delay the implementation, wh ile 'empluyees ' resistance' not 

contributed to delay the implementatioll. 

Both groups ' respondents were responded in similar patterns to the items, i.e., there were 

insignifi cance d i fferences in th e pattern of responses between both groups. Thus, for both 

groups, each chall engi ng factors had similar impact (see Table 4.11 signi fica nce column) 

on the project. 

Among the five cha llenging factors of change management, the pattern of responses for 

factor of 'absence of incenlive, training and educalion to cultivate required values of 

redesigned processes' is surpris ingly insignificant between the groups and scored high 

mean value (see Table 4.11). In line with this finding, Mengesha and Common (2007) 

finding also claimed that nonex istence of appropriate rewards and motivational 

instruments in Eth iopian public organizations caused to sluggish BPR change initiatives. 

In addi tion, Debela and Hagos's (20 II) study fi nding indicated that employees' 

resistance was not strong during BPR implementation at the case studies of four 
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Table 4.11: C hange-management factors 

University Pcrccnt (Elder n=20, New n=20) 
Chi-

Factors Group Strongly Strongly Mean Sig. 

disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

agree 
square 

Fears about political, economic, and Elder 10 15 25 50 0 3. 15 
organizational risks due to change 5. 11 7 .276 
initiative of BPR New 5 20 20 35 20 3.45 

Lack of creating organizational Elder 0 15 10 60 15 3.75 
2.015 .733 

culture and values for change New 5 15 5 50 25 3.75 

Elder 20 40 15 15 10 2.55 
Employees ' resistance to change 2.668 .615 

New 15 7< 30 25 5 2.80 
__ 

Lack of necessary changes in Elder 15 5 15 55 10 3.40 
human resource po licies for BPR 4.476 .345 
implementation New 0 5 20 50 25 3.95 

Absence of incentive , training and Elder 5 15 10 40 30 3.75 
education to cultivate required 1.71 3 .788 
values of redesigned processes New 0 ·' 0 15 50 25 3.90 
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public organizations of Ethiopia. In line with thi s, the present study also finds employees' 

resistance to change not contributed to impede redes igned processes from implementation 

in both groups. 

c. Organizational factors 

As Wu and Du (2010) noted, prior to BPR project undertaken, organizations must be 

carefull y th ink the necess ity of BPR to determine their read iness to change. If BPR 

project begin due to the felt needs of changing the old processes for improved 

performance, organizations can quickly change the old processes with new processes. In 

addition, to implement new processes successfully, new organizational structures, jobs 

definition and responsibility allocations, and infrastructures adjustments are required. 

Table 4.1 2 presents the results for the five organizational factors and their statistical 

summaries. Considering the mean values for each item and the pattern of responses 

between the two groups, it is interesting to note that differences ex ist among elder 

unin rsities and new universities in case of o rgan i zat i o n ~ ! factors than the previous ly 

presented two factors categories. With the factor, i.e., 'lack of organizational readiness to 

change', both universities groups' respondents rated on average above three. 

Organization' s readiness to change helps in determining the capabi li ties that the 

organization possessed to implement BPR initiatives, wh ich requires change in a cultural, 

human resource, financial or technological standpoint (Ahmad et a!. , 1999). Thus, it is 

critical to assess organizational read iness prior to the project start. However, thi s was not 

the case, because the mean value (above 3) for thi s factor indicates that most of 

respondents showed a higher degree of agreement that their universities were not ready to 

change prior to the project started, which in turn resulted to impede redes igned processes 

from success ful implementation. 

To implement new processes, Wu and Du (2010) indicated to consider organizational 

size and hi storical factors. As the authors suggested for organizations those are larger or 

have more long time hi story, gradual method should be taken to im plement new 

processes, because they have more rig id and complex organizational structures and 

business processes, whereas smaller size organizations should take a revolutionary 
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Table 4.12: Organizational factors 

University 
Percent (Elder n=20, New n=20) 

Factors 
. 

Group Strongly 
Disagl'ce Neutral Agree 

disauree 

Lack of organizational readiness to Elder 0 35 10 45 

change prior to BPR project start New 0 20 10 55 

BPR project initiatives not caused by Elder 30 20 15 25 

the fe lt needs of change New 0 25 40 15 

Larger organizational size impede Elder 10 55 0 20 

BPR implementation New 20 40 20 20 

Existing infrastructures impede BPR Elder 5 35 30 20 

implementation New 20 15 10 40 

Problems related to rigid hierarchical Elder 5 10 25 45 
structures, jobs definition, and 
responsibility allocation New 10 0 0 65 

'significant at p = 0.05 i<:,vel of s ignificance; ** significant atp = 0.10 level of signifi cance 
p = refers to probability 

Strongly 
aoree 

10 

15 

10 

20 

15 

0 

10 

15 

15 

25 

Chi-
Mean Sig. 

square 

3.30 
1.22 0.75 

3.65 

2.65 
9.55 0.05* 

3.30 

2.75 
8. 14 0.09** 

2.40 

2.95 
6.93 0. 14 

3.15 

3.55 
8.56 0.07** 

3.95 
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implementation method. In connection with this, both groups' respondents rated the 

factor, i.e ., 'problems related to rigid hierarchical structures, jobs definition, and 

responsibility allocation' on average above three, but there exist significant difference in 

terms of response patterns between the two groups. The mean values rated by elder and 

new universities' respondents are 3.55 and 3.95, respectively (see Table 4. 12). These 

values can raise question, because rigid hierarchical structure believed to exist in elder 

universities than new ones . However, s ince newl y established universities of Ethiopia 

adopted their ways of doing businesses from elder universities, such a rigid hierarchical 

structure a lso ex ist in newly establi shed universities. Generall y, factors like rigid 

hierarchical structure impeded the implementation of redesigned processes in both 

groups. 

As indicated above, the other notab le factor is needs for change. Most of elder 

universities respondents either strongly disagreed or disagreed (mean value of 2.65) with 

~ the factor i.e., 'ErR prcj('~t initiatives not caused by the fell needs uf change', while most 

of new universities respondents showed a higher degree of agreement (mean value of 3.3) 

with the factor (see Table 4. 12). These results also statistical significant at p = 0.10 level 

of sign ifi cance. In thi s case, it implies that new universiti es' respondents might consider 

their universities ' being a recently estab li shed one that cannot afford the change 

initiatives of BPR. However, it was earl ier noted that all new universities of Eth iop ia 

adopted the ways of doing business from elder univers iti es, as a result problems ex isted 

in elder uni vers iti es also exist in new universities . 

With respect to the factor of 'large organizalionalsize', respondents of both universities 

groups either strongly di sagreed or disagreed (below mean value of 3), but there was a 

signiticant differences in terms response patterns among the groups to the item. Even 

though Wu and DU (20 I 0) indicated to consider organ izational size during the 

implementation phase, the earli er work of Attaran (2000) claimed that, the difference 

between success and failure of BPR not depend on organi zational size or resources, but 

on appropriate planning and avoidance of pitfalls. Thus, in line with Attaran (2000) 
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assertions, thi s study finding also ev ident that organizational size had no impact to 

implement the redesigned processes in both groups. 

The other organizational factor is 'existing infrastructure'. Most of respondents from 

elder uni versities were either strongly disagreed or di sagreed (a mean value of2 .95) with 

this chall enging fac tor. On the other hand, respondents from new universities were e ither 

strongly agreed or agreed (a mean value of 3. 15) with the factor. Therefore, it is ev ident 

that elder universiti es' infrastructures not impeded the implementation of redesigned 

processes, whereas new universiti es' infrastructures posed problems to implement the 

redes igned processes . Th is a lso indicates the fact that new universities infrastructures 

provided by MoE, whereas elder universities acq uires their infrastructures themse lves. 

Thus, the mandates of MoE for new universities posed problems to implement the 

redesigned processes due to the inflexibilities of infrastructures. 

d. BPR project management factors 

it" p To!ole 4. 1 ] nresents the resul ts reiated to BPR ;1ruject management factors for elder and 

new universities. To succeed with BPR implementation, active and strong organizational 

communication at a ll stage of BPR project required with different stakeholders of the 

organization. As the table shows, the item, i.e. , 'employees and customers not actively 

and openly involved and consulted at all stages of BPR', rated on average 2.7 and 3.2 by 

elder and new universities ' respondents, respectively. Thus, it was apparent that new 

univers ities' employees and customers were not actively and openly invo lved on the 

project, while the reverse was true for e lder universiti es. 

