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ABSTRACT

The Ethiopian Civil Service has been suffering from long and time consuming service delivery
and obsolete management structures which hampered its efficiency and effectiveness since its
establishment. In order to alleviate these problems and enable the civil service play the role the
society requires of it, the Government of the FDRE initiated the Service Delivery Improvement
Policy under the comprehensive Civil Service Reform Program in2001. This study was
conducted to assess the practices of BPR, one of the tools of the CSRP, in two federal ministries
and two bureaus of the Amhara National Regional State. An attempt was made to examine the
efforts of the organizations in terms of planning and readiness to change and the extent to which
the change was implemented. A brief review of the related literature has been made to lay the
theoretical background. Through descriptive survey method, data were gathered from 45 team
members, 4 BPR leaders, and 161 other employees selected using random, purposive and
availability sampling techniques as appropriate. Data gathered through questionnaires,
interviews and focus group discussions were analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively.
Frequency counts, mean differences and the 3/ test Jor significance of differences were used in
the analysis. The results of the study indicated that the attempts made to show the purpose and
benefits of reengineering were not satisfactory as evidenced by employees’ poor understanding
of the principles and the multi-dimensional changes of BPR. The criteria used to select the
members of different teams didn’t meet most of the requirements. Most employees have
developed negative attitude towards BPR as the result of poor change communication and
unsuccessful previous reform experiences. However, a significant difference was observed in the
distribution of preference concerning attitudinal items between design team members and other
employees who were not involved in such responsibilities. Major success factors such as
consensus about the change, involvement of key stakeholders, effective communication, strength
and commitment of people involved in the change process were not sufficiently available in the
organizations. Previous experience and adequate understanding of BPR principles, benchmark
partners, and necessary skills and competence to run the project were observed as deficiencies,
even though not at their worse. The strength in the organizations was the political commitment
towards serving the public efficiently and effectively. On the other hand, some weaknesses were
observed in areas such as timely accomplishment, producing Whacko ideas, change
communication, sustained management commitment and effective leadership, the attention given
to training and stakeholders’ involvement. On top of this, organizing a series of visionary
workshops to clearly show the necessity of the change and its targets, and different trainings at
three levels to help accomplish the tramsition of the organizations, establishing a resource
center at the federal level and help centers at the organization’s level in order to Sacilitate the
access of information and help whenever and wherever required: and working in joint with
higher education and management institutions in terms of training, research and change
management techniques were suggested as indispensable ways to effect the intended change.

vii



CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM AND ITS APPROACH

This chapter deals with the background of the study, statement of the problem, basic
research questions, the significance of the study, objectives of the study, its delimitations

and limitations as well as definition of key terms and the organization of the study.

1.1 Background to the Study

Governments establish institutions that are committed to providing some unique
economic, political and social services aimed at satisfying the needs and ensuring the
wellbeing of the society as well as enforcing laws, regulations and their directives.
Although, Ethiopia is one of those countries with a long history of governmental
structure, the establishment of such public institutions dates back to 1907 when Menillik Il

initiated the formation of a few ministries (FCSA, 2007).

Education is one of the most important services the public need pbadly from the
government. People under any social system require educational and other services to
be provided equitably, efficiently, effectively and in an orderly manner. The

responsibility fo do so lies on the institutions established for this purpose.

According to the Public and Foreign Relations Department of the MoE, the Ministry was
established in 1930 to guide and to coordinate the activities of the education sector,
The Ministry of Cdpocify Building was established in 2001 by Proclamation No.256/2001
to guide, to organize and to coordinate 15 capacity building activities in the country
(MoCB8, 2007).The Amhara National Regional State Education Bureau was established in
1995 following the decentralization of the education system management on the basis
of the 1994's Education and Training Policy (TGE,1994).The Amhara National Regional
State Capacity Building Bureau was established in 2001 by proclamation No.234/99 of
fhe regional government to study and identify capacity gaps; to follow up and
supervise reform programs; to ensure whether modern and complefe human resource

management is designed and implemented; and to facilitate and coordinate the



expansion and utilization of information and communication technology in the region
(ARCBB, 2008). '

Throughout its journey of a century, the "modern” civil service of the country has been
operating in a traditional way irespective of the improvement attempts made by
different governments to change its structure and content. According to the MoCB
(2001), the govemment organized a task force that conducted a comprehensive nation
wide study to improve the quality and timeliness of the civil service. The study revealed
that the orientation, the work practice and the attitude of the civil service towards
serving the public were the major problems associated with it. Following the findings of
this study, a Comprehensive Civil Service Reform Program, composed of five sub-

programs, was launched in 1996 on the purpose of alleviating these problems.

Different tools, including Business Process Reengineering (BPR), were designed to
improve the civil service, especially, the service delivery sub-program. Business Process
Reengineering was first infroduced in Ethiopia as an institutional transformation tool in
2003. However, it was not possible to acquire the intended goal through BPR at that
time due to lack of the necessary knowledge and skill. These days, the effort has been
restarted with a new direction designed to upgrade the already started initiative. The
effort is currently on its way in the public service organizations both at the Federal and

at the Regional levels

Business Process Reengineering as a means of dramatic improvements of services in
terms of quadlity, time, cost, etc. was first infroduced in business organizations. However,
different Government Organizations applied the technique because of its strategic
importance. According to Linden {1994), its importance in the public institutions lies in
the fact that the existing models try to make improvements using the current
organizational designs that are built on and guided by the nineteenth century industrial

structure.

Education as a sector plays a key role in the over all development of Ethiopia. Capacity
building has become the primary agenda of all public institutions due to its vital

importance in bringing desired changes in all aspects. Hence, an efficient and effective

o



service delivery in these organizations where education, training, and capacity building
activities are being guided and coordinated contributes much to the development of
the country as a whole. Moreover, there hasn't been conducted an organized study
concerning the practice of BPR in these institutions as it is a new experience. The
investigator's focus on the education and capacity building organizations both atf the

federal and regional levels is from this rationale.
1.2 Statement of the Problem

Towards the furn of the twentieth century, different companies began employing
scientific methods to root out inefficiencies and waste in order to increase productivity
through improved accounting, control, and gain-sharing plans to motivate their workers.
The same pattern repeated in public sectors too. According fo Linden (1994), public
agencies adopted similar management models to the business companies such as
division of labor and separation of staff to meet public demands for accountability and
honesty. Following the introduction of tall pyramidal structures which consisted of many
layers and functional deparfments in the government organizations, work was
fragmented into simple and repetitive steps, and senior managers were separated from
the custfomers. Above and beyond this, most of the different levels and activities
involved add little or no value to their stakeholders. The overall effect was failure to
respond to their environmental changes rapidly. As the result of higher customer
expectations, intensified competitions and constant changes taking place in their
environment, organizations started focusing on business improvement activities in the

second half of the 1980s(Hammer and Champy,1993; Hammer,1996).

With regards to the impeding nature of such dysfunctional organizational structures to
educational innovations, Hanson (1986) indicates that one of the reasons why many
innovation activities failed was the attempt made to implement them through
inappropriate administrative structures, created for the nineteenth century, which don't
meet the needs of the modern society. The author underlines the need of establishing
the necessary political, legal and economic conditions to successfully implemertt

educational reforms. Thus, the attention would be fo fum to strengthening the



administrative structure by streamlining the decision making process that helps to create

a more efficient system capable of carrying out the reform.

According to Allen and Fifield (1999), the reform experience of the United Kingdom
Higher Education Institutions shows that the expansion of higher education, changing
student profile, pressures from industries, increased competition and IT capabilities were
the driving forces to seek managerial tools for maintaining efficiency, effectiveness and
economy. On top of this, improvement of administrative, research, and teaching and
learning activities were seen as important. Responsible teams identified that the
administrative information systems and processes were fragmented and inefficient.
Business Process Reengineering was recommended as a means to make the institutions
more process oriented and eliminate redundancy and non-value adding practices by
using integrated information system. The authors further explained that BPR was more
applicable to administrative functions than their teaching-learning processes due to the
fact that the expected outcomes of the latter are more debatable. Moreover, the
power of academic departments, the professional status of academics and inertia

within the Higher Educational Institutions made radical change an unlikely proposition.

Education has a vital role to play in Ethiopia's development. Literate labor force
becomes the first requirement In order to ensure the success of any designed
development policy or strategy. To this end, the country adopted Education and
Training Policy and strategy to restructure the education system and expand its
accessibility in a form that is directly relevant to the present and future requirements of
the economy (FDRE, 1999). According to the policy document, change in the
Education Sector became important due to problems in the areas of enrollment ratio,
equity, quality, efficiency, funding, and capacity for planning and management. Four
major areas of reform were considéred to address these problems. These are
restructuring the education system, expanding equitable access, increasing relevance
through improved curriculum and improving the quality. Simplifying the decision making
process and cutting the administrative burdens were considered as crucially important

to successfully implement the development programs.



With respect to administration and management of the education sector, the evolution
of a decentralized, efficient and professionally coordinated parficipatory system is
indicated (TGE, 1994).In relation to the introduction of such a system, Jeilu (2001)
describes that the decentralization of education was a recent phenomenon which
replaced a deep rooted centralized system. The federal structure was in placed as the
result of this power shift. Jeilu (2001) further states that the 1994's Education and Training
Policy envisaged decentralization of education management to enhance the
expansion, enrichment, and improvement in the relevance, qudlity, accessibility and
equity of education and training. The presence of a frained manpower, an appropriate
administrative structure and communication machinery were among the key elements

for the effectiveness of a decentralized education system.

In general, it becomes necessary to set up an efficient and effective civil service and
administrative machinery that can face the challenges of the 215t century in order to
successfully implement such changes. On top of this, the Ethiopian Government
initiated the Service Delivery Improvement Policy in 2001, one of whose implementation
tools is BPR.

The success of BPR efforts depends on different conditions that need to be examined
before the change, while the change is on progress and after the change has taken
place in the institutions running the project. The insfitutions need to have clear intent
and mandate to plan, to manage, to implement and to sustain the effort. It is necessary
to show the pain of the status-quo so that people will be encouraged to move. The
performance gap should be communicated vividly to make future gains visible and to
keep the effort moving ahead. People shall know what has to be done every step of
the way. There should be effective and visionary leaders who can turn their vision into
that of the employees' in the organization, who can allocate the necessary resources,

who can communicate effectively and gain commitment.

Business Process Reengineering is about creating new attitudes and ways of thinking. It is
about desighing new process and transforming the organization into a new one by
challenging traditional doctrines. People feel threatened, uncomfortable or uncertain

because of the changes. They want security and stability-not change. Hence, their



reaction is likely to be negative unless they are made clear with the benefits of the
change. Taking all these conditions info consideration, a study that examines the
preparation of the institutions and their readiness for change; the strategies they set;
and the employees' reaction to change versus the leaders’ management becomes

indispensable.

Irespective of challenging the existing assumption, work life, organizational structure
and all traditional approaches of the service providing machinery (Hammer and
Champy, 1993), BPR was providing an attractive solution. According to Linden (1994), 72
percent of the organizations using BPR began seeing results within the first six months.
The author further states that BPR offers what the public institutions desperately need-it is
a model to transform them to the future. On the other hand, different authors state that
most BPR efforts were not successful. For instance, Hammer and Champy (1993) pointed

out that 70 percent of the attempts failed for various reasons.

Business Process Reengineering requires special attention due to different reasons. Its
advocacy of fundamental examination and redesign of work processes to bring radical
changes; and its high rate of failure are the most important ones. Coming to the
Ethiopian context, there are a number of reasons that make BPR projects a point of
discussion. The work fradition, the organizational readiness for change, the employees'
attitude towards this change effort, the context of change implementation, scarcity of
different resources, and many more factors matter in our public institutions. Thus, the

study was conducted with intention of finding solution to the following basic questions.

1.3 Basic Research Questions
1. How adequately prepared and ready were the organizations to carry out BPR2
2. What strategies were in place to accomplish BPR in the institutions?
3. To what extent did the organizations apply the appropriate techniques to:
e establish the BPR governance structure?
e identify, prioritize and understand the existing process?
* redesign and implement the new process?
4. What was the attitude and reaction of employees' towards BPR and how did

their leaders’ manage the reaction?



5. What were the major strengths and weaknesses of the organizations in the

change process through BPR?

1.4 Objectives of the Study

1.4.1 General Objective

The study was designed to assess the organizations' practices towards planning and

readiness; the methods employed to map, analyze, and design processes; and issues

related to implementing the newly designed processes as well as employees’ attitudes.
1.4.2 Specific Objectives

The specific objectives of the study were to:

1.

asses if the necessary preparations were made to overcome inertia and
dismantle the existing mind set ( unfreezing stage), to implement and sustain
(refreeze) the change;

assess the organizational capability in terms of leadership, organizational
readiness and implementation;

identify the methodologies employed and the strategies set to run the BPR
project;

examine if people in the institutions under study were selected and organized
with the necessary qualities to run the reengineering activity;

explore if the appropriate techniques were used to identify, understand and
prioritize the existing processes, and redesign the new one;

examine employees' reaction 1o BPR and the ways institutional leaders were
managing the reaction; and

explore the availability of success factors, challenges, major strengths and

weaknesses observed in the effort

1.5 Significance of the Study

Business Process Reengineering as a tool of the Civil Service Reform Program is believed

to help overcome organizational barriers and cultural bias. As a new practice, there

could be different shortcomings from both the management's and the employees’



sides of any organization that can hinder smooth running of the effort. Therefore, the
researcher strongly believes that the findings of this study:

1. may provide valuable information to the institutions themselves about how they
are practicing BPR and enable them take corrective actions if necessary;

2. could create awareness for the leadership/management and the employees
about different techniques applied, strategies in place, and give them an insight
about the new world of work;

3. may give policy makers and higher officials clear insight into the reality of BPR
practices in the Ethiopian context for future planning;

4. may serve as a lesson for other educational institutions who are practicing or want
to practice in the future; and

5. canserve as a spring board for those people who want to conduct further study in

the area
1.6 Delimitations of the Study

The study is delimited to two federal ministries and two bureaus of the Amhara National
Regional State. These are the Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Capacity Building, the
Amhara Region Education Bureau and the Amhara Region Capacity Building Bureau.
The Ministry of Capacity Building and the Bureau of Capacity Building were considered
due to their responsibility to coordinate the capacity building activities and reform
practices, such as BPR, at their respective levels. The Ministry of Education and the
Bureau of Education were selected due to their overall responsibility on the education
sector at their respective levels. The Amhara region was selected because of itfs
relatively better performance of BPR projects than the other regions according to the
information obtained from the public relations section of the'Minis’rry of Capacity

Building.

Based on the status of BPR in the organizations, the study was delimited to different
phases. In the MoCB and the ARCBB planning; mapping and analyzing the current
process; designing the new process; attitude of employees towards BPR; and

implementation were assessed. However, designing the new process and



implementation were not included in the cases of the MoE and AREB as fhese

organizations didn't reach the phases.
1.7. Limitations of the Study

This study has a number of its own limitations. Due to the fact that BPR is a newly
intfroduced tool to the civil service of the country and the minimal effort made to adopt
the tool to the education sector, people’s knowledge of its principles and even the
related activities taking place in their organizations was limited. This condition- lack of
awareness- affects the accuracy and dependability of the information gathered from
the respondents to some extent. The shortage of adequate reference materials and
previously done studies; poor cooperation from concemed people in some
organizations; unwilingness to fill and return questionnaires on fime; and of course
financial constraints were the major limitations of this study. As the result of these

limitations, the outcome of the study was not as complete as it was initially anticipated.

1.8. Definition of Key Terms

AS-IS phase- understanding and mapping the current process

Benchmarking- is the comparison of both the performance of the organization’s
processes and the way these processes are conducted with those relevant world
class organizations to obtain ideas for improvement

Core processes- are processes that meet the important needs of the organization's
external customers (Linden, 1994)

Dramatic improvement - achieving quantum leaps in performance rather than
incremental improvements (Hammer and Champy, 1993)

Fundamental rethinking- ignoring what is already at hand and concentrating on what
should be (Hammer and Champy, 1993)

Process- a collection of activities that take one or more kinds of inputs and create an
output that is of value to the customer (Hammer and Champy, 1993)

Public Service- refers to those activities of government institutions aimed at satisfying the
needs and ensuring the well being of society as well as enforcing laws,

regulations and directives of the Government (FDRE, 2001)



Reengineering- is the fundamental rethinking and radical redesign of business processes
to achieve dramatic improvements in critical, contemporary measures of
performance such as cost, quality, service, and speed" (Hammer and Champy,
1998:32)

Support processes- processes that meet important needs of internal customers (Linden,
1994)

TO-BE phase- redesigning a new process that can serve the purposes of radical
changes

Valuve adding activity- an activity the end-user is willing to pay for, one which brings a

service closer, faster, and provides accurate real-time information (Linden, 1994)
1.9. Organization of the Study

The study consists of five chapters. Chapter one deals with infroducing the problem,
whereby, back ground and statement of the problem; objectives, basic questions and
significance; delimitations and limitations of the study; definition of key terms; and
organization of the study are included. Chapter two is committed to the review of the
related literature so as to lay the theoretical foundations of the study. Chapter three is
concerned with the research design and methodology under which the method, data
sources, sampling techniques and the type of instruments used are discussed in detail,
Chapter four treats the analysis and interpretation of the data gathered. Chapter five
presents the summary of major findings, conclusions drawn upon the findings, and
possible recommendations. Finally are attached lists of reference materials used in the

study, guestionnaires and interview guides.
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their environment and the level of interdependence among sub-systems within them.
On the other hand, the contingency perspective suggests that there is no uniform
theory that can be applied to all organizations. Accordingly, what is appropriate to one
situation can't be generalized to all, as it depends on the specific elements in that
situation (Griffin, 2000).

The development of different models and management practices such as Adam
Smith's division of labor, Max Weber's organizational hierarchy, and others enabled
improved efficiency and effectiveness; continued economic expansion and
standardization of products; increasing incomes; simplification of work into smallest

elements; strict chain of managerial control; and vertical integration of an organization.

To make use of the above benefits, most organizations use the hierarchical plan and
departmentalize themselves by function for the sake of efficiency, by product for the
sake of effectiveness or by customer for the sake of responsiveness. However, different
authors mentioned the problems associated with these merits of the hierarchical plan.
For example, Bennis and Mische( 1995) state that, the hierarchical structure was
followed by many organizational layers, involvement of more responsible people and
departments as well as uniqgue methods and ways of measuring performance. Hammer
and Champy (1993) described division of labor and simplification principles as brilliant
discoveries that belong to an earlier, glorious, but no longer relevant age. They further
underline that the division of labor around which companies have been organized
since Adam Smith first arficulated the principle simply don't work. Adam Smith's world

and its way of doing business are yesterday's paradigms

2.2. The Evolution of Business Process Reengineering

There are different reasons why organizations are comfortable with the standard
pyramidal structure. According to Hammer and Champy (1993), the dability of the
structure to accommodate changes in a high growth environment by adding more
layers of management; its appropriateness for consistent and accurate work
performance through contfrol and planning; and its requirement of short and

specialized fraining for specific tasks rather than generalizations are some quadilities.

12



However, fragmenting the works into simple and repetitive steps and organizing the
institutions hierarchically forced the organizations to pay enormous cost like additional
overhead and increasing the distance that separates the senior managers from the

service users of the organizations.

The situation makes no significant difference whether the organization under question is
of a business or of a public service institution. According to Linden (1994), government
agencies were influenced by new management thinking as their country and
government grew. As emphasized by this author, there were enormous fragmentation:
overlap and duplication of work despite the fact that division of labor and specialization
of jobs enabled organizations manage complex problems. As the result of this
organizational structure, individual generalists were replaced by large impersonal
hierarchies; work was reduced into smallest elements; and workers who were in personal
relationships were separated from their customers and from each other. This reduced

the quality and effectiveness of government programs.

More hierarchies and more layers of management were designed to better control,
check and balance in order to minimize or avoid fraud and corruption. Nevertheless,
the effort was followed by poor service delivery to customers which manifested itself by

delay, reduced quality, runarounds and lack of accountability.

Different organizational leaders considered such problems of the longer hierarchy as
weakness to respond to customers; poor communication and cooperation; more time
to make decisions; and the dissafisfaction of their customers very seriously. Because of
their strong intention to deliver highest quality product or service with the lowest possible
cost, they started fo question the traditional approach or the hierarchical bureaucracy.
As noted by Bennis and Mische (1995), by the 1980s, many business organizations found
themselves faced with massive environmental changes which necessitated massive

internal changes in response. It was a time that required them of developing a means of

not only success but also of survival.

The challenges they faced forced these organizations to operate in a different way by

introducing major design principles. According to Linden (1994), some of the principles



were integrating up-stream process, simplifying using cycles, substituting parallel for
sequential processes, creating and empowering cross-functional teams to be
responsible for the entire product and process development cycle from start fo finish, on
going learning, using just-in-time service delivery methods, and freating information as
the key variable. The application of these major design principles enabled the

organizations meet their customers’ needs and respond to their environment quickly.

The prominent authors in the area, M. Hammer and J. Champy could observe different
companies who dramatically improved their performance by radically changing the
ways in which they work in the 1980s. According to their observation, it was the process,
not the business, of the organizations altered, that is, either significantly improved or
entirely replaced. In their closer examination, the authors were able to understand that
the companies used different techniques to change the processes. They were able fo
identify those different techniques the companies employed. Some of these techniques
could and some others could not succeed to bring the radical changes they were
planning. The authors explain the situation as follows:

“Little by little, by examining the experiences of many companies, we were
able to discern the patterns of actions that led to success and those that didn't,
and gradually we could see a set of procedures for effecting radical change
take shape. Eventually, we gave this set of procedures a name. We called it
business (process) reengineering” (Hammer and Champy, 1993: 3).

2.3. Principles of Business Process Reengineering

Business process reengineering transforms an organization in ways that can directly
affect performance, through business processes improvement, by substantially revising
the organization's structure and dramatically changing the ways in which the processes
are managed and implemented. In order to achieve dramatic rather than marginal
improvements, the work has to be examined in terms of outcomes, not tasks or
scoﬂered functions. Michael Hammer and James Champy (1993) suggested some
principles of reengineering that would streamline work processes, and thereby achieve
significant levels of improvement in quality, time management, and cost. These are:
organizing around outcomes not tasks; identifying all the processes in an organization

and prioritizing them in order of redesign urgency; integrating information processing
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customers. This causes dissatisfactions of customers in the services the organizations

provide.

The major causes of customer dissatfisfaction or the challenges organizations are
suffering from include delay to deliver results and poor quality of work. In most
organizations, people perform tasks which need not be done at dall for the sake of
administrative requirements. It usually takes time, or there could be misinterpretation of
information as work passes from one person to another. Most importantly, organizations
don't have a particular individual that actually is responsible for the end-to-end work
from conception to realization (Hammer, 2002). Different people focus on different tasks
that are scattered across different departments or work units with no one focusing on all
the tasks or steps together as a unit. According to Linden (1994), the conseguence of
such a fragmented orientation is a very narrow understanding of the employees about

their roles and how they can add value to their agencies and customers.

In order to meet the needs of their customers, organizations need to change their
perspective from isolated task to the entire collection. This requires them to focus on
processes. According to different authors, process centering makes flexible, permeable
and dynamic organizational boundaries. On a team working for the same process all
members have a common goal, their lines of responsibility are not restrictively defined,
there is a huge increase in communication, specialists become generdlists that learn
from each other, and become self-directed professionals performing value- adding jobs
that require thinking and decision making (Hammer, 1996; Linden, 1994). Through
process centering organizations respond to their customers or to their environment
quickly and adjust themselves to the present situation abandoning their yesterday's

success.

As process plays the central role in an organization by influencing its structure and
systems, by shaping the way people think and the attitudes they have, process
cenfering becomes the appropriate strategy towards efficiency and effectiveness. To
go to process centering organizations aren't expected to create the processes. The

processes are already there in an invisible, fragmented, unnamed and unmanaged
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state. Processes are currently invisible and unnamed because people think about the

individual departments more often than the process with which aill of them are involved.

According to Hammer (1996), organizations should recognize and name the processes;
make every one in the organization aware of these processes and their importance to
the organization; measure the processes based on importance for customers and for
the organization itself; and manage them, that is, making them consistent and

improving them continuously in order to lead them fo process centering.

In general, organizations have fo be much concerned with processes rather than
specific tasks, functions or different depoﬁmen’rs in crder to create values and satisfy the
needs of their customers. As emphasized by Hammer (1996), it is only the whole process-
all the tasks put together- that creates value for the customers. It is through processes
that the abstract goal of putting customers first and meeting their needs can be

realized.

A business process is a set of activities performed to achieve a meaningful output for
the end users. Organizations usually focus on functions, people, or structures which are
not the concerns of their customers. This being the cause of customer dissatisfaction, the

new trend to fill the gap is business process reengineering that involves different phases.

2.5 Different Phases of BPR Projects

BPR projects need to follow certain phases for the sake of effectiveness. The most
common phases many organizations are following are: preparation, mapping and
analyzing the AS-IS process, designing the TO-BE process, and implementation of the

new process (Linden, 1998).

2.5.1 Planning and Preparation Phase

The first step of a BPR project is the “planning and preparation” phase under which the
organization ensures the existence of the necessary personnel and information fo
execute the project. Planning and preparation are vital factors for any activity or event

to be successful and reengineering is no exception. Since such a radical change in an
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organization challenges the already existing deep rooted beliefs and questions what
has traditionally been recognized as correct, leaders shall make sure that the necessary
preconditions are satisfied before embarking on reengineering. This marks the beginning
of the preparation activity. As Obolensky (1996) noted, the pain of the status-quo, the
potential gain of reengineering, the perceived or felt need for change and the

potential impact across the organization are worth stressing points with this regard.

2.5.1.1 Preconditions for Change: the necessary change preconditions include assessing
the performance gap; articulating and communicating the change; setting strategy for

change; and aclive involvement of senior leadership.

2.5.1.1.1 Assessing the Performance Gap

People in an organization should sense a major gap between how things are being
done and how they must be done in the future. As to Linden (1994, 1998) they don't like
to make difficult choice to change unless the gap of performance, that is, the pain of
the status-quo is clearly stated to create tension. To this end, Hammer and Champy
(1993) underlined the importance of formulating and articulating two key massages:
‘this is where we are and this is why we can't stay here'; and ‘this is what we need to

become' in order to show the performance gap.

For the two messages to clearly show the gap of performance in the organization, the
first has to be compelling enough and must show that reengineering is the only means
to survive. It should be an argument supported by evidence, briefly presented,
admitting the existing problems frankly, and moreover showing the consequences of

reengineering.

Hammer and Champy (1993) presented the case of an organization whose senior
managers tried to convince their employees that the organization's research and
development program has to be radically altered. The “why" to reengineer the
program was based on the arguments that their leading competitors were establishing
much shorter development cycle; their company took too long time to develop and
register new products; the competitive frend went against their approach to research

and development; their company was losing its competitive edge to companies with
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globally integrated research and development organizations; and they stood to loose
one million Dollars in annual profit, per product, for every week's delay in development
and registration. As one can see from the leader's arguments above, they are
presented in a manner that can show a considerable pain of the existing situation.

Moreover, the last argument eliminates any doubt about the need for reengineering.

The second massage “this is what we need to become™ shows the vision of the
organization. The vision is what an organization believes it wants to achieve when it is
done, and a well-defined vision will sustain the organization's determination through the
stress of the reengineering process. It can act as the flag around which to rally the
troops when the morale begins to sag and it provides the yard-stick for measuring the
organization's progress. According to Hammer and Champy (1993), to get people
move from where they are now to where they are supposed to be, the pain of status-
quo serves as a tool to detach them and the vision as a magnet fo attract them to

another point. The pain pushes and the vision pulls.

Taking the special nature of BPR into consideration, Bennis and Missche (1995) discussed
what the features of the vision of an organization that is planning to reengineer its
processes look like. According fo them, the vision must stress quantum rather than
incremental results; create a sense of energy, passion and commitment rather than
anxiety, panic, and threats; be redlistic and achievable; and serve as a guide for all

organizational activities.