The other project management factors are des igning effective, efficient and economical 

processes for the organi zation. These could be achieved when the redes ign team members 

were interdisc iplinary. In connection with thi s, Allen and Fiefield's (1999) finding 

indicated that the purpose of establishing in terdisciplinary teams to work on BPR proj ect 

of NW (anonymous) University were two-fold: first, the team members could take an 

overa ll perspective of their pm1icular area; secondl y, team members abled to consult 

wide ly with vari ous groups of people invo lved in the process, to ga in a diagnos is 
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Table 4.13: BPR project management factors 

University 
I'ercent (Elder n=20, New n=20) 

Chi-Factors Strongly r . Strongly Mean Sig. Group d' j DIsagree Neutral Agree square 
lsaoree agree 

" 

Employees and customers not openly Elder 10 ' 45 15 25 5 2.70 
and actively involved and consulted at I 

1.959 .743 
all stages of BPR New 5 30 15 40 10 3.20 

Elder 5 45 35 15 0 2.60 
Processes extremely redesigned 5.419 .247 

New 20 25 25 20 10 2.75 

Elder 20 45 20 15 0 2.30 
Processes ineffectively redesigned .286 .963 

New 15 45 20 20 0 2.45 

Elder 15 50 20 10 5 2.40 
Ineffective redesign team members 4.810 .307 

New 15 25 15 30 15 3.05 

Insufficient train ings on BPR Elder 10 25 20 35 10 3.10 
implementation and absence of 

! 30 
6.642 .156 

consultants advice to implement BPR New 5 5 20 40 3.60 
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of the situation. The same thing also found in this study. That is, most of the respondents 

from both groups were e ither strongly disagreed or disagreed with the factors of 

'processes extremely redesigned' and' ineffectively redesigned' (between mean values of 

2.75 and 2.3, see Tab le 4.13). However, most of new universities' respondents showed a 

higher degree of agreement, on average, 3.05 point given for the factor of' ineffective 

redesign team members', but elder universities respondents showed a higher degree of 

disagreement (2.4 mean value) to the factor. This could be accounted to the fact that most 

of newly estab li shed universities of Ethiopia lack experienced employees compared to 

e lder universities, that resulted to have ineffective team members in new universities. 

With respect to the factor of 'lack of training and absence consultants' advice', most of 

respondents demonstrated a higher degree of agreement to the factor as barrier for 

successful implementation. Generally, for the items included in BPR project management 

categories, there are insignificant response pattern differences between the two groups' 

~ respondents (see Table 4. 13, significance column). 

c. IT factors 

As O'Neill and Sohal (999) noted, the common theme running through BPR or 

breakthrough improvements is technology, in particular IT. However, the authors noted 

that BPR is not necessaril y depends on IT solutions. IT considered as enabler of the 

redesigned processes, because instead of automating the processes by IT, BPR principles 

requ ire to design the processes in simplified ways. Having this, Table 4.14 shows the 

results related to IT factors for both universities groups. 

As the tab le shows, most of the respondents manifested a higher degree of agreement 

with IT as enabler of the redesigned processes. In other word, with a mean value 

approximate ly 2 , both groups' respondents disagreed with the factor of 'IT role not 

considered as enabler of BPR during redesign phase'. However, IT had a significant role 

for elder universities' processes (3 .55 mean value) compared to new universities (2.9 

mean value). This indicates that unless elder universities had invested on IT 

infrastructures and provided trainings on IT use, change through BPR cou ld not occur. 

Mean value of 3.55 for elder universities about significant role of IT in the processes 
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Table 4.14: IT factors 

University 
Pen:ent (Elder n=20, New n=20) 

Chi-Factors 
. 

Mean Sig. Group Strongly 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly square 
d isagree aoree 

IT role not considered as enabler of Elder 30 40 20 10 0 2.10 
BPR duri ng redesign phase 

l.l 72 .760 
New 35 30 15 20 0 2.20 

IT has signifi cant role for the Elder 5 20 10 45 20 3.55 
- 3.1 04 .541 

redesigned processes New 15 35 10 25 15 2.90 
Problems related to IT Elder 20 25 20 25 10 2.80 
infrastructures investment and l.l 91 .880 
sourcing dec ision New 15 30 10 30 15 3.00 

Employees' and customers' know- Elder 0 :W 20 50 10 3.50 
how deficiency abo ut the use of IT .595 .897 
in the redes igned processes New 0 15 30 45 10 3.50 

Problems related to training Elder 5 3D 30 35 0 2.95 
provision about IT use in the 3.09 1 .543 
redesigned processes New 0 30 25 35 10 3.25 

-
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also indicates their complex information requirements, because elder universities have 

numerous departments or units that require information sharing among them and 

information integration compared to new universities. 

Although elder universities considered the use of IT sign ificantl y in the redesigned 

processes, most of respondents from elder universiti es demonstrated nonexistence of 

problems related to 'IT infrastructures investment and sourcing' for the redesigned 

processes. Whereas, new universities respondelits' response di stributions showed that 

they were neither disagreed nor agreed with this factor, i. e., mean va lue of 3 (see Table 

4.14). Thus, it is difficult to say that new universities were confronted problems in the 

area of ' IT infrastructures investment and sourcing'. 

With respect to 'know-how deficiency about IT use', both universities ' respondents 

manifested a higher degree of agreement. As Table 4.14 shows, the mean value of this 

factor is the same (i.e., 3.5) for both groups. However, its severity weighted to elder 

4tC ~ . ur.ivcrsitie-s than new universities, because d dtJo !In;\'c r~ ities' redesigned pror.esses 

significantl y relied on IT (mean value of 3.55) compared to new universities (mean value 

of 2.9). On the other hand, problems re lated to 'training provision about IT use' were 

immaterial to elder universities compared to new universities. This can be accounted to 

the fact that e lder universities accommodated experienced IT experts, as such training 

provision were not their problems. Generally, there were insignifi cant differences in the 

pattern of responses between the two groups' respondents. 

f. Country factors 

The last challenging factors category in this study is country factors. Table 4. 15 presents 

the results related to country factors. As it was indicated in subsection 4.1.4, Ethiopian 

public universit ies depend on government budget, operate under various rules and 

regu lations that govern public organization and implement government 

poli cies/programs. In connection with these, various problems raised to implement the 

redesigned processes of universities. Most of both universiti es groups' respondents 

showed a higher degree of agreement with the item of 'existing proclamations, 

regulations, rules and directives of the countly delayed BPR implementation' . Thus, 
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Table 4.15: Country factors 

University Factors 
Group 

Existing proclamations, regulations, Elder rules and directives of the country 
delayed BPR implementation New 

Elder 
Lack of financial resources 

New 

Cascading of policies impede BPR Elder 
implementation New 
BPR considered as a pass ing Elder 
managerial fancy (e.g., it will go 
away, ignore it) New 

BPR cannot be applied in case of Elder 
Ethiopian universities New 

*significant at p = O.LO level of significance 
p = refers to probability 

Strongly 
disagree 

10 

5 

20 

0 

5 

0 

5 

5 

55 

25 

f! 

PC.rcen t (Elder n=20, New n=20) 
Chi-Strongly Mean Sig. Disagree Neutral Agree 

agree 
square 

20 30 30 10 3. 10 
6.677 .154 10 10 35 40 3.95 

5 25 35 15 3.20 
7.952 .093* 15 10 40 35 3.95 

5 30 55 5 3.50 
5.540 .236 25 20 40 15 3.45 

30 25 30 10 3.1 0 
7.667 .105 0 25 50 20 3.80 

:: 0 10 5 0 1.65 .. 
5.069 .280 40 15 10 10 2.40 .• 
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,.... 

unless ex isting rules and regulations of the country amended to accommodate BPR 

principles, this item cons idered as chall enging facto r to implement redesigned processes 

successfully. 