Leaders of an organization should not only define the vision but also communicate it to
all stakeholders who will be affected by the change in order to have their consensus
and full support; to enable them harmonize organizational activities and direction; and

achieve excellent effects on performance.

To sum up, organizations that have the most success in seling change to their
employees are those that have developed the clearest message for reengineering, the
case for action:- where we are? Why we can't stay heres What we as an organization

need to become? Why the organization must reengineer? The case for action must be
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so persuasive that no one in the organization will think that there is any alternative to

reengineering (Hammer and Champy, 1993).

2.5.1.1.2. Articulating and Communicating the Change

Change of any magnitude cannot be made without any inconvenience. In order to
make the best out of the intended change by creating conducive environment,
leaders have the primary responsibility to arficulate and communicate the change to all
people that wil be aoffected. To strengthen this point, Bennis and
Mische(1995)emphasized that managers must approach communication as an
interpersonal activity; they must give employees sound reasons of the change taking
place; explain the new design; set a forum for voicing concerns, and give feedback to

show that those concerns are being heard.

If communication is such important activity during reengineering, the next question is
going to be its content. With regard to the points of communication, Hammer and
Stanton (1995) have identified four elements that should form the core of the
reengineering message: Purpose-the why; process-the how; progress-keeping people
up-to-date on the work; and finally problems- dealing with challenges faced and
admitting mistakes. Addressing these elements thoroughly enables reengineers convey

their messages properly; and create consensus and support.

The way leaders communicate the change matters a lot to its success. In order o
achieve what they are planning, reengineers shall be creative enough to use different
methods so that people can understand and embrace reengineering. Linden (1998)
recommends that reengineers should communicate the change in a way that doesn't
blame the staff for the problem:s; talk frankly and openly; show that the current situation

is leading to crisis; and motivate people to seek a solution for the sake of effectiveness

2.5.1.1.3. Change strategy

The first two preconditions, assessing the performance gap and communicating the
change, enable the leaders show the “why" of the BPR effort and the consequences of
not reengineering. Once the employees in the organization understand these issues,

their responses will likely be positive. The leaders shall then pay attention fo the change



strategy, which according to Linden (1994) is the overall plan that describes how the
change is going to accomplish the intended goal. It is an action plan to realize the
vision of the organization and decide which area it should focus on based on analysis of

its current status.

Michael Porter in Armstrong and Baron (2002) states that strategy is about choice -not
just about joining a race, but about choosing the right race fo win. Armstrong and Baron
further state that the aim of strategy is to achieve, maintain and expand best practices
by employing the most up-to-date equipments, inpufs, information technology and
management techniques; eliminating waste, defects and delays and sfimulating
continuous organizational improvement. If the appropriate change strategy is in place,
then the organization's chance of implementing the change increases to a significant

proportion.

According to Bennis and Mische (1995), the best change strategy is the one that can
successfully integrate the organization's vision with strategic thinking. Obolensky (1996)
strengthening this idea shows how vision, strategy and values in an organization are
linked to each other. If the strategy set is not consistent with the values, then a problem
will arise. If the strategy is not being implemented, one needs to see where it conflicts
with the values of the organization and work to change those values so as to remove

the conflict.

Setting the best strategy by itself does not guarantee success. It should be
communicated to employees and consensus reached among people in the
organization about the strategy to enable better performance during implementation.
According to Linden (1994), leaders should describe the basic strategies that will help
the organization create the desired future to all the people that will be involved in the
change. Frank discussions of the strategy with the employees enable them see where
the change is headed, how it may affect them, and how they can contribute to the
overall change effort. By doing so, leaders can get the full support and commitment of

their employees.
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2.5.1.1.4. Senior Leaderships' Active Involvement

The success of BPR efforts entirely depends on the involvement of leaders at all levels in
general and those at the top in particular. Leaders in organizatfions where BPR is taking
place shall give top priority to the effort. To capitalize the importance of leaders'
commitment beyond verbal support, Linden (1998:19) states that,” they have to invest
their own time and energy, and actively and continuously involve at each step to
convince their employees that the change is for real.” More over, they have to show
their concern by allocating the necessary material resources, assigning the best people,
and making available whatever the effort requires. It should be noted that the leaders'
role goes beyond material support. Business Process Reengineering starts from a
scratch, it changes the ways people shall think and behave in terms of their jobs and
their attitudes. There is always a great threat. People feel uncomfortable because they
are to adopt new roles and new ways of working lives. Certainly, they don't welcome it.
Hall, Rosenthal and Wade in Linden (1994) underline the importance of strong
leadership from top management to address the concems of people. According fo
them, the psychological and political disruptions that accompany such radical

changes, as BPR, can incapacitate the project unless there is strong leadership.

Finally, after making sure that there is a felt need for BPR; the employees are clear with
the pain of the status-quo and the change strategy: and there is the necessary
leadership involvement, then comes the time to think about the right people to lead

and be involved in the change process throughout.
2.5.1.2. Establishment of BPR Governance Structure

There are five major roles identified by different authors while reengineering an
organization. These are; leader, czar, steering team, design team and process owner
(Hammer and Champy, 1993; Linden, 1994). According to Hammer and Champy
(1993), the different roles and the people playing them are examined as follows: Leader
is a senior executive who authorizes and motivates the overall reengineering effort.
He/she makes reengineering happen. Reengineering czar is an individual responsible for
developing reengineering techniques and tools within the organization and for

achieving synergy across separate reengineering projects. Process owner is a manager
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responsible for a specific process and the reengineering effort focused on it. Design
(Reengineering) team is a group of individuals dedicated to the reengineering of a
particular process, who diagnose the existing process and oversee its redesign and
implementation. Steering Committee (team) is «a policy-making body of senior
managers who develop the organization's overall reengineering strategy and monitors
its progress. This is an optional body in BPR. The features and qualities of people for each

role are discussed as follows.

2.5.1.2.1. Leader

The leader of BPR is some one in a position of the organization to compel the fulfilment
~ of all parties involved in reengineering. The person who can best play the leader's role
can be selected among different candidates in the organization based on two criteria:
his/her position and personal characteristics. According to Hammer and Stanton [199.5),
in terms of position, the leader shall have enough authority over the entire end-to-end
process(es) that is (are) to be reengineered; the stakeholders in the process(es) that wil
undergo reengineering; and the resources-human, material, financial or others, involved

in performing the process.

The personal characteristics of the leader are also worth dealing besides his/her
position. According to Hammer and Champy (1993), the leader has to be ambitious,
restless, intellectually curious and not a care-taker of the status-quo. He/she shall
articulate a vision and influence people to wilingly and devotedly accept the change,
and set personal examples. Lopez and Theisohn (2003) elaborate what is expected of
leaders. Accordingly, a leader must possess certain skills, personal commitment and the
ability to carry out concrete actions. The personal characteristics of the leader that help
to discharge responsibilities according to Hammer and Stanton (1995) are mentioned as
passion-absolute commitment, an ability to inspire trust and confidence: restlessness-
inability to accept the status-quo, an urgency- to get things done quickly; relentlessness-
not to lose heart despite obstacles and set backs; and finally be able to lead a
revolution against him/herself and the very system that created him/her. A leader who
does not posses either the right position or the necessary personal characteristics can’t

lead the change effectively.
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In order to discharge the responsibilities to making the decision to reengineer, make the
change effort succeed and create conducive atmosphere, the leader uses three key
instruments: signals-explicit communications-what he/she shares with the organization
about BPR; symbols-personal behavior-what one shows by doing; and system-
measurements and rewards- the scales by which people are measured and rewarded
in the organization (Hammer and Champy, 1993; Hammer and Stanton, 1995). Through
signals, symbols and systems of measurements and rewards leaders can show their

commitment and get the full support of their people.

If the leader's position is so essential to the success of BPR, then by the same token,
breakdown in leadership can lead fo failures. According to Hammer (1996), weak
leadership can be manifested by the following situations: skimping on resources, burying
BPR in the middle of the organization's agenda, quitting too early- either before getting
any pay-offs or giving up as soon as some positive result has been achieved, even if it is
less than the initial goal. If such situations are cbserved in the organization, then people
lose trust in their leaders and consider the change effort simply as futile. Generally
speaking, the leader can make the change happen or not by paying or not the

necessary attention.

2.5.1.2.2 Process Owner

A process owner is an individual assigned by the leader to guide the BPR effort of a
specific process from designing fo implementation. According fo Hammer (1996), the
process owner is an enabler, not a boss. The position requires acquiring new skills and
attitudes, and abandoning old ways of managing. There are some qualities authors
agreed upon that the process owner needs to have: a thorough understanding of the
new process-how it works, what the expected outcomes are, how it interrelates with
other processes in the organizations; good relationship with others involved in the
process; ability to inspire those in the new process since there will be some dlitches,
some resistance, and perhaps aggression from other departments who view themselves
as losers in the transaction; a great deal of energy; and finally she/he must be
comfortable with change, tolerant of ambiguity, and persistence in difficulty (Hammer

and Champy, 1993; Linden, 1994). Though the process owner is ultimately responsible for
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a particular process and is closely involved in it, there should necessarily be a formally

established team that performs the day-to-day activities of the reengineering effort.

2.5.1.2.3 Reengineering (Design) Team

This is a group of people who does the real BPR work-responsible to analyze the present
and create the new process. Different authors have identified different numbers of
members, ranging from five to ten, the team may consist of. They come from inside the
current process and outside it. The insiders can show how the process works and why it
works that way, and can trace its problems. On the other hand, the outsiders can
challenge assumptions or vested interests of the insiders, ask new questions and help to
think out of the box. The insiders alone may recreate the original process with a certain
improvement-remain within its frame without breaking it through. The outsiders can
initiate change with a paradigm shift and feel more comfortable taking risks (Hammer
and Champy, 1993; Linden, 1994).

According to Hammer and Stanton (1995), the kind of people required for this very
purpose is the reflection of the nature of the reengineering work itself-its content-
understanding the current process, designing new ones; its confext- uncertainty,

experimentation and pressure; and its style.- which is exploratory and discovery.

Based on the content, the context and the style of the reengineering work, the team
would be fruitful if its members have the following profile: process oriented and holistic
cognitive style-understanding how tasks fit fogether fo form a process; design skills- to
envision a new way and make it implemental; enthusiasm and optimism -~ internal
strength and firmness; persistence and tact-keeping on pushing forward despite the
fact that others push backward; and interpersonal, team work, and communication
skills. All members of the team may not have all the profiles at the same time. However,
the weakness of some members in some areas can be compensated by the strength of
others so that the net effect becomes valuable. With regards to this situation, a case
organization considered by Hammer and Stanton (1995) defined three characteristics of
its design team: Caring- creating an environment that allows an open and honest
communication; Daring- encouraging every one in the team to be innovative,

adventurous and ask the hard questions; and Sharing- having common objectives.
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organization. This role is filled by the reengineering czar who directly reports to the
leader. According to Hammer and Champy (1993), the czar has two major functions:
enabling and supporting each process owner and design team; and coordinating all
on going reengineering activities. The authors further state that, the czar watches the
process owners out o keep them in track, helps different process owners to coordinate
their efforts whenever they want, and is concerned with developing the infrastructure

necessary for reengineering

The establishment of the BPR governance structure is a necessary precondition for
change. The involvement of committed people in the process is an indicator that the
organization has paid the necessary attention to the effort. Such people can set
personal examples and show that the change is for real. In general, successful
accomplishment of such activities helps the organization to embark on reengineering-
to redesign its process and implement it. Redesigning the Work process involves four
steps: mapping the current process (AS-IS), establishing desired outcomes, setting

stretch objectives, and designing the new process (TO-BE) from a clean sheet.
2.5.2. Mapping and Analyzing the Current Process/ The AS-1S Phase

Organizations may consist of a confusing web of interconnected core and sub
processes, many of which cut across several functional departments. It becomes
important to define what the components of each process are, as well as the process'
boundaries, dependencies, and interconnections with other processes. In order to
develop a common understanding of the processes they use to produce their products
and provide services before they can set about to improve them, they create the map
of the existing process that gives a picture of how work flows through the organization.
According to Bennis and Mische (1995), the specific elements a process map depicts
~are what activities are being performed; how they are being performed and
sequenced; how the work flows; how much time is consumed during and between
various activities; and what areas of the organization are responsible for the various
activities. Before the reengineering team can proceed to design the new process,
members should understand the existing process. Although the famous BPR proponents

Hammer and Champy (1993) argue against analyzing the current process, saying that it
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inhibits the creative power, an attempt to design a new process while totally ignoring
the analysis of the existing process leads to a failure to identify disconnections- anything
that prevents the process from achieving desired results and in particular information
transfer between organizations or people. Thus, organizations need to map the existing

processes first, and then analyze and improve on it to design the new process.

The outcomes of mapping the current process are a graphical representation of the
current process in a way that can be understood and accessed by all; an awareness of
a need for change and increased desire to change; and a consensus about the

desired outcomes of the process.

To map the current process, the reengineering team shall identify people performing
the process and interview them about the steps and sub steps in the process, the
average processing time required to complete each step, waiting time, cycle time, and
level of staff frustration in performing the process: prepare visual map of the current
process- the activity and time required to complete the step, and validate the map with
the performers; and identify assumptions on which the current process is based so as to

challenge them and come up with a different and better way of doing (Linden,1998).

By preparing such a model work flows can be clarified, every body can understand
tasks, improvement points can be revealed, and the new model can be compared
against others, that is, the mapping helps to understand the current process and define

the target processes to reform.

2.5.2.1 Establishing Desired Outcomes

The steering committee or its equivalent identifies the desired goals of the organization
and the design team articulates more specific outcomes related to the particular
process to be improved. This helps the organization to organize its services around
outcomes. By doing so, the team establishes clearly stated outcomes to achieve:
identifies key stakeholders' needs and expectations of the process; and ensures their

strong feeling of involvement in the redesigning effort.
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To establish the desired outcomes, the team needs to identify key stakeholders -
individuals or groups that can influence the organization's direction: choose a way to
learn about their needs and expectations; communicate them to establish their desired
outcomes; and compare and analyze the data to determine which needs are most
important to meet, and communicate the results to key stakeholders in order to ensure
effective implementation. According to Mische (1996), there are different sources useful
in establishing outcomes including best practices, bench marks, and internally

established goals.

2.5.2.2. Setting Stretch Objectives

Stretch objectives are those objectives which reach far beyond what a process
currently produces. Setting such objectives force people to think out-of-the box and
give every one involved in the process a common challenge. According to Mische
(1996), dll the targets must be consistent with the overall BPR vision and the process-
specific vision established earlier, must represent quantum results, and must be
measurable. Having these features of the objectives, what one can logically ask next
will be their source. Different authors have identified these sources. Accordingly, the
stretch objectives can come from benchmarking the same process performed by
leading organizations; stakeholders’ requests and preferences; and organization's best
performance of the process (Linden, 1994, 1998; Mische, 1996). The authors have also
mentioned the steps involved in creating stretch objectives. These are review of
stakeholders' needs and expectations; identification of those needs and expectations
that form the foundations of stretch objectives; and brainstorming possible stretch

objectives.

Having identified the features, the sources and the steps involved in setting the stretch
objectives, Linden (1994, 1998) has finally mentioned the outcomes of doing so. These
are giving concrete target to shoot for in redesigning the current process and
stimulating to come up with creative ideas of new designs for the process. Once the
team has mapped the current process, established desired outcomes and set stretch

objectives, the new process can be designed.
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2.5.3. Designing the Work Process (TO-BE phase)

Process design is a process by which a new way of doing work in an organization is
invented. It is the responsibility of the design team which requires each member to
abandon the previous beliefs, values, procedures and rules through which he/she was
grown up. According to Hammer and Champy (1993), it is the most nakedly creative
part of the entire reengineering process that demands imagination, inductive thinking

and a touch of craziness.

Hammer (2002) describes that process des'ign prescribes how all the individual units of
work must come together to achieve the over-all goal, and specifies exactly what work
is to be done, in what order, in what location and by whom. Without it, the newly
designed process is likely to be performed differently each time. This important activity
has to be done based on a set of basic principles and techniques as well as facilities for
creating well fashioned structures, and for recognizing the advantages and flows of

alternative schemes (Hammer, 199¢)

Linden (1994) has identified 7 designing principles that organizations conducting BPR
should follow. The principles are:

1. Organize around outcomes, not functions. Any fragmented system doesn’'t make
sense for customers whose preference is speed, variety, quality and
convenience. Thus, organizations should organize themselves around customers,
products, and processes in order to meet their customers’ expectations.

2. Substitute Parallel for Sequential processes. Sequential processes involve more
steps with greater likelihood of errors, delays, and information falling through the
cracks. On the other hand, a parallel process speeds up the outcome and allows
errors to be caught much sooner. '

3. Bring down-siream information up-stream. Information shall be accessed by
customers who need the service of the organization any time and any place.

4. Capture information once, at the source. Every time information is passed
through another person, it runs the risk of being distorted. Helping customers get
the necessary inforrnation from the source gives them more safisfaction and

minimizes the errors to be committed.
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5. Provide a single point of contact for customers whenever possible. Customers
should, in as much as possible, deal with one person representing the entire
process for their convenience.

é. Ensure a continuous flow of the main sequence. Focus on those activities that
directly add value to the end users.

7. First reengineer and then automate- the role of modern technology should be

limited to supporting the reengineered process.

Business Process Reengineering requires fundamental changes in how tasks should be
managed. To this end processes should be redesigned based on the above principles.
The purpose of designing from a clean sheet is to come up with ideas that lead to a
dramatically improved process. As the result of this step a new process reviewed by key
stakeholders will be produced. Reengineering focuses on redesigning the process as a
whole in order to achieve the greatest possible benefits to the organization and ifs
customers. This target, redlizing dramatic improvements by fundamentally rethinking
how the organization's work should be done, distinguishes reengineering from process
improvement efforts that focus on functional or incremental improvements (Linden,
1998).

[t is difficult for an organization to reengineer all its processes simultaneously because of
different reasons like availability of resources. Hence, as a first step, the organization
should decide which process performance gaps must be narrowed or closed, either
because of current performance problems or gaps anticipated for the future.
Organizations should use formal selection criteria to decide which processes have the
highest priority for action. Different authors have suggested different criteria. Dysfunction
- deepest trouble, importance-greatest impact on the organization's performance, and
feasibility-most suscepfible to successful redesign (Hammer and Champy, 1993); impact
on customers, impact on the over all performance of the organization, and feasibility
(Linden, 1994).

According to the BPR Assessment Guide of the United States General Accounting Office
(1997), the selection criteria might emphasize on processes with the strongest link to

organizational mandate and mission, and the highest impact on customers; with the
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biggest potential return on the resources invested in improving them (for example,
processes that cut across several functional units where opportunities to reduce hand-
offs, reviews, cycle time, and costs may be greatest), where change management
issues can be more easily resolved because there is strong consensus among the
organization, stakeholders, and customers on the need for change; that can be
redesigned with currently available resources and infrastructure: and  that are less
complex where improvement goals can be achieved within a short period of time and

experience can be gained in reengineering.

An attempt to reengineer all processes at the same time may result in different
challenges. Organizations may have no the necessary material or human resource
required to do so. More over, there is the risk of failure in BPR orojects. If, by chance, the
organization is not able to succeed, then the overall effort becomes meaningless.
Another reason to prioritize the processes is that if the most important people in the
organization are busy on the BPR project, the other activities are going to be neglected.

This in turn causes more dissatisfaction on the customers' side.

In general, an organization that is in the midst of designing a new process should have
previously laid a solid foundation for change by clarifying its mission, identifying
customer and stakeholder needs, assessing performance problems, setting new
performance goals, and determining that reengineering is or') appropriate approach to
take. The general objective of BPR is too broad that it becomes necessary to define
attainable specific targets which are shared with in the organization so as to start
action. Even implementation issues need to be considered in the early stages of the
project, so that executives can begin preparing the organization for changes in goals,

values, and responsibilities.
2.5.4. Implementing BPR

Implementation refers to realizing the TO-BE processes and transforming the organization
into a leaner, highly adaptive, innovative and process driven nature. It is the phase at
which ideas are turned into action and concepts into reality. The implementation stage

is where reengineering efforts meet the most resistance and hence it is by far the most
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difficult one. If people expect that the environment would be conducive to the

reengineering effort they are sadly mistaken. BPR can't be implemented painlessly.

Successful implementation requires gaining commitment from all people affected by
the reform. To capitalize the goal and the necessity of the reform to the organization
and build better consensus among the employees help to gain organization wide
commitment, avoid confusion after the reform, fulfill the change target quickly, and
maximize the effect. However, shifting people's thoughts is the most difficult task during
changes. According fo Mische (1996), to-ensure the implementation of the new process
and the transformation of the organization, people in charge of the task have to
examine if prerequisites with respect to technology, training and personnel have been
met; a list of potential problems that may be encountered have been developed; final
walk-through of new processes have been performed with employees; and proper

mechanisms are in place to track the progress of implementation.

Implementing a new design requires dealing with the people; the plan and the politics
of the organization (Linden, 1998).People such as senior leaders, the implementation
team, and the employees, play their own important roles during implementation.
Hammer (2001) underlines for the need of giving first class attention and investment to
people issues. Training, education, communication and change management are
important areas to be addressed with regards to people while implementing BPR. The
plan requires great attention to detail and to the relationship between the various
phases and steps involved. It shall include such tasks as communication, pilot testing,
implementing short-term and long-term changes, and-measuring the performance of
the new process. Politics is concerned with power relations in the organization which will
ultimately be affected by the new design. Change in power relations due to the new
design is obviously followed by resistance. Unless the fall out of power changes and
resistance are dealt with properly, the chance of success in realizing the desired

change will be in doubt (Linden 1998).

Mische (1996) has identified four important factors that can profoundly influence
implementation in a given organization: leadership, infrastructure, fransformation

capacity, and operational processes. Leadership is viewed with respect to vision,
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personal style, point of view, presence and visible commitment. Infrastructure includes
alignments, structures, technology, schedule, facilities, communication, reporting
relationships and an environment for optimum performance. According to Linden
(1994), there should be an infrastructure that supports “any time, any place" seamless

service.

The transformational capacity of the organization deals with developing new positions
and staff levels, creating new job descriptions; establishing new performance measures,
and creating new organizational maps and charts depicting the resulls of
reengineering. Operational processes include flow of work, velocity of work, knowledge
and the empowerment to use that knowledge, and enabling technology. With these
components at their optimal access, the implementation of the desired change can

move smoothly (Mische, 1994).

Another author Obolensky (1994) categorized the necessary techniques that assist
smooth implementation of a reengineered process into two-technical and cultural. The
technical aspect deals with establishing a project team who drives the change, the use
of a transition feam, and the formation of a project coordination center to synchronize
the activities and monitor the results. The cultural aspect includes activities to address
issues regarding power and politics; activities to overcome resistance to change; and

activities to ensure that control is maintained during a transitional period of uncertainty.

The other point worth mentioning while discussing about implementation is the
importance of proceeding in stages as radical changes don't take place at once.
According to Linden (1994), the whole project has to proceed in two stages by
infroducing the overall plan at the start. In the first stage, some activities such as
eliminating non-value adding steps in the process, training staff for required skills, making
procedural changes, using pilot projects to test and learn from certain parts of the
model, and forming multi-functional teams, that can be taken within the existing culture
and budget are going to be implemented. In the second stage those steps and far
reaching changes such as moving from functional to a process orientation and

structure; and doing ongoing measurements of the new process in terms of cost, time,
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quality and customer satisfaction that require additional resources and that begin fo

change organizational culture are going to be addressed..

The above idea is supported by Hammer (2001) who advices that implementation must
proceed in a series of smaller manageable steps, each of which represents a progress
towards the ultimate destination, rather than a massive organization-paralyzing one. He
further recommends that each of these steps must be done relatively quickly and must

deliver some concrete pay-offs.

While implementing a reengineered process, leaders have to be active enough to show
_the success as early as possible. Linden (1998) emphasizes that generating a frequent ”
and visible success during implementation and showing that the change is already
happening helps people become hopeful, generates enthusiasm, helps convince those
who have some doubts, and makes it easier for senior officials to support the change.
Hammer (2001) who shares the some idea states that, customers' pressure and
organizational anxiety demand early payback as well as rapid feedback so that every

body knows the changes are moving on the right frack.

In order to implement the designed change successfully, Hammer (2001) summarized
the important issues as follows. Focusing the efforts of change under a single theme
instead of multi-pronged approach since organizations have limited capacity for
change initiatives; concentrating on people's issues since they determine the success or
failure of the change; recognizing that different people will react differently and so
need to be managed differently; displaying committed executive leadership; learning
to communicate effectively so that people will understand, believe and care; and
structuring implementation in a manner that can deliver early paybacks so that people

will have the frust.

Implementing a BPR project is far from a straightforward activity. According to Hammer
and Champy (1993), 50-70% of BPR efforts fail irespective of an intense customer focus
superior process design, and a strong and motivated leadership that are vital elements
to the guiding principles for the success of any organization's change effort. The primary

reason for BPR failure is resistance from the organization against the serious effect on the
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existing job and structure caused by the redesign of the business process. During such a
change period it is important to clarify potential resistance and necessary support; and

develop measures before BPR.

2.6. Change and Resistance

2.4.1. Organizational Change
According to Stewart (1983), no drgonizo’rion can stay the same forever. Changes
occur inside and outside, which can force the organization to alter the way its affairs
are managed. Organizations undergo change for a variety of reasons. Change may
take place due to external forces driven from the organization’s general environment
and by internal forces like the decision of management to alter a certain aspect of the

organization or a shift in socio-cultural values.

There are different models of change. The Kurt Lewin's model suggests that three steps
are involved in change: unfreezing, change implementation and refreezing. The first
stage is concerned with helping people involved in the change recognize the need for
the intended change to overcome inertia, the second phase is when the change
occurs —a period of confusion between the old ways and the new ones, and the third
step is the time when a new mind set will be crystallized so that the change becomes
part of the system (Griffin, 2000),

Change in organizations always involves human beings. Ideas of change come from
and develop in the minds of people. On the other hand, people regard change as an
enemy and fry to avoid or they resist it. Different authors agree on the fact that
resistance to change is natural and inevitable even though the change has significant
merits (Hammer, 1996; Obolensky, 1996; Patching and Waitley, 1999). It, therefore,
becomes necessary to understand resistance for the sake of effective management of
change. Unless resistance is properly addressed, it can hamper successful

implementation of the designed change.
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2.6.2. Understanding and Managing Resistance

Different authorities have identified different reasons why people resist change. For
instance, uncertainty, threatened self-interest, different perceptions, and feeling of loss
(Griffin, 2000); rational reasons like additional work load, risk of criticism, uncertainty and
interference with existing plans; and irrational reasons which have no obvious basis so
that difficult to identify (Morris and Brandon, 1993); a gap between the expectations of
people and their perceptions of the effects that the proposed change may have on
them (Patching and Waitley, 1999). Paradigm changes cause such unconscious
resistance like rejecting new ideas without careful consideration or unwilingness fo

recognize the influence of the change.

Some times people form pictures in their minds about the change. They have their own
perceptions and expectations. Upon the comparison drawn between expectations and
perceptions, the employee develops a positive or negative aftitude towards the
proposed change. If the perception formed on how the change will affect favors the
expectations out of the change, the individual develops a positive attitude. On the
other hand, if the perception is not favorable with expectations, the attitude to be

developed will be negative.

Business Process Reengineering causes changes in every aspect of the organization. This
nature of the change has been better explained by Hammer and Champy (1993) in the
form of the "Business System Diamond".