With respect to ' lack oj financial resources', both universities groups' respondents 

considered thi s problem as impediment to successful BPR implementation. However, as 

the significance co lumn of Table 4. 15 shows, this prob lem was more decisive to new 

univers ities. Thus, the mean value of 3.95 for new universities iridicates that they were 

suffered from lack of financial resources to implement the redesigned processes; whi le 

elder univers ities mean value of 3.2 indicates that they were in a better pos ition in terms 

of financial resources to implement the redes igned processes . This ind icates the fact that 

elder universities have influence to get favorab le budget from government and their 

abilit ies to generate fund s from donors and business activ it ies compared to new 

un ivers ities. 

For th ~ factor. i. e., 'cascading of pulicies' , most of resrondnd'; from both groups showr,d 

higher degree of agreement (see Table 4.15). Th is prob lem also nurtures future 

pol icies/programs implementation fa ilure, because before the fruits of BPR exhibited, 

adding another program (e.g., Balanced Scorecard) would create frustrations. That is why 

most of respondents considered BPR as a managerial fanc y (above a mean va lue of 3). 

Despite the fact that lack of implementing the redesigned processes ex isted in Eth iopian 

publ ic univers ities, most of respondents believed BPR applicability in Ethiopian pub lic 

universiti es . Generall y, factors related to country specific impeded BPR implementation 

at uni versities, but lack of financ ial resources were severe to new univers it ies compared 

to elder universities. 

To sum up, the above findings suggest that most of the chall enging factors of BPR 

implementat ion were common to elder univers ities and new uni versities . Specificall y, top 

management factors and change-management factors , except employees' resistance, were 

common cha llenging factors to both groups BPR implementation . In the organizationa l 

facto rs category, problems ori ginated from lack of organi zationa l readiness and 

organi zational structures were common to both groups, though the latter one was 
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significant to new univers ities. On the other hand, problems originated from engagi ng 

with BPR project without the felt needs of change and ex isting infrastructures were 

challenging factors to new universities, but they were not to e lder universiti es. 

In the category of BPR project management factors , insufficient trainings and absence of 

consultants' advice about BPR implementation was common to both groups. On the other 

hand, lack of communication with employees and customers at all stages of BPR and 

ineffective redes ign team members were not chall enging factors to e lder un iversities, but 

they were to new universities. Among th e five IT factors, employees' and customers' IT 

use know-how deficiency was the common problems to both groups. Although elder 

universities were not challenged to prov ide IT related tra inings, their redesigned 

processes were relied s ignificantl y on IT, whereas the reverse was true to new 

universit ies. Despite the fact that the consensus of BPR applicab ility in Ethiopian publi c 

uni vers ities, the four country specific factors were common chall enging factors to both 

~ groups, while lack of fin3,\cial resource was significant to new un ivers;rie". 

4.2. Results and analysis: qualitative future of mixed method 

The preceding section has presented the resul ts and analysis of findings fo r the first phase 

(quantitative) of the study. This sect ion then used the identified factors i.e., challenging 

factors of BPR implementation in Ethiopian pub lic uni versities. As it was indicated in 

section 1.3, the objective of this second phase of the study was to better understand the 

magnitude of the identified factors. To address this objecti ve and to answer research 

question 3 and 4, interviews were held w ith Ethiopian Ministry of Education officer fo r 

Higher Education Capacity Building, Eth iopian Higher Education Strategic Center 

officer, and Ex-Vice President of ABC (anonymous) University (Ethiopian public 

uni versity) . These respondents were selected purposefully, because it was be li eved that 

they have had better know ledge about BPR project of universities. Thus, the researcher 

interv iewed three interv iewees on the issues related to BPR im plementation challenging 

factors magn itudes in case of Ethiopian public uni versities . 
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Results from the first phase showed that BPR project still be ing implemented at 

univers ities, i.e. most of respondents perceived that II to 40 percent of the redesigned 

processes implemented at universities. For this reason, more than 50 percent of 

respondents claimed seventeen challenging factors of BPR implementation (of the thirty) 

as imped iments for successful BPR implementation . 

As it was noted in the first phase, chall enging factors of BPR implementati on have been 

grouped in to s ix categories, name ly top management support factors, change­

management fac tors, organizational factors, BPR project management factors, IT factors , 

and country factors. Thus, the resul ts and ana lysis of findings for the second phase of the 

study, thematicall y presented hereunder based on the six categori es headings. 

a. Top management snpport factors 

Although a ll public uni versities of Ethiopia fini shed process-redesigning phase of BPR, 

implementing th e redesigDed processes pointed as a difficult phase fo r most universities. 

~_. : A~ ~h(; ;:llefV!t"\Vee noted, the management body of t..:l l jV :-. i:~.t t:es' had exerted significc:mt 

potential when their respecti ve universities conducted the redesigning phase of BPR, 

however, after the processes being redes igned, the implementation phase totally lacked 

support and commitment from top management. Because a ll universities had placed their 

first agenda on BPR proj ect during redesigning phase, whereas implementing the 

redesigned processes had not been their first agenda. As the interviewee commented: 

'Unless top management of universities totally supported and committed by 

providing the necessmy time, financial and other resources, implementing 

the redesigned processes could be unthinkable. Without top management 

willingness for the project, implementing EPR could be unlikely.' 

On the other hand, to daunt the status quo of the organization, BPR principles require 

new values and beli efs for the redesigned processes. However, two interviewees claimed 

that top management' s fears about new va lues and be li efs req uired by BPR as the major 

cause to del ay the im plementation phase. In line with this view, Reyes (200 1) noted about 

gove rnment organizations' change initiatives like any dev iation from the status quo 

64 



considered as a threat. Debela and Hagos (20 II) finding also confirmed that 

implementing BPR in public organization of Eth iopia accompanied by doubt, skept icism, 

and fear of losing the status quo. 

With respect to insufficient understanding of BPR concepts by top management, one 

interviewee suggested this problem to contribute to de lay the implementation phase. 

However, the interv iewee claimed that most of top managements were familiar with BPR 

concepts, even though they were busy with various activi ties of the ir universities. In this 

case, it is ev ident that top managements ' being busy cou ld cause to lose their active 

support and comm itment to the project that in turn leads to delay the implementation 

unless they have given their full insight to the project. 

Generally, lack of support and commitment by top management and their fear about new 

values and beliefs required by BPR were the most cha llenging factors to implement the 

redesigned processes successfully. Thus, these problems seem to as earlier indicators to 

... c delay ,I,e implementation of redesigned processes in F!hiopian public universities . 

b. Change-management factors 

BPR recognized as redesigning of processes and implementing them into the organization 

for dramatic performance improvement. As such, it needs adequate change-management 

actions to transform the organization 's o ld bus iness processes to a new one. In connection 

with this, Corran and Bryan (20 10) indicated that successful change management focuses 

on communicating, motivating and establishing processes that primarily put the people 

who must undertake the processes at their forefront. 

However, findings in the first phase of thi s study showed that redesigned processes of 

uni versiti es lack implementation and for thi s problem, various factors of change­

management contributed. As one interviewee considered, change-management factors are 

the most challenging factors compare to others and that inev itably ex ist at all public 

universities of Ethiopian. This indicates that unless various change-management factors 

appropriate ly handled, implementing BPR in Ethiopian public universities disposed to 

failure. 
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The other interviewee also agreed with the above discussion. Hence, the interviewee 

argued that creating a culture of change in Eth iopian public universiti es is diffi cult, 

because most universities considered themselves as a center of exce llence. In connection 

with this, Allen and Fifield (1999) mentioned that inertia and reluctance to change were 

the problems to implement BPR in UK higher education. When change initiatives of BPR 

introduced in Ethiopian public universities, inert ia and reluctance to change also 

manifested by just considering themselves as a center. of exce llence that in turn initiated 

problems to create a cu lture of change. It is al so clear from the find ings of the first phase 

of this study, most of respondents agreed with the problems related to creating a culture 

of change. Supporting thi s, interviewees stressed how a cu lture of change influenced BPR 

implementation. 

On the other hand, to create a culture of change and to implement the redesigned 

processes, team work needed. However, teamwork could not be exercised in the absences 

of incentive, training and ap)Jropri ate human resource policies. As the interviewee 

claimed, these problems also existed in Ethiopian public universities and contributed to 

delay BPR implementation. 

Interv iewees have not given much emphas is on prob lems related to fears emanated fro m 

political, economic, and organizational risk. As one interviewee commented: 

'Unless universities implemented the entire processes, risks could not have 

significant impact on the organization, including employees' resistance to 

change. ' 

Generally, the findings show that problems to create a culture of change, absence of 

incentive, training, and appropriate human resource policies were the fundamental 

chall enging factors in the change-management category. However, fears about risk 

management due to the change initiatives of BPR and emp loyees' resistance to change 

were not the fundamental cha ll enging factors for the success of BPR implementation in 

Ethiopian public universiti es . 
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c. Organizational factors 

Flexib le organizational structures noted by various authors (e .g., Ahmad et aI., 2007; 

Allen and Fifield , 1999; AI-Mashari and Zairi , 1999) as a receptive for change. 

Specifically, Hammer and Champy (1993) suggested that to ensure successful 

fundamental change using BPR, it is necessary to change the organizational structure of 

the organizat ion. However, as Allen and Fifield (1999) indicated, the autonomous nature 

of various departments or units of higher educations, disrupt any change in the 

organizati onal structures. In line with this, interv iewees also claimed that problems 

related to rigid organizational structures, j obs definition and responsibility allocation in 

Ethiopian public universities caused to delay BPR implementation, because the 

autonomous nature of va ri ous departments or units in universities cou ld not a llow the 

dictation of actions from top management. 

All interviewees also remarked the fact that lack of organizational readiness to change 

e. isted prior to BPR project started at universitie s. As it was mentioned in the change­

management factors category, lack of creat ing a culture of change had been blamed by 

interv iewees' as a fundamental challenging factor of BPR implementation. This also 

indicates that universities were not ready to use BPR as a performance enhancement tool 

prior to engaged with the project. Thus, lack of organ izational readiness considered as a 

cha ll enging factor for successful BPR implementation. 

On the other hand, one interviewee acknowledged the fact that BPR project initiative of 

univers ities not caused by the felt needs; rather it was a compulsory order by MoE. 

However, universities had believed their poor performance or for better performance and 

engaged with BPR project, even though the implementation phase challenged with 

various factors. In this regard , the other interviewee commented that: 

'Although MoE ordered (initiated from top to down) public universities to 

undertake BPR project, the need of transformation in Ethiopian higher 

education is absolute. Since public universities operated under MoE and 

depend on government budget, thus, MoE order was appropriate. ' 
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With respect to problems originated from larger organ izational size and existing 

infrastructures, all interviewees denied these cha llenging factors as impediments for 

successfu l BPR implementation. As interviewee commented: 

'Since BPR used to change business processes of universities, 

infrastructures have to be in line with the redesigned processes. However, 

those redesigned processes that only change the old processes without 

infrastructure adjustments could be implemented, instead of pointing upon 

organization size and infrastructures. ' 

Generall y, in the organ izational factors category, the severities of problems related 

to rigid organizational structure, jobs definition and responsibility allocation and 

lack of organizational readiness were significant on the implementation phase of 

BPR compare to other organizational factors. 

d. BPn. project management factors 

According to AI-Mashari and Zairi (1999), successful BPR implementation is highly 

dependent on an effecti ve project management. This is due to the fact that unless 

processes effectively redesigned, implementing ineffective processes leads to lose 

bus inesses. Thus, to redes ign processes effective ly, the project needs establishing 

interdisciplinary redes ign team members. However, establi shing on ly interdisciplinary 

redes ign team members could not guarantee this, it needs adequate consul tation, 

communication with employees and customers, commitment and support by top 

management and so on. 

Havi ng thi s, results from the first phase showed that, of the thirty challenging factors of 

BPR implementation, all five factors of BPR project management ranked below 14 (see 

Table 4.9). In addition, of the fi ve factors of BPR project management category, on ly the 

factor, i.e., 'insufficient trainings on BPR implementation and absence of consullanls ' 

advice to implement BPR' rated by over 50 percent of respondents as impediments of 

success ful BPR implementation and others factors were rated by below 40 percent of 

respondents. Hence, all intervi ewees contend that none of all factors related to BPR 
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project management, including insufficient traini ngs and absence of advice, were the 

problems of universities to implement the redesigned processes. As one interviewee 

claimed: 

'Most universities redesign team members' were interdisciplinary, 

experienced and committed for the proj ect. In addition, they had taken 

training on SP R and they were enthusiastic about S P R. ' 

Since BPR used to improve organization's perfo rmance dramatically, processes 

fundamenta lly and radica lly redesigned. Thus, as one interviewee stressed, uni vers ities' 

processes neither extremely nor ineffectively redes igned, because BPR by nature is a 

fundamental and radical change in processes. In add ition, the same interviewee claimed 

that employees and customers were adequately involved during processes redesigned, 

because BPR principles require that employees and customers inputs to be incorporated 

dur ing des igning phase. As the interviewee noted: 

'If universities believed that their processes redesigned extremely, they 

must had to set parameters of effective redesign methodology. However, 

this was not the case; redesign team members had listened employees ' and 

cllstomers' opinions and redesigned effective processes for their 

universities. ' 

Generally, in views of interviewees, none of all BPR proj ect management factors were 

problems that delayed the implementation of redesigned processes at uni versities. 

Instead, other factors that were not belong to this category contributed to delay the 

implementati on phase. 

e. IT factors 

As Corran and Bryan (2010) indicated, th e more complex an organisation, the more 

apparent is the need for a system to pull together overall operational processes. As a 

result, the system helps to integrate and di sseminate information fo r vari ous units of the 

organizati on. To achi eve the intended objectives of BPR, the integrati on of IT needed in 
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the redesigned processes. However, the integration of IT have to be considered as 

enabler, rather than automating the processes by using IT. 

All interviewees believed that IT considered as enabler when universities' processes 

redesigned, however, significantly incorporating IT in the redesigned processes created 

problems to implement. Because IT needs huge investments starting from software and 

hardware acquisitions and installations to IT related trainings and maintenance 

provisions. However, one interviewee claimed ihat since universities have fund­

generating office, these problems could not be attributed to delay the implementation. 

Similarly, the finding of Grover et al. (1995) indicated that difficulty in obtaining IT­

related skills and infrastructures to implement the redesigned processes, but the lack of 

such problems would by no means guarantee proj ect success. 

In addition, one interviewee noted that lack of skill s by employees and customers to use 

IT in the redesigned processes could obstruct the implementation, because universities 

. wcesse& redesigned in vi ew of sign ificantly integrating II in the procP.o SGs . ;lo\Vc.v~c. 

the interview revealed that employees and customers know-how deficiency about IT use 

could not be considered as chal lenging factors to implement the redesigned processes. As 

interv iewee commented: 

.... because employees and customers (i.e., students) could be familiar ized 

with IT use if IT skillirainings provided to them. ' 

Generally, interviewees stressed that IT related factors could not obstruct universities to 

implement the redesigned processes, because IT helps to enable processes and to 

integrate various departments or units of universities that in turn reduce processes' cost 

and cycle time. 

f. Country factors 

It was indicated that to redes ign processes fundamentally and radicall y, BPR principles 

require breakdowns of old processes' rules and assumption. In addition, adequate 

financial resources are important for successful implementation of BPR, and after 
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implementation, other supporting tools and techniques (e.g., Balanced Scorecard and 

TQM) integrated with BPR. However, these were not . the cases for Ethiopian publ ic 

universities. As indicated in the first phase, of the forty respondents, over 55 percent of 

respondent rated four challenging factors related to the country facto rs category as 

impediments of successful BPR imp lementation in Ethiopian public universities. In line 

with this, interviewees also agreed that, except the problem originated from lack of 

financia l resources and considering BPR as a managerial fancy, the other two factors 

caused to delayed the implementation phase of BPR. 