Business Process

Jobs and Structure Values and Beliefs

\ J

Management and Measurement Systems
© Hammer and Champy (1993:80)
As it can be ciearly seen form the relationship that can be affected by the change, the

processes, the jobs, the organizational structure, the management, the measurement
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systems as well as values and beliefs are all going to affected. As the result of this all
rounded change, it becomes logical enough to expect resistance from different
sources in an organization. Taking this fact into consideration, Linden (1994) and
Hammer and Stanton (1995), identified three major sources where resistance comes
from. These are:

1. Senior executives: whose authority and independence would be eroded; who are
uncomfortable with power sharing and the pushing of decision making down into the
ranks; emotionally attached to the old process; and in general who fear losing their turf,
power, and even their jobs. They often attempt to manipulate the BPR effort and the
work plan.

2. Technical specialists: who are well-trained in one technical specialty; whose
promotion is entirely related to their technical contributions; whose roles are mostly non-
value adding; who are there to check, control, plan, audit, etc; who are expected to
become generdlists and hence change their role from control to consulting; and whose
roles are the prime targets to cut.

3. Front line workers: who refuse to shoulder the responsibility BPR will bring; who usually
claim that they don’t have the adequate training or information to perform as the new

process requires and consistently seek direction from others.

Those people who have the more to lose, the greater their investment in the current
structure and the greater their risk of not finding an equivalent position in the new order
will always stand against the change. Downsizing and mass lay-offs are what people
are always afraid of. Stewart (1983) explains how threatened security leads to
resistance. When change is equated in peoples’ minds with loss of jobs, or loss of
earnings, it will be much more difficult for them to accept. She further states that the
most difficult changes to negotiate are probably those where somé people's jobs have

to be sacrificed in order to save the rest.

Although resistance to change is a natural occurrence, an attempt has to be made in
order to overcome it. Different techniques that have the potential to overcome
resistance have been identified by different authors. Participation, education and
communication, facilitation and force field anaiysis (Griffin, 2000); bringing fears and

concerns of individuals to the surface and addressing them positively; showing the level
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of dissatisfaction with the status-quo by comparing the organization with the most
successful ones, and demonstrating customer's dissatisfaction; generating new training
for new skills; providing employees a chance for participation in planning and
implementation; and rewarding needed behaviors and results (Obolensky ,1994); to
expect, to find, to understand, to confront and to manage it (Hammer and Stanton,
1995).

In general, radically improved business processes may satisfy customer requirements
better than before and achieve drastic improvements to the operational results of an
organization. However, the dramatic improvements do not come without risks, but with
a high rate of failure. Widely shared organizational perceptions that are based on
assumptions deeply rooted in the organization's culture can be translated into a belief
that reengineering is unnecessary, unworkable, or unfair. To successfully implement the
planned change eliminating such an obstacle, enhancing peoples’ understanding of
the process and showing why the change is necessary from individual as well as

organizational point of view becomes very important.
2.7. Global Experience

2.7.1 The Case of Decentralization and Reengineering of Faculty Hiring Process at
the National -~ Level Higher Education in Iran

This is the case that elaborates the major changes the Science, Research and
.Technology Ministry of Iran took to redefine its overaill mission and organizational
structure. It was considered at this level because of its direct relevance to the Education
Sector. According to UNESCO (2004), the structure was highly hierarchical, and filled
with loopholes and wasteful procedures. As evidence, it presented the problem of hiring
an academic staff which used fo take months going through multiple committees and
across several organizations with serial and manual procedures. Major problems
observed include enormous amount of delays and waste where a faculty candidate in
high demand has to wait months to be officially hired, lack of proper need assessment,
and manpower planning. A team of researchers from Sharif University examined the

existing process, and chose a pilot to verity the approach and to create a model.
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The team proposed a reengineered process and implemented at Sharif University as a
pilot case. The new hiing process was straight forward and painless. Several
performance indicators quantitatively showed that the new system out-performed the
previous one in terms of flexibility, quality, speed and cost.

The Overall Approach- The team followed the following phases: preparation,
organization and project planning; identification of overall mission and strategy;
selection of process for pilot study; evaluation of the process; gross and detailed design
of the selected process; designing the organization’s human resource and procedures;
and education and implementation.

Process modeling- The entire process identification and breaking down of the elements
" into detailed processes followed a top-down approach. Main and support processes
were summarized. The Human Resource management for faculty was chosen as a pilot
due to ifs strategic importance and availability. It was broken down into sub-processes
which were fully mapped, examined and reengineered.

Process Measurement Indicators- The approach was to concentrate on three factors:
cost, time and quality. For contract-hiring sub-process, under the HRM process, three
main categories of indicators were identified: time required, number of steps, and
number of internal and external interactions.

The analysis shows that presenting an application used to take 62 days in average and
pass through 15 steps; delay was the most time-consuming part of the process; setting
up a committee is the major source of delays; and there is a large queue of

applications waiting for their approval.

The overall strategy to reengineer the sub-process was developing an overall mission
and strategy based on customer requirements and the organization's vision: and
following two approaches: a clean-sheet approach that ignores the existing process
and the current siTuoﬂo-ns, and revising the current state which examines the existing
system and questions it to find areas of improvement and reengineering were used.
Finally, the results of the two approaches were combined. Benchmarking of related
cases was used to desigh a new model or to test the designed one, and the proposed

solution was checked for consistency, efficiency and effectiveness.
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In general, depending on the observed problems of the system-too many separate sub-
processes done by different organizations in a serial way, longer time and error-prone
nature- the designed solutions included deleting, combining several steps and doing

the tasks in parallel.

Objective - The general objective was defined in terms of shortening the total time,
reducing the total number of steps and improving the quality of work. Sub-objectives
were defined with their corresponding measurement criteria: total time and quality.
Under total time- processing time, review time and contract time; and under quality- the
number of satisfied applicants, number of mistakes and complaints were included as
indicators.

Result -As the result of BPR, the process had been reduced from 15 to 5 steps that

accounts to a 200% improvement.
2.7.2. Reengineering Teaching and Research- the Case of Brandies University

According to Hammer and Stanton (1995), most reengineering efforts at universities are
directed towards their administrative processes. But Professor Marc Brettler of Brandies
University had applied reengineering to the instructional process for his graduate course
“The Book of Exodus: A study in method". The professor was attracted by the ongoing
sprit of reinvention and said that "I found a concept from the business world that could
be beneficial to the university. | speak here not to administrators but to professors, who
can constructively use reengineering in teaching courses." (Hammer and Stanton,
1995:278)

The professor had applied reengineering paying strict adherence to its principles. The
following points can illustrate this: he was aimed at making his course better- not fixing
the broken but committed to break-through results; he was wiling to start with clean
sheet of paper - starting afresh rather than incrementally improving the course; he
started by asking a fundamental question ‘what is my true objective and what is my real
end product?’; he focused on outcomes rather than tasks; he conceived his course as
a process not as a disconnected set of individual elements like class preparation, class

session, reading and writing assignments; he started working backwards from his
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objectives and decided that the students should try their hands at writing so that they
can lean the course at the deepest level; he refashioned in such a way that his three
previous independent writing assignments were to be prepared as a module of a larger
paper and presented at the end of the semester; he periodically dispensed formal
classes within favor of informal learning sessions held in the library, where he
demonstrated research techniques and tools giving students the chance to ask for help
and, to avoid the conflict many students experience when they have to be prepared
for classes and to complete assignments simultaneously (customer oriented approach);
he used a round-table discussion (team work) in which students helped each other and
on going feed back reports that enabled students evaluate themselves [ Hammer and
Stanton,1995).

In terms of evaluating the effectiveness of the objective, Brettler felt that the course was
his most successful ever. He said that, “the papers were superior to the usual graduate
student efforts- polished, original, and much less confused or simply wrong” (Hammer
and Stanton,1995: ).The authors further state that, the students themselves were
extremely positive about their experience both in their formal and informal evaluations,

which shows that there is customers' satisfaction.
2.8. Civil Service Reform in Ethiopia

Public (Civil) service refers to those activities of government institutions aimed at
satisfying the needs and ensuring the well being of society as well as enforcing law,

regulations and directives of the Government (MoCB, 2002).

2.8.1. Brief History of the Ethiopian Civil Service
Ethiopia is a country with a long history of governmental administration. However, it laid
the foundation of a “modern” civil service in 1907 when Menelik Il initiated the formation
of a few ministries (FCSA, 2007). There were various attempts made by different
Governments of the country to change the content and structure of the civil service.
According to Tilaye (2007), His Emperor Haile Selassie | attempted to bring about an
effective and efficient civil service governed by specified rules and procedures of a

uniform nature. As the result of this, the establishment of the council of ministers in 1943;
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the establishment of the Public Administration Institute responsible to studying the
restructuring of the civil service; issuance of the Public Service order No. 23/1961 that
created the then Central Personnel Agency; the 1962 public service regulation that
prescribed rules and procedures for different personnel activities; the 1972's Public
Service Position Classification and Salary Scale are among the remarkable
achievements. However, the system suffered from different problems like failure to
adhere to established rules and regulations. During the period of the Dergue there were
attempts to radically redesign the bureaucracy in line with the socialist ideology. As the
result of this, there was a tremendous expansion of the public sector-an increase by
133.7% between 1974 and1989 (MoCB, 2001). The system was characterized by

duplication and fragmentation of public functions, and centralization of administration.

Following the downfall of the Dergue Regime, the Transitional Government, led by
EPRDF infroduced Structural Adjustment Program in 1991. Tilaye (2007) classified the
reform agenda of the Government in to three phases: Phase |, 1991-1995, which
includes different political measures, like the new constitution, the federal arrangement
of the state, the decentralization of administration to the lowest levels of government,
and infroduction of multi-party system; and economic measures like the shift to market-
oriented economy and privatization. The second phase, 1994-2003, was launched
based on a comprehensive assessment of the Civil Service system by a task force
responsible to identify major problems. The problems identified include the orientation,
attitude and work practices of the civil servants. The third phase began by May 2003
and is being under way. According to Getachew in Tilaye (2007), this phase is aimed at
building the capacity of the civil service; providing efficient and fair service; enhancing
accountability and transparency; standing for gender and ethnic equity and rights; and

forming corruption free civil service.
2.8.2. Service Delivery Improvement in the Civil Service Reform Program

According fo a comprehensive nation wide study conducted by a task force
established for assessing the practices of the civil service, the major problems and draw
backs which led to inefficient and ineffective service delivery were identified. These

include, hierarchical organizational structures which led to long and time consuming
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responsibility to organize, coordinate, and lead different educational and fraining
activities at their respective levels. BPR Leaders, czars, process owners and design team
members were also selected by purposive sampling method since they can give
adequate and necessary information due to their roles in the process. Employee
respondents from the Amhara National Regional State Capacity Building Bureau were
selected by availability sampling technique. Other employees from the remaining three
institutions were selected by random sampling method since it gives each employee an
equal chance of being included in the study and more over each chance is

independent of any other choice (Best and Kahn, 2003).

Accordingly, 4 BPR leaders for the interview, 35 employees for group discussion and 205
(50 team members and 155 other employees) out of 407 for questionnaires- a total of

244 respondents were considered for the study purpose.
3.4. Data Gathering Insiruments and Procedures

The necessary data for the study were gathered through checklists, interviews, group
discussion and a guestionnaire, developed by the researcher, which included both
open and close ended items. The checklists were particularly important to assess if the
necessary tasks have been accomplished to help successful implementation of BPR. The
interviews were held with BPR leaders or their representatives to get the overall image of
the practice and group discussions were conducted with those employees of the
organizations that were not able to fil the questionnaire properly due to their imited
knowledge of the principles and understanding of the different phases of BPR.
Questionnaires were preferred since they are economical in fime and expense, enable
reach large number of respondents at a time, and help explain the purpose of the study

briefly.

The instruments prepared were pilot tested in two different institutions, The Ethiopian Civil
Service College and the Amhara Management Institute. Questionnaires were first
distributed to different experts in ECSC working on BPR related areas to examine the
contents and check the validity. Accordingly, some question items were modified. Long

cuestions were broken down into simple and clear ones. The questionnaires were

46



prepared both in English and in Amharic for the sake of convenience. The already
prepared questionnaires were distributed to different employees of the Amhara
Management Institute to test reliability. Most of the questionnaires prepared in Amharic
were distributed to those people considered as general workers. Unfortunately, they
couldn't respond properly to the items presented. Hence, discussion topics were

prepared specially for such people in their respective organizations.

The field work was administered after making the necessary corrections and refinements
on the questionnaires based on comments from the pilot study. Conseguently,
questionnaires were distributed to the respondents, interviews were conducted to
leaders or their representatives, discussions were held with some employees, and

checklists were filled by the researcher in collaboration with the concerned individuals.
3.5. Data Analysis

The raw data obtained from the field work through questionnaires were organized by
computer software called Statistical Procedures for Social Sciences (SPSS). It made the
computation precise, dependable and not time Consbming. Depending on the nature
of the variables, quantitative as well as qualitative data analysis methods were

employed.

Respondents were categorized under different groups in terms of the organizations
where they are working in and the roles they have in BPR. Different characteristics of
respondents and items that either check the performance or prioritize given items
(activities) were analyzed using frequency counts and percentages. Mean was
calculated for those items prepared in Likert type scale for more advanced statistical
operations and decision making. One of the non-parametric tests, the Chi-square, was
used fo check whether there is a significant difference in the distribution of preferences
among or between groups of respondents in terms of given items. It was preferred to
the study due to the fact that some of the sampling techniques used, such as purposive
sampling and availability sampling, make numerous or stringent assumptions about the

nature of the population distribution (Koul, 2006).
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Table2. Respondents' Role in BPR and Duration of Relevant Trainings Attended

Respondents’
N Characteristics MoE MoCB AREB ARCBB Total

No o No o No o No % No %
" 1 | Team 19 25:F 10 25.6 11 27.5 5 27.8 45 26.3
E 2 | NoRole 55 743 29 74.4 29 72,5 13 72.2 126 737
1 | No Training 18 243 1 2.6 17 42,5 - - 36 21.1

E 2 | Lessthanaweek | 32 43.2 11 28.2 10 25 13 72.2 66 38.6

€ ..g 3 | 1-2weeks 14 18.9 20 51.3 12 30 5 27.8 51 29.8
s £[74 |4 weeks 5 | 68 | 5 | 128 | 1 25 - - n 64
& 2[5 | 1-3months 3 41 1 2.6 - - - - 4 23

According to Table2, two groups of respondents, people assigned to different BPR
governance structures (26.3%) on one hand and other employees (73.7%) having no
such roles on the other hand, were included in the study. Having the two groups of

respondents in each organization makes the study more dependable.