One interviewee noted about the existence of contradiction between existing rules and 

regulations of the country and the redesigned processes' requirements. In other word , 

processes of the un iversities redesigned without considering the existing rule and 

regulation of the country. Accord ingly, implementing the redesigned processes was a 

difficu lt proposition. As interv iewee indicated among the contradictions: 

:;. ~. " _ t ... almost all univerJ'ities , ~desig(je{,c' their student recruillra.:nt pJ'ucess Iu 

recruit students themselves, however in the presence case of Ethiopia, MoE 
~ j -

assigns students to each university .• 

During the interview, one emerging question raised, i.e., 'why support processes of 

universities considered as the most challenging to implement compared to core 

processes?' As the interviewee commented: 

'Most support processes require amendments of various rules and 

regulations (e.g., government organization procurement and expenditure 

regulations, budget allocation because universities need block budget, and 

salwy and incentive rules) compared to core processes (e.g., students 

recruitment rule). ' 

In addition , interv iewees claimed that cascading of policies manifested when universities 

were ordered to use Balanced Scorecard before they entire ly implemented the redesigned 

processes . This can create a problem to cons ider BPR as a managerial fancy. However, 
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one interviewee denied this and acknowledged the fact that BPR in other public 

organization of Ethiopia had been implemented and most organization (for instance, 

Commercial Bank of Ethiopia) had achieved the intended objectives of BPR. Inductively, 

it can be said that BPR can be applied in Ethiopian public universities. 

With respect to lack of financial resources, earlier it was discussed in the IT factors. That 

is, since universities abled to generate funds themselves, in addition to government 

budget allocations, this problem could not be regarded as challenging factor to delay the 

implementation, rather lack of commitments to rai se fund s. In the context of obtaining 

resources, all interviewees acc laimed as obstac les due to none standing out universities, 

except some un iversities, attempted to raise funds for their BPR project. 

In general , existing rules and regulations of the country and cascading of policies were 

the major causes in the country factors category to delay the implementation. However, 

lack of financial resource and cons idering BPR as a managerial fancy were not the factors 

that led to delay the imp!ementatiorl phaoc. !-lenee, BPR applicability in Ethi.:.piur: public 

univers ities claimed to be poss ible if universiti es mitigate with the aforementioned 

challenging factors. 

To sum up the findings, results in the second phase revealed that not all seventeen factors 

that were identified in the first phase contributed to delay the redesigned processes from 

implementat ion. Based on the findings of the second phase, the magnitudes of top 

management factors (i.e., 'lack of leadership, commitment and support by senior 

management' and 'top management fears of new values and beliefs'), change­

management factors (i.e. , 'lack of creating organizational culture and values for change' , 

'absence of incentive, training and education', and' lack of necessary changes in human 

resource policies' ), organizational factors (i.e. , 'problems related to rigid hierarchical 

structures, jobs definition, and reoponsibility allocation' and 'lack of organizational 

readiness to change' ), and country factors (i.e., 'existing proclamations, regulations, 

rules and directives of the countly' and 'cascading of policies) were severe to implement 

the redes igned processes successfully in Ethiopian public universities. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusions 

So far, results and analysis of findings presented for the first phase (i.e., quantitative) and 

second phase (qualitative) of thi s study. The purpose of thi s last chapter is to present 

summaries of major findings, concluding remarks, implications of the study, and to 

highlight future research directions on the topic. Thus, the first section presents the 

study' s major findings summaries. The second section presents conclusions. The third 

section present di scussions about the implications of the thesis. Finally, section four 

presents the study's significance and delimitation along with its contribution to the 

literature and future research directions. 

5,1. Summaries 

Using a sequential explanatory mixed method design, thi s study attempted to achieve its 

objectives. The objecti ve of the first phase of thi s study was to identify various 

' challenging fac tors of EPR implementation in Ethiopi3" public universities. To achieve 

+--.. this objective, survey was conducted in four lIJ1ivcr:;ities. Forty BPR proj;;cl redesign anJ 

implementation team members in the universities were subjects of the study. On the 

other hand, the objective of the second phase was to better understand the magnitude>of 

the identified factors in the first phase. To ach ieve this objective, interviews were held 

with three interviewees. Hereunder, both phases' summaries of major findings 

synchronously presented. 

Findings in the first phase of the study showed that most of respondents perceived their 

universities implemented the redesigned processes between II to 40 percent. This 

indicates that about 60 percent of the redesigned processes were not implemented at 

universities. Hence, to implement the redesigned processes at universities, most of 

respondents (55 percent) believed that the implementation phase to take more than three 

years . Although EPR literature not indicated the appropriate period that the 

implementation phase should take, it is ev ident from the finding that implementing the 

redesigned processes at universities was time taking endeavor. Thus, universities' 

redes igned processes being lacked implementation. The study also found that support 
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processes (i.e., administrative processes) of universities as the most challenging process 

to implement compared to core processes (i.e., academic processes). In th is case, result 

obtained from the interv iews in the second phase of the study showed that most support 

processes requires amendments of various rules and regulations of the country compared 

to core processes. Thus, implementing support processes could be difficult unless 

existing rules and regulations of the country amended in line with the redesigned 

processes requirements. 

As the first phase findings showed, huge costs incurred on BPR project of universities, 

nevertheless, the benefits gained from the project outweigh the costs when universities 

implemented their redesigned processes. However, universities were not realized the 

benefits of BPR, because the implementation phase of BPR has been confronted with 

various cha ll enging facto rs. To identi fy the challenging factors of BPR implementation, 

thirty factors were incorporated in part 4 of the survey instrument and respondents rated 

each item using five-po in t Likert scale (,strongly agree' lU ' : trongly disagree' ). 

As it was presented in Table 4.9, more than 50 percent or respondents showed a higher 

degree of agreement with seventeen challenging factors of BPR implementation. These 

seventeen cha ll enging factors in descending order are: (I) lack of creating organizational 

culture and values; (2) problems related to rigid hi erarchica l structures, jobs definition 

and respons ib ility allocation; (3) absence of incentive, training and education; (4) lack of 

necessary changes in human resource policies; (5) lack of leadership, commitment and 

support by sen ior management; (6) lack of organizational readiness to change; (7) lack of 

financial resources; (8) top management's insufficient understanding about BPR; (9) top 

management fears to support new values and beliefs; ( 10) employees' and customers' IT 

use know-how deficiency; (II) existing proclamations, regulations, rules and directives 

of the country; (12) cascading of policies; (13) considering BPR as a passing managerial 

fancy; (14) top management not change their va lue; (15) fears about politica l, economic, 

and organizational risks; (16) insuffi cient trainings on BPR implementation and absence 

of consultants' advice; and ( 17) significant role of IT. 
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Thus, in view of the survey respondents, the aforemefltioned seventeen factors limited the 

percentage of redesigned processes implemented at universities between I I to 40 percent. 

However, findings of the second phase showed that not all of the seventeen factors 

chailenged universities to implement the redes igned processes. 

In the fi rst phase, the study found that most of the challenging factors were common to 

elder universities and new univers ities and sometimes the severities of the challenging 

factors varied between the two groups. For instance, elder and new universities' 

respondents similarly rated all factors related to top management support. According to 

the mean values of the five top management support factors, most of respondents showed 

a higher degree of agreement with a ll factors as cha ll enging to im plement the redesigned 

processes. However, resu lts from the second phase of the study emphasized that only the 

severities of two factors magnitude to cha ll enge the implementation phase were dec isive. 

The two factors are' lack of leadership, commitment and support by senior management' 

" and ' top management fears about new values and belief' tUjUired by the redesizned 

processes' , 

For change-management factors, elder and new uni versities' respondents al so rated all 

factors similarly. Taking the mean values for the five change-management fac tors, all of 

them, except 'employees ' resistance' , were agreed by the two groups respondents. 

Results in the second phase also confirmed that, except 'employees' resistance' and 

'fears about political, economic, and organizational risks', all factors magnitude to 

obstruct the implementation phase were significant. These factors are ' lack of creating 

organizational culture and values for change " 'absence of incentive, training and 

education " and ' lack of necessmy changes in human resource policies '. 

The severities of organizational factors differ among elder and new universities. 

Comparing the mean values and the pattern of responses for the factor of 'BPR project 

initiatives not caused by the felt needs of change', indicates that it was significant to new 

uni versities than elder univers iti es . Although both uni versities group respondents 

considered the factor, i.e. , 'problems related to rigid hierarchical structures, jobs 
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definition, and responsibility allocation' as challenging factor, it was significant to new 

universities. Thi s was the fact that new universities adopted their businesses processes 

from elder uni versities when they commenced their businesses. On the other hand , 'lack 

of organizational readiness ' was considered as chall eng ing factor to implement the 

redesigned processes by two groups, whi le' larger organizational size' had no impact on 

BPR implementation for both groups. Taking the mean va lue for the factor, i.e ., 'existing 

infrastructures' had impact for new universities (3. 15) than elder universities (2.95). 

Generally, four organ izationa l fac tors were cha llenging factors to new un ivers ities, wh ile 

elder universities were cha ll enged by two organizationa l factors. Even though the second 

phase not attempted to understand the magnitudes of challenging factors by universit ies 

type, its resu lts showed that only two organizational factors contributed to delay the 

implementation of BPR at universities. Thus, in this category, the magnitudes of two 

factors were substantial compared to others . These factors are 'problems related to rigid 

hierarchical structures, jobs definition, and re;ponsibility allocation' and 'lack of 

organizational ~eadiness to chr!.'1ge ' 

The severi ties of two factors related to BPR project management have cons iderable 

differences between the two groups . In this case, the mean values for tlie factors of 

'employees and customers not openly and actively involved and consulted at all stages of 

BPR' and ' ineffective redesign team members' showed that they had impacts on new 

universities' BPR implementation (3.2 and 3.05, respectively), whil e they had no impact 

on elder universities. On the other hand, two factors had no impact on both groups' 

redes igned processes, i.e., 'processes extremely deSigned' and ' ineffectively designed' . 

The other project management factor, i.e., 'inszifjicient trainings on BPR implementation 

and absence of consultants' advice' cha ll enged both groups to im plement their processes . 

However, results obta ined from the interv iews in the second phase indicated that none of 

the factors included in this category contribu ted to de lay the implementation of 

redesigned processes at uni versities. 

For IT factors, problems related to ' employees and customers know-how deficiency about 

IT use' had impact for both groups to implement the redes igned processes. As the mean 
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value of2.1 and 2.2 for the factor, i.e., ' IT role not considered as enabler' indicates that 
both groups considered IT as enabler of BPR, whi le' IT has significant role' for elder 
universities compare to new universities. However, compared to elder universities, new 
universities have been confronted with problem to 'provide training on IT use' . On the 
other hand, problems related to ' IT infrastructures investment and sourcing decision ' 
were not elder universities' concern, while it was difficult to decide about new 
universities for this problem. Conversely, resu lts in the second phase showed that none of 
all IT factors challenged universities to implement redesigned processes. 

For the facto rs included in the country category, most of survey respondents in the first 
phase showed a higher degree of agreement for a ll factors, except for the item 'BPR 
cannot be applied in Ethiopian public universities'. As such, a ll respondents cons idered 
the four factors as impediments to successful BPR implementation, whi le the factor, i.e., 
' lack o/financial resources' severity was decisive for new universities compared to elder 
univers itics. 0n the other hand, results obtained from tht interviews in the second phase 
revealed that on ly two country factors, i.e., 'existing proclamations, regulations, rules 
and directives 0/ the country' and 'cascading 0/ policies' delayed the implementation 
phase, whereas' lack of financial resource' were not cha ll'enging factors to implement the 
redesigned processes at universities. 

5.2. Conclusions 

In general, Ethiopian public universities used BPR to enhance their performances. Thus, 
implementing the redesigned processes at universities indicates that BPR efforts can yield 
better performance in terms of reducing processes' cycle time, increasing serv ices' 
quality, increasing cllstomers' sati sfaction, reducing processes' cost, and increasing 
employees' satisfaction. However, uni versiti es have been cha ll enged to implement the 
redesigned processes by various factors. In relation to research question I , the research 
findings indicate that seventeen challenging factors impeded successful BPR 
implementation in Ethiopian public universities. In addition, in relation to research 
question 3, results from the interviews revealed that not all seventeen factors impeded the 
implementation phase. 
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The study clearly demonstrated that universities ' BPR project success depends large ly on 

change-management factors. BPR success can be ensured if change-management factors 

appropriate ly handled , such as creating organizational culture and values for change; 

arranging appropriate incentives, trainings and education for new processes; and 

necessary changes in human resource policies of the universities. On the other hand, top 

management support factors , organizational factors and country factors also influenced 

universities ' BPR project success. 

From top management support factors , senior management 's appropriate leadership style, 

commitment and support for the project and accepting and assuring new values and 

beliefs required by the redesigned processes manifested as indicators of successful BPR 

implementation, even though these were not the case for Ethiopian pub lic universities' 

BPR project. From organizational factors, appropriate organizational structures, jobs 

definition, and responsib ili ty a llocation to new processes and organizational readiness to 

~ change, are indicators of successful BPR implememaliv::. From country factors , 

,'. amending existing rules anu regulations of the country in line with tite redesigned 

processes' requirements and avoiding the nature of policies/programs cascading nature 

are required to implement the redesigned processes in Ethiopian public universiti es. 

However, BPR project management factors and IT factors were viewed as challenging 

factors , but they had the least potential influence on BPR implementation success at 

universities compared to the above-mentioned factors. Thus, except project specific 

factors , the others factors have been recognized in common by the survey respondents 

and interviewees as impediments of successful BPR implementation in Ethiopian public 

universities. 

5.3. Implications 

BPR is not incrementa l performance improvement, rather it dramatically improve 

performance by obliterating business processes radically and fundamentally . However, 

there appear to be a number of aspects in Ethiopian public universities ' BPR project that 

needs certain actions. Universities' management body and MoE can possibly overcome 

78 



some aspects of the challenging factors that the project confronted. Thus, to achieve the 

intended objectives of BPR, moving universities' redesigned processes in to actually 

implementing is worthwhi le. Based on the analys is of results in the preceding chapter, 

this study suggests that several challeng ing factors of BPR implementation to be settled. 

Thus, the following points suggested to ensure successful BPR implementation in 

Ethiopian public universities: 

• With respect to change-management, several researchers considered as a crucial 

component to succeed with BPR efforts . However, results of the ana lys is in the 

previous chapter indicated that change-management factors were the most 

challenging factor to implement BPR at universities. To succeed in implementing 

BPR at universities, thus , it is critical to handle change-management factors 

appropriately. Existing universities' culture has beliefs and values that have been 

created to fit the old processes. As a result, existing universities culture no longer 

appropriate for the redes igned processes. Therefore, universities shall create and 

appreciate new values and beliefs for the redes igned processes and this can help to 

create a culture of change to implement the redesigned processes at universities. 

In addition, in newly redesigned processes, teamwork and empowering employees 

to make decision required. These also require providing appropriate incentive and 

training, because the redesigned processes brings different job for employees. 

Unless employees rewarded and take training about the job, they can consider the 

new job as a burdcn. Thus, universities shall to consider their incentives and 

training system because they are important to cultivate teamwork sprits. In this 

case, AI-Mashari and Za iri (1999) suggested that reward systems should be 

revi sed as part of the BPR effort and the new reward and incentive system must 

be widespread, fair and encourage harmon y among employees. 

Moreover, since redesigned processes required new job, it IS appropriate to 

change existing human resource policies in line with their requirements. Thus, 

unless universiti es changed the ex isting human resource policies, implementing 
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the redesigned processes could be infeasible. The human resource policies change 

shall to consider empowering employees, making employees more responsible 

and accountable, and creating a cu lture of teamwork. 

• The results of the analys is in the previous chapter indicated that lack of top 

management support to BPR project delayed the implementation phase. Various 

researchers also claimed that lack of support by top management to BPR project 

cause to failure. Thus, universiti es' top management shall demonstrate active 

interest on the project. This encompasses top management appropriate style of 

leadersh ip, commitment and support, and accepting and supporting new values 

and beliefs that are required by the redesigned processes. As AI-Mashari and Zairi 

(1999) indicated, the appropriate leadership style shall be effective, strong and 

creative in thinking and understanding to provide a clear vision of the future. The 

vision also needs clear communication to employees of the universiti es; 

otherwise, they will lose their motivation. In addition, top management shall 

demonstrate commitment and support to implement the redesigned processes. If 

not, employees could manifest resistance to change during implementation and 

they will be skeptic about the implementation of the redesign processes. 