The same table also reveals that most of the respondents, 67.5% in each case of the
MoE and AREB, have attended trainings for a period of less than one week, or have no
relevant training at all. As a radical change that requires new attitude, the organizations
effort towards intfroducing the change was weak. According to the discussion held with
some employees in each organization, the training given was a kind of orientation
conducted for a few hours. This can cause a serious problem while carrying out the
reengineering process from planning to implementation. As compared to these
organizations, the other two, that is, the MoCB and ARCBB seem to have beftter
performance although it can't be considered as required as enough. Almost all of their
employees have attended relevant frainings. This is due to the fact that the institutes are
change agents responsible for coordinating different reform activities including the
organization of relevant trainings. The more people are trained in different aspects of

BPR, the smoother the process of change will be,
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4.2 Analysis of the Main Features of BPR

Under this part the main features of BPR, planning and readiness; analysis and re-design
of processes; change and resistance; and implementation issues will be presented and

analyzed.

4.2.1. Readiness and Preparation

4.2.1.1 The purpose of BPR
The effectiveness of the intended change depends on the extent to which people
understand and recognize its purpose. The following table shows the informants’
response on items related to the purpose of BPR.

Table 3 Ratings on the Purposes of BPR

Respondents Total x2 TEST
N MoE MoCB AREB ARBCB (N=171) Valve
ltems L | (N=72) (N=39) (N=40) (N=18) (di= 6)
° e (W % v [% v % v % [~ [%
1 | Customers'  needs | High | 33 | 446 | 21 | 538 | 21 | 525 | 7 | 389 | 82 | 48
and expectations of Tyeq 131 [419 ] 13 [ 333 13 [325| 9 | 50 | & |34 &
better service ()
Low 0 | 135] 5 | 128 6 | 15 | 2 [ 10| 23 | 135 | o
2 | External stakeholders' | High 16 (216 | 17 (436 | 8 | 20 | 4 | 222 45 |263|
needs and pressure  Mieq | 26 | 351 | 13 | 333 | 17 | 425 | 10 | 556 | 66 | 386 | %
Low 32 (432 9 231 15 | 375 4 222 60 | 351 | =
3 | Wide spread pressure | High 22 | 297 | 17 [ 436 | 12 30 5 278 | 56 | 327
for governmental TGeqT |41 [55.4 | 15 | 385 ] 24 | 60 | ¢ | 50 | 8 |52 | &
reform ©
Low N [ 149 7 | 179 4 | 10 | 4 |2227] 26 |152| w
4 | Budget and | High 35 | 473 17 | 436 | 18 45 9 50 79 | 46.2
personnel reduction MG~ 713 [176 | 11 | 282 | 8 | 20 | 2 |10 | 34 [ 199 | B
Low % (37 11 (282 4 |35 | 7 %5 % [37] «
5 | Consolidating High | 29 | 39.2| 19 |487 | 20 | 50 | 6 | 333 | 74 | 433
fragrnented functions "Geq 1732 [432 | 13 [ 333 | 11 | 275 6 |333| 62 | 363 | S
Low 3 6] 7 779 ¢ |25 6 (33| 35 (205 @
6 | Eiminaling High | 35 | 473 ] 16 | 41 | 22 | 55 | 7 | 389 | 80 | 468
rg:’lice“cr‘:’ work [Ved 31 [ 419 19 [487 | 11 [275]| 10 [ 556 71 | 415 g
Low g [ 108 4 |103] 7 [175][ 1 5 | 20 [117] <
7 | bramatic improvement | High 30 | 405 | 21 | 538 | 23 | 575 7 | 389 | 81 | 47.4
ic':nd 'Vﬁri'e”f%’; qct’fo'”i‘{s' Med | 16 | 243 | 6 |154| 8 | 20 | 3 | 167 | 35 | 205 §
services low 726|350 12 [208| 9 [25] 8 [#44| 55 [322] w

N = Number of respondents; %= percentage (Other fables follow the same explanation)
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As illustrated in table 3, respondents were requested to rate listed purposes of BPR as
high, medium or low in terms of priority, Customers' needs and expectation of better
service was given a relatively high priority in the MoE, MoCB and AREB (44.6, 53.8, and
52.5%, respectively) by more respondents than those who considered it as medium or
low; and a medium priority by half of the respondents in the ARCBB. Most of the people
in the first three organizations seem to have recognized that customers need better
services. External stakeholders’ needs and pressure; and government's wide spread
pressure for reform were not given high priority by most of the respondents of the study
except those people from the MoE. This shows that most of the respondents considered
the change as being initiated by the organizations themselves to meet the needs of
their customers. The other item, personnel and budget reduction was given high priority
by more respondents as compared to the ones who considered it as medium or low.
This might have resulted from lack of proper awareness of the why to reengineer and an
inadequate effort or poor orientation to minimize suspects of downsizing that follow BPR.
Such a view can lead to mistrust, uncertainty or anxiety which can negatively affect the

reengineering process of the organizations.

Consolidating fragmented functions was given high priority by most respondents (48.7%
and50%, respectively) in the MoCB and AREB; eliminating unnecessary work levels by
most respondents of the MoE and AREB ( 47.3% and 55%, respectively ) where deep
rooted traditional hierarchical structures are found. This shows the disappointment of the
employees themselves by the longer chain that hampers smooth flow of tasks. As the
other two organizations are established in the near past with the responsibility of
coordinating capacity building and reform activities, the extent to which they
experienced the problem could be somewhat minimized. The last item, dramatic
improvement in type, cost, quality and timeliness of services was given high pridri‘ry by
40.5% respondents in MoE, 53.8% in MoCB, 57.5% in AREB, and 38.9% of the respondents
from ARCBB. Although there are more respondents in the first three organizations that
gave high priority to this purpose as compared to the ones who considered it as
medium or low, it still shows that people in the organizations considered for the study
didn't fully realized the actual purpose of the designed change. This could pos_sibly be

the result of deprived awareness effort or poor communication of the intended change.
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employees rated the efforts of their respective organizations in terms of performing the

activities mentioned.

Table 4 Responses on Organizational Readiness

Respondents
MoE MoCB | AREB | ARCBB | o
N ltems (N=74) | (N=39) | (N=40) | (N=18) |
1 Peoples' recognition of the need and | mean 2.57 2.92 2.68 2.67 2,68
understanding of the nature of BPR in
the organization.
2 People's awareness of the
multidimensional Chcmges in terms of mean 266 297 2.70 2.78 2.75
process, jobs, organizational structure,
responsibilities, etc that will take place
because of BPR
3 The organization’s status in placing high | mean 3.14 3.08 3.15 3.1 3.12
value of serving customers
4 The organization’s level of understanding | Mean 3.09 3.15 3.28 2.61 3.10
customer’s current and anticipated
needs, expectations, concerns and
priorities
5 The organization's effort to minimize | Mean 2.96 2.97 2.83 2.94 2,92
mistrust and doubt that often follow a
program of downsizing or restructuring.
6 The organization's analysis of | Mean 3.16 2.59 3.35 2.94 3.05
performance gap- the gap between
what is being done and what has to be
done in the future.
Aggregate Mean 2.93 2.95 2.99 2.84 2.94

According to Table 4, issues related to people's recognition of the need for BPR, their
level of understanding its nature and the multi dimensional changes that follow
reengineering, as well as the organization's effort to minimize mistrust about downsizing
were rated as being performed somewhat poor ( with mean values less than 3.0 in each
case). The situation clearly indicates that the effort exerted to prepare people for the
change process wasn't adequate. This might possily be as a result of poor
communication or not paying the necessary attention to people’s issues. An attempt
made to carryout radical chohges involving people with poor recognition of the

change and awareness of its consequences can't be as effective as it should be.

The organization’s level of understanding customers’ current and anticipated needs,
expectations, concerns and priorities was rated as fair(mean value exceeding 3.0)

except in the case of the ARCBB. Similarly, performance gap analysis was rated as fair in
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the education sector and somewhat poor with mean values less than 3.0 in the
capacity building institutes. This is related to the fact that customers' needs and
expectations of better services and the performance gaps of the organizations are
more visible in the education sector than the capacity building institutes as the first two
organizations are relatively older than the other two. According to some people who
attended group discussions, the capacity building institutes were established as change
agents to coordinate different reform activities. Thus, they consider themselves as better
serving their purposes than other public institutes. However, this is a failure to recognize
the need for change. Finally, the organizations' status in placing high value to serving
customers was rated as fair in all the organizations(mean values exceeding 3.0). This can

be considered as a fertile ground for the intended change.

According to different authorities such as Hammer and Stanton (1995), the effectiveness
of reengineering efforts depends on different factors which show the degree to which
the organizations are ready to embark on the change. As the data reveal the
organizations' efforts to address people's issues wasn't satisfactory. What makes the
situation worse is that the attempt made to minimize, if not eliminated entirely, the
threats of downsizing was poor. People need more clarification of the change process
and they want to secure their futures. This fact clearly aware each organization to focus
on communicating the change meticulously and show the benefits of reengineering

from both the individual's as well as the organization’s perspectives.

The following table shows whether there is a significant difference in the preference
distributions while rating the readiness factors between the education sector on one
hand and the capacity building institutes on the other hand. For the sake of
convenience and applicability of the Chi-square test, the ratings were recoded as
follows: very poor and poor as poor; fair remained fair; and good and very good

considered as good.
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Table 5 Comparison of the distribution of preferences of Organizational Readiness

Sector x2- test
No ltems = Education | Capacity | val | p
é Building ue
1 Peoples' recognition of the need and | Good 28(31.3) 19(15.7)
understanding of the nature of BPR in the [Farr 18(18.7) 10(9.3) § ,%,
organization. Poor 48(64) 28(32) = 18
2 People's awareness of the multidimensional | Good 33(32.7) 16(16.3) o
changes in terms of process, jobs, organizational Fair 21(30.7) 25(15.3) e b=
structure, responsibilities, etc that will take place < =
Hecdise oF BPR Poor 60(50.7) 19(25.3)
3 The organization's status in placing high | Good 46(45.3) 22(22.7)
value of serving customers Falr 38(39.3) 297 | & |8
Poor 30(29.3) 4047 | ° | °
4 The organization's level of understanding | Good 45(42.7) 19(21.7)
customer’s current and anticipated needs, [ Fair 33(34.0) 18170 | 5 | 8
expectations, concerns and priorities Poor 36(37.3) 20(18.7) o o
5 The organization's effort to minimize mistrust | Good 32(30.0) 13(15)
and doubt that often follow a program of [Fair 48(54) B27) |8 |8
downsizing or restructuring. Poor 34(30.0] T(15.0) < o
6 The organization's analysis of performance | Good 54(45.3) 14227) | _
gap- the gap between what is being done | Fair 23(28.0) 19(14.0) pr g
and what has to be done in the future Yoo 37(40.7) 242030] | © | ©

The expressions in the brackets represent expected frequencies while those out of the brackets represent

observed frequencies. Other tables follow similar explanation

According to Table 5, significant differences were observed in the proportion of
preferences between the respondents of the two sectors for the second and the sixth
issues that deal with the awareness of people about the nature of the multi-dimensional
changes which follow BPR and the organizations' performance gap analysis. As the
data reveal, there is better awareness of people about the change in the capacity
building institutes than the education sector. This is due to the fact that people have
more exposure to different relevant information as the organizations are established to
coordinate various capacity building activities including reforms. On the other hand,
there is better performance gap analysis in the education sector than the capacity
building institutes. This might be the result of the visibility of the gap in this sector. As the
capacity building institutes are relatively new, employees considered as if there is no

clearly manifested gap. Although the respondents consider these organizations as
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functioning well, the leaders have already admitted that they aren't serving the public

properly.
4.2.1.3 Methodology and Strategies

Even though reengineering efforts can't be planned precisely once for all and be
organized as a prescription to be applied universally under all situations, some
methodologies and strategies which depend on the specific contingencies are

necessary to guide the activities of the BPR effort of a given organization.

Accordingly, the leaders of the institutions under study were interviewed about the
methodologies they followed and the strategies in placed. They all agreed that there is
no uniform methodology or strategy to be followed as a rule. However, the
methodologies the organizations were following are almost the same and share
common elements. The methodology: planning and preparation for BPR that includes
building teams, identifying customer driven objectives, and developing strategic goals
from which process specific goals will be developed; analyzing and mapping the
current processes and sub-processes that deais with analyzing, documenting and
mapping the existing process; designing the new processes that includes developing
alternatives that meet the strategic goals, benchmarking, and identifying improvement
opportunities; and implementing the new process which involves setting plans of action,
identifying potential problems, communicating with people who will be affected by the

change, and training employees for the new positions.

This methodology shows the different phases BPR projects follow. The design team
members have also agreed that their organizations are following this methodology

although some of the institutions are currently about to come to the third phase.

With regards to the strategies in placed, leaders mentioned that they were using
different approaches based on the principles of BPR. Some of the strategies they
mentioned include: gaining organization wide commitment, arranging frequent training
programs, assigning best people in BPR teams, using participatory approach (involving

more people in different activities), giving orientation at each level, assessing
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customers' needs and expectations, benchmarking best practices, and facilitating

access to sufficient resources.

4.2.2 Planning Related Activities

The success of any project depends on ifs planning related activities. Before embarking
on reengineering the necessary preconditions like defining a vision that guides all
activities, analyzing the performance gap. ensuring the existence of the necessary
personnel, communicating the change and establishing performance targets should be
fulfilled.

4.2.2.1. Vision, Goals and Objectives

Organizational leaders should be able to show what their organizations want to be in
the future, and develop the appropriate goals and objectives that help the
organizations realize the vision. The following table shows how informants rated items

related to the vision, goals and objectives of their organizations.