• Organizational factors also contributed to delay the implementation phase, 

because the redesigned processes need flattened organizational structure and 

readiness to accept new processes. Thus, to implement the redesigned processes, 

it is suggested that universities to flattened their organizational structure to tap 

new jobs and responsibi li ties that were created when processes redesigned. Before 

this, universities shall be ready to accept new processes for their businesses . Thus, 

preparing to accept BPR related changes could ensure implementation successes, 

because the change could not be accidental to univers ities commun ities. In 

add ition, appropri ate job defi nition and responsibility allocat ion for the 

redes igned processes is necessary to succeed with BPR, because the new 

organizat ional structure created based on employees' j obs and responsibiliti es . 
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• Results of analysis in the previous chapter showed that country factors also 

contributed to delay the implementation of redesigned processes. Since old 

processes' rules and assumptions breakdowns made during the redesigning phase 

of BPR, ex isting rules and regulations delayed the implementation. Thus, to avo id 

such aspects, it is suggested that MoE to make arrangements with government to 

amend rules and regul ations that conflicted with the redesigned processes 

requirements. For instance, Debela and Hagos (20 II) findings indicated that 

Ethiop ian Revenue and Custom Authority, to accommodate BPR project 

requirements, abled to change employees' salary after studying its own sa lary 

scale and approved by Ethiopian Council of Ministers. Therefore, MoE can able 

to study rules and regulations that needs amendments and can approve the 

amendments by the appropriate government body in order to ensure successful 

BPR implementation in Eth iopian public universities. The other aspect is MoE 

shall issue and order various po licies/programs on appropriate time to Eth iopian 

public universiti es in order to reducG the !'?.ture of cascading effects . 

Generally, ensuring the success of BPR implementation by avoid ing pitfall s cou ld help 

Eth iop ian pub lic universities to achieve their BPR project 's objectives. If universities 

abled to implement the redesigned processes, they can improve their performances in 

terms of reducing processes cost and cycle time, increasing serv ice quality, and 

increasing customers' and employees' satisfactions. 

5.4. Significance of the study and its delimitations 

This study could benefits different classes of groups, including Ethiopian public 

uni versities, because it can draw attention where corrective actions are necessary to 

implement BPR. It also adds value to those who would like to pursue their research on 

BPR, particularly BPR implementation in context of Ethiopia, because the introduction of 

BPR in Ethiopia is a recent phenomenon. Thus, this study attempted to contribute to the 

body of literature. 

o 
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However, the findings are not without limitations, because the study only taken four 

universities out of twenty-two. As a result, the findings may not be generalizable to ali 

Ethiopian public universities. Nevertheless, this study could provide insights to develop 

fra mework for future research to explore the public universities' BPR project along with 

the documents prepared by the process redesign team members in which this study not 

considered. In addit ion, future researcher advised to make interview with universities' 

management body to have their ideas about BPR implementation progress. 
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Appendix 1: Summary of key sllccess/failure factors of BPR 
SUCCESS FACTORS FAILURE FACTORS 

1. Revision of Motivations 
and Rewards Systems 

2. Effective Communication 
3 . Empowerment 
4. People Involvement 
5. Tra ining and Education 
6. C reating an Effective 

Culture for Organisational 
Change 

7. Stimulation of Receptivity 
01 The O rganisation to 
Change 

,. Committed and Strong 
Leadership 

2. Championship and 
Sponsorship 

3 . Management of Risk 

,. Adequate Job Integration 
Approach 

2. Effective SPA Teams 
3. Appropriate Jobs, 

Definition and 
Responsibilities 
Allocation 

,. Alignment 01 SPR Strategy 
with Corporate Strategy 

2. Effective Planning and Use of 
Project Management 
Techniques 

3. Setting Performance Goals 
and Measures 

4. Adequate Resources 
5. Appropriate Use of 

Methodology 
6. External Orientalion and 

Learning 
7. Effective Use of Consultants 
a. Building a SPA Vision 
9. Effective Process Red esign 
10. Integrating SPA with Other 

Improvement Approaches 
,1. Adequate Identi fication 01 

SPA Values 

,. Adequate Alignment of IT 

2. Mgt Compelence 
Factors 

3. Organisational 
Structure Factors 

4 . SPA Project 
Mgt Factors 

Infrastructure and SPR Strategy 
2. Bui lding an Effective IT 

Infrastructure 
3 . Adequate IT Investment and 

Sourcing D ecisions 
4 . Adequate Measurement of IT 5. IT 

Infrastructure Effectiveness on Infrastruc ture 
SPA Factors 

5 . Proper IS Integration 
6. Effective Reengineering 01 

Legacy IS 
7 . Increasin g IT Function 

Competency 
8. EHective Use 01 Software Tools 

, . 
/ L _____ --' 2. 

Proble m s In 
communication 
Organisational resistance 
Lack 01 organisational 
readiness for change 
Problems re lated to creaUng 
a culture for change 

Change o f Mgt Sys & 
Culture Factors 

3. 

4. 

V-------,5. Lack o f training and 
education 

2. Management 
Support Factors 

3. Organisational 
Structure Factors 

1 . Problems related to 
commitment, support. 
and leadership 

2. Problems related to 
champio nship and 
sponsorship 

1. 
2. 

Inellective BPR teams 
Problems related to 
integration mechanism, 
jobs· de fi nition, and 
responsibilities 
a!location 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Problems related 10 
planning and project 
management 

4. BP A Project 
Management Factors 4 . 

Problems related to goals 
and measures 
Inadequate focus & 
objectives 
lnefJective process 
redesign 

5. IT Infrastructure 
Factors 

5. 

6. 
7. 

8. 

1. 

Problems related to SPR 
resources 
Unrealistic expectations 
Ineffective use of 
consultants 
Miscellaneous problems 

Problems related to IT 
investment and 
sourCing decisions 

2. Improper IS Integreaton 
3 . Inadequate IS 

development 
4. Ineffective 

Reeng ineering o f 
Legacy IS 

5 . Miscellaneous 
problems 

A summary of key success/failure factors of BPR (source: AI- Mashari and Za iri, 1999) 
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Appendix 2 : Potential problems of BPR implementation 

1. Management snpport problems 

• Lack of top management support in business reengineering efforts 

• Managers' failure to support the new values and beliefs demanded by the 

redesigned processes 

• Lack of senior management leadersh ip for reengineering efforts 

• Lack of business reengineering project champion 

• Top management's insufficient understanding about business reengineering 

• Insufficient understanding about the goa ls of top management in relation to 
business reengineering 

2. Technological competence problems 

• Lack of expeltise in IT in the organization 

• Limited telecommunication infrastructure 

• Limited database infrastructure 

• Limited IS application in frastructure 

• Insufficient understanding about existing data, applications, and IT across the 

organization 

• Failure to cont inually assess emerging IT capabilities 

• Lack of IS participation and assistance in the reengineering project 

• Failure to aggressive ly use IT enablers 

3. Process delineation problems 

• Scope of reengineered process was inappropriately 

• Fai lure to identify process owners who are responsible for entire business process 

• Difficulty in estab lishing performance improvements goals for the redesigned 
process 

• Failure to include process owners throughout the business reengineering effort 

• Difficult to forecast human resources, financial and other resource requirements 

• Focusing onl y on evaluation criteria that are easi ly measured and quantifiable 

• Approach to reengineering was too radical 

• Proposed changes to the process were too incremental, not radical enough 

4. Project planning problems 

• Lack of strategic vision 

• Lack of appropriate planning 

• Lack of al ignment between corporate planning and IT planning 

• Top management's short-term view and quick fix mentality 

• Identification of candidate process for reengineering not based on strategic 
planning 
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• Failure to understand the customers' viewpoints in the business reengineering 

efforts 

• Absence of appropriate training for BPR team members 

• Failure to commit the required resources (financial , human resources, etc.) to 

business reengineering efforts 

• Difficulty in finding business reengineering team members who have required 

ski lls and knowledge 

• Lack of authority given to reengineering team 

• Lack of experience in business reengineering 

• Lack of externa l consultant support for business reengineering efforts 

• Difficulty in financially justifying benefits of business reengineering 

S. Change-management problems 

• Fai lure to anticipate and plan for the organi zational resistance to change 

• Failure to cons ider politics of the business reengineering efforts 

• Senior management's fa ilure to commi t to new values 

• Absence of management systems (e.g., incentive, training system) to cultivate 
required values 