Tableé. Rating on vision and goals

Respondents
No | — MoE [ MoCB | AREB | ARCBB “::":I‘
1. The vision: ; !
is realistic and achievable 3.35* 3.49 3.60 3.1 3.42
creates value io stakeholders and customers 3.32 3.46 3.65 3.28 3.43
creates a sense of collective ownership 3.01 3.38 3.58 3.00 3.47
is a pcssionofe view of the fufure 3.4] 3.38 | 3.5 3.50 3.47
S i Mean | 3.27 343 | 3.62 3.22 3.45
25 People In the orLIzuiion (answered by employees only)
know and understand the vision 2.51 2.79 2.62 2.54 2.60
see the BPR effort as a way to turn the vision into reality 2.58 2.86 2.59 2.54 2.64

hqve demonstrofed The|r commitment To the vision 2.51 3.00 2.72 2.62 2.68
£ i ~Mean | 2.53 2.88 2.64 2.57 2,64
3. The vision and the BPR effort have the fuII support of the | 3.31 3.67 3.25 | 3.17 3.36
senior management
4. The goals:

are developed based on facts and careful analysis of | 2.85 2.92 3.50 3.17 2.85
organization's performance
are linked to the vision 3.07 3.10 3.55 3.44 3.23
focus on outcomes important to customers and | 3.24 3.18 3.55 3.17 3.29
stakeholders

Mean | 3.05 3.07-13:53 3.26 3.12
3. The objectives are realistically achievable and stated in | 3.14 3.05 3.50 3.28 3.22

meosuroble terms such os c051 quc:lny and time
L el i AGGREGATE MEAN | 3.01 3.19 | 3.31 3.07 3.15

*mean volue colculofe for each organlzaﬂon
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According to Table é, respondents rated all items related to the vision of their
organizations as fair with mean values ranging between 3.0 and 3.65. This shows that
they considered the vision of their respective organizations as some what satisfying the
necessary qualities. Concerning the goals and the objectives of these organizations, the
respondents have an agreement on the fact that the goals are linked to the vision and
they focus on outcomes important to customers. They have also demonstrated that the
objectives of these organizations are achievable. As long as people regarded that the
vision, the goals and the objectives as having such qudlities it wouldn’t be very much
difficult to initiate for change and attract them to another point. Hence, the leaders

should have considered this as an opportunity.

As the same table reveals, issues related to people’s knowledge and understanding of
the vision, their recognition of the reengineering effort as a means to realize the vision,
and their commitment to the vision were rated as some what poor(with an aggregate
mean value 2.64) by the respondents. Comparing the replies given about the different
qualities of the vision and people's understanding of it, there seems that the conditions
are paradoxical. Thus it is possible to see that people simply support the vision without
deeper understanding or blindly. This is clearly the result of poor communication efforts

made by people leading the change.

4.2.2.2, Perfformance Gap

Another precondition to initiate the change is showing the existence of performance
gap in the organization. Once people are able to realize the dissatisfaction of
customers by what their organizations are performing they will have the commitment to
alter the status-quo. The following table shows the response given by the employees

concerning tasks of their respective organizations.
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Table 7 Rating on Tasks of the Organizations

Respondents

=z —
No T MoE | MoCB | AREB | ARCBB | I &
(N=74) (N=39) (N=40) (N=18) =

1. Tasks In the organization:
are scattered among various departments 3.41 3.44 3.58 3.28 3.44
can be performed faster and more smoothly 3.66 3.64 3.50 3.78 3.63

with fewer resources if consolidated

mean 3.54 3.54 3.54 3.53 3.54
2, There is repetition of work and duplication of 3.43 3.46 3.42 3.50 3.78
data. Some works are being done unnecessarily
for the sake of administrative requirements.
3. There is a performance gap that can be 3.16 3.49 3.33 3.44 3.30
expressed in terms of qudality, cost, time etc.
between customers' needs and current
performance of selected processes

Aggregate mean 3.42 3.51 3.46 3.5 3.54

According to Table 7, respondents from each organization admitted that tasks of the
organizations are scattered among different departments, some works are being done
unnecessarily and in general there is a performance gap in the organizations. This is a
situation that can force people to make changes even under difficult conditions. The
existence of the performance gap has also been recognized by both the leaders in
each organization. Hence, the two most important preconditions, realistic vision (Table é
on page 58) and clear performance gap, which can lead to radical changes, have
adlready been satisfied. What was expected of the leaders is to use different ways to
show that reengineering is the only means to go out of the crisis. They should have

communicated the vision well to get the support and commitment of their employees.

4.2.2.3. Leadership

Another important ingredient to change is leadership. Without proper leadership the
effectiveness of the change is unthinkable. Committed leaders can bring people closer
to them, dllocate the necessary resources to the change effort and stay visible there.
The following table shows the response given by different employees on items related fo

leadership.
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Table 8 Rating on Leadership

Respondents

| =gy
No Items MoE MoCB | AREB | ARCBB | 2 2
(N=74) | (N=39) | (N=40) | (N=18) | =+
1. The Leader: S
is strongly committed to BPR 3.20 3.49 3.45 3.33 3.34
possesses the title and authority necessary to run 3.46 3.41 3.02 3.44 3.35
the BPR project
is prepared to commit both the organizational 3.09 3.41 3.27 2.89 3.19
resources and personal attention
demonstrates  his concern by personal 3.09 3.31 3.00 3.04 3.12
involvement and support at all stages
Continually communicates the purpose and 2.72 2.97 2.78 2.78 2.80
goal of BPR to customers, stakeholders and staff
mean 3.11 3.32 3.1 3.1 3.2
2 The leader and top executives truly understand:
the nature and principles of BPR 3.07 3.49 3.18 3.06 3.19
the need for their personal attentions and 2:97 3.23 3.25 3:17 3.12
involvement
mean 3.02 3.36 3.22 3.12 3.1%
3. Senlor managers: j
share the leaders enthusiasm for BPR 2.78 3.23 3.03 2.61 2.92
reinforce their commitment of the vision and the 2.89 3.21 2,93 2.83 2.96
change effort by maintaining high visibility
mean | 2.84 3.22 2.98 2.77 2.94
AGGREGATE MEAN ON LEADERSHIP 3.02 3.27 3.1 3.03 3.13

According to Table 8, leadership problems were observed in terms of leaders' change
communication efforts as well as the visibility and passion of senior managers to realize
BPR. Leaders' failure to continuously communicate the purpose and goals of BPR might
possibly be the result of not paying the necessary attention to the agenda and the

problem with senior managers could be associated with the threat of power loss.

4.2.2.4, Design Team

Besides leaders and senior managers the design team members and process owners
have also key roles to play in reengineering. These people should have the necessary
qudlities so that they can come up with new process deigns which can dramatically
improve the performances of their respective organizations. The following table shows
how informants from the four organizations rated items related to such required qualities

of their design team members and process owners.
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Table 9 Ratings on ltems Related To Design Team Members and Process Owners

Respondents
No § — MoE | MoCB AREB ARCBB A;\:fct:;l
1. The design teams are organized by members : ( to be answered by employees only)
of diversified background and experience 2.60 297 2.90 2.77 277
who possess appropriate skills and attitudes 2.62 3.00 2.93 2.69 279
that are committed to the effort 2.35 276 2.90 2.92 2.63
who can openly and honestly challenge long | 2.56 3.00 279 2.62 2.72
standing assumptions and management doctrines
who can adopt easily to changing circumstances 2.45 2.86 2.72 2.54 2,62
who can work in synergy under pressure and stress 2.42 272 2.59 2.31 2.52
having the passion to do things differently 2.29 2.79 2.38 2:31 2.43
who are empowered and have the mandate for | 2.64 3.00 2.59 2.69 2.4
change
mean | 2.49 2.89 2.85 2.61 2.65
2 The process owners have :
a thorough understanding of the processes 00 3.51 3.30 2.94 3.15
a good relationship with people involved in the | 3.19 3.67 3.40 3.22 3.35
process
: mean | 3.06 3.59 3.35 3.08 3.25
AGGREGATE MEAN ON TEAM MEMBERS 2.6 3.03 2.95 2.7 2,77

According to Table 9, respondents have demonstrated that the team members didn't
possess the necessary qualities that can help them redesign new processes and
transform their organizations to the intended target. In the case of the MoCB, the team
members' ability to challenge long standing assumptions and their empowerment were
rated as fair with mean values 3.0. However, from the demanding nature of BPR and the
organization's role in the reform program this can't be considered as some thing
encouraging. Concerning the process owners, their relationship with other people was
rated as fairin all cases. Yet, respondents from the MoE and the ARCBB didn't recognize
their ability to thoroughly understand the processes they are responsible for. The major
reason behind rating the design team members this way could be people’s lack of the
necessary information about what the members were doing. If people in the
organizations don't have the necessary information, then they can't appreciate what

the members of different teams are doing.

4.2.2.5. Communication

From the cases discussed above one can see the importance of communication during
reengineering. If there is no proper way through which people can get the necessary
information, then they remain detached from the overall change effort and lose

sense of ownership. Hence, leaders should pay the necessary attention fo
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communication issues. The following table shows how respondents rated the way
leaders attempted to communicate the change.

Table10. Rating on communicating the Change

Respondents =
No ltems MoE MoCB | AREB | ARCBB | £ 2
(N=74) | (N=39) | (N=40) | (N=18) | =+

| In communicating the change, the leaders have:
given sound reason for the change 2.96 3.03 3.05 2.89 2.99
set forum for voicing employees' concerns 2.45 2.95 2.75 2.67 2.65
used simple (clear) way of presentation that enables 2.47 2:32 3.03 2.50 2.88

people understand

presented the problem frankly and openly 2.55 2.74 2.93 2.78 2.71

Aggregate mean | 2.61 | 276 2.94 2.71 2.81

According to Tablel0, the leaders’ effort to deal with the concerns of people and the
way they used to present the problems were rated as poor in all cases. Producing sound
reasons for the change were somewhat good in the MoCB and the AREB but somewhat
poor in the remaining two organizations. The situation implies that there was no
adequate groundwork made to prepare people for the change. This problem could
possibly come due to lack of previous experience or inadequate knowledge in change
management. The overall effect of such a poor communication was a diminished

commitment of the people towards the reengineering effort,

4.2.2.6. Performance Targets

Organizations have to establish performance targets after realizing where they are in
terms of performance through base lining and benchmarking. The performance targets
to be established should satisfy certain conditions. The following table presents the data
gathered with respect to these items.

Table11. Rating on Performance Target Establishment

No Respondents

t MoE MoCB | AREB | ARCBB | © 3
ems (N=74) | (N=39) | (N=40) | (N=18) | =+~
1 The base lining clearly shows where the 2.61 2.85 3.03 2.56 275

organization is in terms of performance (work
volume, cycle time, reporting relationships...)
2 The best practices benchmarked are 2.55 3.00 275 2.67 2.71
appropriate and tailored to the organization.
Performance targets established are:

3 consistent with the BPR vision and strategies 2.69 3.05 3.00 2.39 2.81
measurable and represent quantum results 272 3.13 3.00 2.83 2.89

mean 2.71 3.09 3.00 2.66 2.85

AGGRREGATED MEAN ON PERFORMANCE TARGETS 2.64 3.01 2,95 2.61 2.79




According to Table11, neither the base lining nor the benchmarking was recognized by
the majority of the respondents as having satisfied the requirements. The features of the
new performance targets established were rated as somewhat fair in the MoCB and the
AREB but somewhat poor in the remaining two organizations. The situation can be the
result of poor awareness efforts in the organizations where it was found to be

unsatisfactory.,

As far as reengineering is concerned, organizations with people having no clear image
of the BPR vision; leaders who don't consider communication as their day to day
activity; design team members who don't challenge long standing assumptions and
management doctrines are less likely to come up with radical changes or paradigm
shifts. Besides this, senior managers that are not committed to the radical change
become especially reluctant to approve any changes that may weaken their power
and authority in the organization. The foremost problems observed could possibly be
due to lack of commitment, failure fo communicate the change in a manner that can
show the pain of the status-quo, poor training or not keeping BPR as a top agenda in
the organizations. From the literature point of view, the selection criteria of the leaders

to assign people with the qualities BPR requires of them are not met.

According tfo some respondents who gave comments while attending discussions about
the planning and readiness activities of their organization, the BPR project was launched
without adequate preparation. Some of the points they raised include: people are not
well aware of the importance of BPR, the change is for the sake of political
consumption, and it had been tried a number of times before but was not successful;
people were assigned to serve as a member of different teams without having the
necessary training. Some of these problems such as peoples’ awareness and
inadequate training have also been reflected by those respondents who filed the
questionnaires. However, those people who filed the questionnaires believe that the
change wasn't designed because of external stakeholders' pressure. As the existence
of performance gap has already been recognized by the majority of respondents, the

need for change should be realized by them.
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4.2.3. Process Description, Mapping and Redesigning

After going through the planning phase, organizations proceed with mapping and
analyzing the current processes and redesign the new ones. This helps to identify the
areas of problems and help to see improvement opportunities.

4.2.3.1. Understanding and Mapping the Current Process

The following table shows the responses given by the informants on items related to

description and mapping of the current processes (AS-IS Phase).

Table 12 Rating on the AS-IS Phase

Respondents
N Items MoE MoCB AREB ARCBB Total
o (N=55) | (N=29) | (N=29) | (N=13) | (N=126)
1. The design teams' deeper understanding of
the current processes 3.02 3.34 3.38 2.92 317
problem areas that need to be improved 2.80 3.14 3.24 2.62 2.96
mean | 2.91 3.24 3.31 277 3.07
2, The clarity of the map of the current process to show
problem areas and non-value adding activities 2.69 3.07 2.90 277 2.83

the components, boundaries, connections and 2.82 3.10 3.07 2.85 2.94
interrelationships between core processes

complete chain of related activities in the | 3.00 3.21 2.93 3.00 3.03
organization
baselines from which to measure improvements 2.85 3.14 2.93 2,62 2.91
what will be changed and who will be affected by | 2.95 3.21 2.83 292 2.87
the change

mean 2.86 3.15 2.93 2.83 2.92
AGGREGATED MEAN ON THE AS-IS PHASE 2.87 3.18 3.04 2.81 2,96

According to Table 12, team members' deeper understanding of the ongoing
processes was rated as fair except in the case of the ARCBB; the members'
identification of the problem areas which need improvement was fair in the MoCB and
the AREB. The clarity of the map of the existing processes to give the necessary
information was rated as poor in the three organizations, MoE, AREB and ARCBB. The
problems associated with the clarity of the map of the current processes to show the
necessary features could have arisen from lack of appropriate mapping skills of the
team or the failure of employees themselves to understand the map. What so ever is the
case, BPR leaders or other people responsible for the task should have made it clear to
all stake holders. Without a clear map of the existing process, it becomes very difficult to

see the flow of work, the time consumed, and disconnections in the tasks of the
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organizations which can help leaders gain support and commitment. The difference in
understanding and mapping the current processes between the teams of the MoCB
and those of the other three organizations might be due to the fact that people in the
MoCB have more exposure to trainings and better access to relevant information or
experience as they are supposed to coordinate such reform activities. Provided that
understanding and mapping of the current processes are points where improvement
opportunities can be identified, poor performance at this level may lead to unsuccessful

attempts.