• Fai lure to consider existing organizational cul ture 

o' Difficulty in gaining cross functional cooperation 

• Need for managing change is not recogn ized 

• Necessary changes in human resou rce policies for business reengineering 

im plementation were not made 

• Rigid hierarchical structu res 

• Line managers in the organization unreceptive to innovation 

• Unreasonable expectations attributed to business reengineering as a so lution for all 

organizational prob lems 

• Failure to communicate reasons for change to members of the organization 

• Lack of appropriate employee compensation incentives in the new process 

• Inadequate training for personnel affected by the redes igned process 

• Not enough time to develop new skills the redes igned process 

• Fai lure to build support from line managers 

6. Project management problems 

• Fai lure to assess project performance in the early stages of business reengineering 

effOlts to provide feedback 

• Reengineering team member's conflict between team responsibilities and 

functional responsibi liti es 

• Too much emphasis on analyz ing the ex isting process 
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• Poor communication among reengineering team members 

• Difficu lty in measuring reengineering project performance 

• Ambiguity in job expectations for reengineering team members 

• Lack of appropriate BPR methodology 

• Difficulty in gaining control of reengineering efforts 

• Failure to effective ly monitor progress of project accord ing to the schedule 

• The business reengineering effort takes too much time 

• Uncertainty about the reengineering project's time-frame 

• Poor communication between reengineering team members and other 
organizational members 

• Difficulty in modeling and simulating the proposed change to the business process 

List of potential prob lems in BPR implementation (Source: Grover et aI., 1995) 
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Appendix 3: Survey instrument 

The study is entitled "Prospects and Challenges to Implement Bnsiness Process 

Reengineering (BPR) in Ethiopian Public Universities" . The researcher is Naod 

Mekonnen, who is currently postgraduate student of Accounting and Finance at Addis 

Ababa University, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

The objective of the study is to identify the factors that lead to face challenges to 

implement BPR in public universities and to better understand the magnitude of the 

identified factors. To carry out this study, sample of BPR redesign and implementation 

team members of publ ic universities selected. Thus, the study needs your patiicipation to 

respond for the questionnaire and the resu lts obta in from the questionnaire will be fUliher 

studied to better understand the magnitude of challenging factors that public universities 

faced to implement BPR. 

The questi· r,a i!"c responses will be anal yzed anony! '\O ~dy ;f' order to preserve 

confidentiality. Thus, respondents' name wi ll not be included in the study report. At the 

end of the study, the summery of findings will be forwarded if you deserve it through 

your e-mail address . 

T hank you in advance 

Naod Mekonnen 

Mobile: +25 1911079315 

E-mai l: naodmy0lgmail.com 
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Part 1: Respondent's profile (please tick the box that best describes your response) 

1. Which of the following best describes your current educational leve!? 

0 Diploma or certificate 

0 Undergraduate 

0 Postgraduate 

0 PhD or above 

2. What is your position at your university: 

o Academic staff 

o Adm inistrative staff 

o Academic and admi ni strative staff 

3. What was/were your role during your university engaged with BPR proj ect? 

o Redesign team member 

o Implementation team member 

o Redesign and implementation team member 

Part 2: BPR implementation at the university (please ticldhe box that best describes your 
response) 

4. To what ent the redesigned processes of the lI11i';C isi ty i ra~;t::m~:1t~Q? (Based on your 
perception) 

o 0-10% o 51-60% 

o 11- 20% o 61-70% 

o 21-30% o 71- 80% 

o 31-40% o 81- 90% 

o 41- 50% o 91-100% 

S. Which one best describe the time frame to implement BPR fully at your uni versity? 

o Less than one year 

o Between one year· to - two years 

o Between two years - to - three years 

o Between three years - to - four years 

o More than four years 

6. Which process of the university do you suppose as the most challenging to implement? 

o Core processes 

o Support processes 
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7. Who is responsible to implement BPR (you can choose more than one item)? 
o Redesign team members selected as implementation team members 
o Top managements of the university other than redesign team members 
o University's employees other than redesign team members 
o Extemal consul tants 

Part 3: BPR project cost and benefits (please tick the box that best describes you r 
response) 

8. BPR proj ect of the University too costly undertaken. 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

9. Cost reduction of the processes expected as a result of implementing the redesigned 
processes: 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

10. Process cycle time red uction expected as a result of implementing the redesigned processes: 
o Strongly agree 0 AglCC 0 Neutral 0 Disagree 0 Strongly d lsagic~ L-__ ~~~~ __ ~ __ ~_ _ __ ~ __ _ 

11. Increased service quali ty expected as a result of implementing the redesigned processes: 
o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

12. Increased customers' satisfaction expected as a result of implementing the redesigned 
processes: 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

13. Increased employees' satisfaction expected as a result of implementing the redesigned 
processes: 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Part 4: BPR implementation success/failure factors (please tick the box tha t best describes your r es ponse) 

Section A: Top management support fac tors 

14. Failure to implement BPR caused by lack of leadership, commitment and support demonstrated b the uni versit 's hiohest level manaoement: 

o Strongly agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 
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15. To mana ement's insufficient understand in about BPR: 

o Agree o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

16. Top managers' fear to support the new values and beliefs required by the redesigned 
processes: 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

o Strongly agree 

18. The fundamental source of difficu lty for the university to implement BPR is the fact that 
processes oet reen ineerin and mana ement does not: 

o Strongly agree o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Section B: Change-management factors 

o Disagree 

20. Lack of creatin 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Strongly disagree 

o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

22. Lack of necessary changes in human resource pol icies of the un iversity for BPR 
im lementation: 

o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly d isagree 

23. Absence of management systems (e.g., incentive, training and education) to cultivate the 
re uired va lues ofredesi ned rocesses: 

o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Section C: Organizational factors 

24. 

o Agree o Strongly disagree 
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o Agree 

o Strongly disagree 

27. 

o Agree o Strongly di sagree 

28. Problems related to ri 

I 0 Strongly agree 

id hierarchical structures, 'obs definition, and responsibility allocation: 

o Agree I 0 Neutral 0 Disagree I 0 Strongly disagree I 
Section D: BPR project management factors 

29. University ' s empl oyees and customers not openly and actively involved and consulted at all 
sta es of BPR: 

o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

30. Processes ofthe universit extremeIYc..:..:re:.:d:.:e.:::si",g",n.::ed=-:,-: -----r------

o Strongly agr~e 0 Agree -'-0 Neutral ! 0 Di,,";rr., ! ~ Strr. r.gly d i s~~re~ - -

o Strongly agree o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

32. Ineffective BPR teams members of the universit 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

33. Insufficient trainings on BPR implementat ion and absence of consultants advice to implement 
BPR: 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly di sagree 

Section E: Information technology (IT) factors 

o Strongly agree o Agree o Strongly disagree 

35. IT has si nificant role for the redesi ned rocesses of the universit : 

o Agree o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 
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36. Problems related to IT infrastructures investment and sourcing decision impede BPR 

o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

use of IT in the redesigned 

o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

ned rocesses: 

o Strongly agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Section F: Country factors 

39. Existing proclamations, regulations, rules and directives of the country contribute to delay 
BPR im lementati on at the universit : 

o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

40. Lack of financial resources contribute to the failure ofBPR: 

o Strongly agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

o Strongly agree o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

42. BPR considered as a r assing mana erial fancy (e.g., it w'ill go away, ignore it): 

I 0 Strongly agree 0 Agree o Neutral 0 Disagree I 0 Strongly disagree I 
43. BPR cannot be applied in case of Ethiopian universities: 

o Strongly agree o Neutral o Disagree 0 Strongly disagree 

Note: If you deserve to have study's summery report at the completion of the study, please 

provide you email address in the space provided (your address will be confidentially 

handled): ............. ......... ......................... . ......... . . ........ ..... .... .... . 

Thank You 
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