4.2.3.2. Selecting and Prioritizing Candidate Processes

After understanding and mapping the current processes, the problem areas as well as
improvement opportunities become visible. What has to logically follow is selecting and
prioritizing the processes to be reengineered based up on certain criteria. The following
table shows how respondents rated their respective organization's attempts to apply

the selection and prioritization criteria.

Table13. Rating on selection and prioritization of candidate processes

Respondents
N ltems MoE MoCB AREB ARCBB Total
2 (N=55) | (N=29) | (N=29) | (N=13) | (N=126)

1. The processes to be reengineered are selected and prioritized

based on customers' and stakeholders' needs 2.65 2.79 2.69 2.46 2.67

in a way to use available resources efficiently 276 3.03 2.86 2.69 2.84

to yield results quickly 2.64 3.10 3.03 2.92 2.87

AGGREGATE MEAN 2.68 2.97 2.86 2.69 2.79

According to Table 13, all organizations under study failed to take their customers and
stakeholders needs in to account while selecting and prioritizing the processes. The
efforts made by the MoE, the AREB and the ARCBB to select and prioritize the processes
in a way that enables exploit the available resources efficiently was rated as some what
poor; yvielding quick results as a criterion was supported by the respondents of the MoCB
and the AREB. According to the check list used to verify whether the necessary acfivities
had been performed or not, the MoEd had selected the processes but didn't prioritize
them. The remaining three organizations had selected and also prioritized their
candidate processes for reengineerihg. Prioritizing processes for reengineering has

tremendous benefits for the organization. As stated by Hammer (2001) massive changes
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As Table 17 shows respondents from the MoCB demonstrated their agreements to
opinions stated positively while those from the other organizations rated the items with
mean values less than 3.0. This clearly shows that people from the MoCB have better
perceptions and expectations about the change. This is due to their more exposure to
different relevant information about the reform program and the tools like BPR. It is also
possible to deduce that the more people are exposed to such information the better
they recognize the change. However, the same group of respondents considered BPR
as a hidden agenda of downsizing which shows a kind of inconsistency in attitude. As
this organization has dlready introduced the newly designed processes, the
inconsistency in such an opinion may probably come from problems observed during
implementation, that is, when something wrong is going against the principles and

purposes of BPR.

The responses from the AREB informants show that they agreed neither to the positive
nor to the negative opinions. According to some employees who attended discussions,
the civil service reform effort started some years ago with the same name BPR. They
demonstrated that the effort was not successful in bringing the desired reform and there
will be nothing new this time too. Although there are possibilities of downsizing, the
respondents involved in the discussions weren't very much bothering about it. The
reason they gave was based on their past experience. There were such rumors about
downsizing and mass lay-offs during the previous reform attempts. However, new
employees were being hired despite the uncertainty of lay-offs. The major problem in
this organization aft this stage of the infroduction of BPR as a new initiative is the failure of
leaders to show the difference between the previous and the new one- to show the
reasons why the earlier attempts could not succeed and what poinfs make this one

afresh,

Generdlly, there is organizational consensus on the fact that the current performances
of the organizations were not able to meet the needs of their customers. This view of the
respondents could be considered as a golden opportunity to show the benefits and
importance of BPR in these organizations. However, most employees especially in the
cases of the MoE, the AREB and the ARCBB reacted to attitude related questions in a
way that doesn't support BPR.
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A Chi-square test was employed to spot whether there are significant differences in the
preference of choices between respondents based up on their roles, team members
and others (no role) on the opinions stated above. For the sake of convenience and
applicability of the Chi-square test, the ratings were recoded: strongly agree and some
what agree as agree; strongly disagree and some what disagree as agree. The

following table shows this comparison in the distribution of responses of the two groups.

Table 18 Comparison of the Distribution of Responses of BPR teams and Other Employees

Respondents %2 test
No role (N = 126) Team ( N = 45) val
o
No ltems Agr* | UndP™ | Disa* | Agr | Undt | Disagr | ue
1 Customers and stakeholders are | 48 29 49 11 8 26
satisfied with the current performance | (43.5) | (27.3) (55.3) | (155) [ (9.7) |97 | 8 §
cf the organization. No need to fix the < 1=
unbroken
2 | don't have the competence BPR | 18 39 69 7 6 32 -
requires since it creates high work load (18.4) | (332) | (74.4) | (6.6) | (11.8) | (26.6) 3 3
and burden. <
3 BPR is a hidden agenda of downsizing. | am | 81 24 21 8 3 34
threatened and uncertain because of lay- v
offs. (65.5) | (19.9) | (40.5) | (23.4) | (7.1) | (14.5) a g
4 Such a radical change is dangerous | 68 33 25 14 3 28 o .8
and inhuman. It has more harm than (60.4) | (26.5) | (39.1) (21.6) | (9.5) (13.9) = o
good. o =]
S BPR is unnecessary and unworkable in | 60 37 29 9 3 33 =5 &
auF comtext (50.8) | (29.5) | (45.7) | (182) | (105) |(163) | & | &
6 BPR is unfair. Because it doesn't take | 62 33 31 4 é 35 G i
our work experience and contributions (48.6) | (28.7) | (48.8) | (17.4) | (10.3) | (17.9) 3 S
to the organization and to our country g | °
in to consideration.
7 Despite  minor achievements, the | 55 64 7 8 18 19
effort is not moving as intended. It will (46.4) (60.4) (19.2) (16.6) (21.8) (6.8) kL §
not succeed 3 p=
8 BPR enables effective and efficient | 26 70 30 25 1 ? <
service. It is the only solution to our (37.6) | (59.7) | (28.7) (13.4) | (21.3) | (10.3) w 8
> Q
problems. = G
7 BPR has a remarkable benefit to me | 22 68 36 27 13 5 )
personally and to my organization as a (36.1) | (59.7) | (30.2) | (12.9) | (21.3) | (10.8) | 2 §
whole. ™ o
10 BPR is initiated at the appropriate time | 26 29 71 29 7 9 u
in our organization (40.5) | (26.5) | (58.9) | (14.5) | (9.5) | (21.1) | & g
™
11 The BPR effort is on ifs right track | 25 27 74 23 13 ? =
despite some challenges. It wil (35.4) (29.5) (61.2) (12.6) (10.5) | (21.8) : §
succeed. o~ o
¥2(df =2, a=0.05) = 9.4877 agr*= agree, undt**= undetermined, disa***=disagree
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Table18 shows the distribution of opinion preferences between team members on one
hand and those employees that were not involved in the BPR governance structure on
the other hand. As the table shows, the distribution of preferences is significantly
different between the two groups for all items except for No. 1 and 2, which are
concerned with the dissatisfaction of customers by the current performance of the
organizations and the respondents' possession of the necessary competence for BPR.
The first group of respondents favors those attitudes stated positively, while the second
group favors those stated negatively. As the result of this, there is consistent and
predictable relationship between attitude and role. This gap in attitude might possibly
be due to the degree to which people are exposed to information and details about
the purposes: the benefits and the nature of BPR itself: and the involvement of the first

group of respondents direcily in the tasks of reengineering.

Generally, the way most employees reacted to attitude related questions showed that
their attitude towards BPR is negative. This is the reflection of the picture they have in
mind about the change. According to Patching and Waitley (1999). the way people
perceived this change doesn't favor their expectations. However, the leaders
interviewed if there were resistances with regards of the change in their organizations
proudly answered that there was no clearly manifested resistance. What these leaders
should keep in mind is that resistance doesn't always show its faces (Hammer and
Stanton, 1995).They should have to facilitate different mechanisms to deal with their
problems, to help them bring their concerns to the front, and to show the benefits of the

change from the organization's as well as the individual's perspectives.

4.2.5. Action Stage/Implementation
After redesigning the new processes organizations embark on actions. However,
implementation of such radical changes should be managed properly with some

conditions safisfied before the beginning of the action and while it is on progress.
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4.2.5.1 Implementation Related Activities
Here below is presented the response gathered about some issues that are important to
ensure the success of the anticipated change. They are about activities to take place

before embarking on the change and while the action is on progress.

Table 19 Rating Implementation Related Activities

Respondents Mean
No ltems MoCB | ARCEB Total
1. Full discussion of employees questions and concerns 3.31* 2.72 3.12
2, Evaluation of the impact of the new process on customers, employees | 3.28 2.89 3.16

and other stakeholders
3. | Expressing the benefits of the designed process in terms of quality, cost, | 3.33 2.89 3.16
speed, accuracy, etc.

4, Availability of the necessary infrastructure, procedures, systems, | 3.56 2.78 3.32
structures for the new process

5. | Presence of the necessary leadership for implementation. 3.69 2.72 3.39

6. | The organizations effort to provide training to its staff, managers and | 3.38 2.83 3.21
executives to prepare them for the new roles and responsibilities

7 Identification and prioritization of potential implementation 3.13 2,67 2.98
barriers, organizational and cultural issues

8. Devising ways of overcoming the potential problems identified 3.03 2.6] 2.89

9. | The leaders’ attempt to:
Directly address common objections to change 3.31 2.83 3.16
Explain why change is necessary, workable and beneficial 3.62 2.89 3.39
Provide opportunities for employees o voice their feedbacks 3.21 2.6] 3.02
Make commitment to assist employees in the transition 3.15 2.72 3.02

MEAN | 3.32 2.76 3.15

10. | Establishment of measurement systems and performance goals to | 3.03 2.56 2.88
check the progress of BPR

11. | Identification of the new tasks, roles, responsibilities and reporting | 3.21 2.72 3.05
relationships

12 | The implementation plan's level of identifying all tasks, time frames, | 3.26 2.67 3.07
needed resources.

13. | The availability of the necessary resources and competence fo | 3.21 3.11 3.18

implement the new processes.

AGGREGATE MEAN FOR IMPLEMENTATION 3.3 2.76 3.13

* calculated mean values

Table 19 above shows the responses given by informants from the MoCB and the ARCBB
where implementation has already been started. Respondents from the MoCB rated the
items presented as being performed fairly with mean values ranging between 3.03 and
3.69. On the other hand, respondents from the ARCBB rated the same set of items as
being performed poorly in their organization with mean values less than 3.0 except the
last one. This shows that the ARCBB had not been exerting its utmost effort to pave the

way for successful implementation. As implementation is the most difficult (rule-
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brecking) phase of BPR that meets resistance, it requires special attention which this
organization didn't pay adequately. Such a problem might possibly arisen form not
considering the issue as serious as its importance, and hence not paying what BPR
requires of the leaders; not having the necessary knowledge and skill; or failure to
recognize that the transition from the old to the new process is a painful experience

which requires dealing with the reactions of people.

4.2.5.2 Major Problems during Implementation

Implementation is the most difficult stage during reengineering. There are different
problems organizations usually face at this stage. The following table shows how
respondents rated some of the ideal challenges while they implement the redesigned

processes.

Table 20 Rating on Implementation Problems

No | Problem Rate | MoCB(N=39) | ARCBB(N=18) | Tolal(N=57) | 2 valve
N | % N | % N %

1 Lack of Resources High 4 08 | & [ B3m | 10 | 175
Med | 23 59 10 | 556 | 33 | 57.9 5.701
Low 12 | 308 | 2 | 1101 .| 14 | 245

2 | Lack of competence High | ¢ &by - - 7 |tad
Med | 22 | 564 | 14 | 778 | 36 | 632 | g
Low 8 [-205 | 4 |22 | 12 [ 210

3 Lack of Troining High 8 20.5 2 11.1 10 175
Med | 22 | 564 | 11 | 611 | 33 | 57.9 0.778
Low ¢ [E2di| 5 |-278. 14 | 245

4 Poor pl(:mning High 5 12.8 3 16.7 8 14
Med | 21 | 538 | 11 | 611 | 32 | 561 0.755
Low 13 [ 3338-| 4 | 222 | 17 |.298

5 | Poor leadership High | 3 75 3 16.7 3 10.5
Med | 20 | 513 | 9 50 29 | 509 1135
Low 16 |0 6 [F33a | 22 | Boe

x2(n=57,df =2, a=0.05) = 5.9915

According to Table 20, there is no severe problem observed as far as the items listed are
considered. Most of the respondents (greater than 50% in each organization) rated the
level at which the organizations faced these problems as medium. This shows that the

problems still exist to some extent as it would have been better if they were being rated
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as low. Although neither of the problems is severe, deficiencies in areas such as training,
necessary resources, planning and leadership can hamper smooth and effective

implementation.

The chi-square test employed to check whether there is a significant difference in the
distribution of responses in terms of the major problems the organization faced shows no
such difference in proportion. The calculated Chi-square values are all less than 5.9915,
which is the table value of Chi-square with degree of freedom 2 and a- level 0.05.
Hence, the organizations experienced the problems to some extent with the same

degree.

4.2.6 Success factors and Challenges

Any intended change involves some factors that contribute positively to its success and
some other factors which react the other way round. In BPR, there are different factors
such as communication, involvement of leaders, change management, and others
which are crifically important throughout the journey. On the other hand, some
challenges such as resistance to change; lack of previous experience, training and

necessary resources can hinder smooth running of the effort.

4.2.6.1 Availability of Success Factors and Strengths of the Organizations
The following table presents the response gathered from all the organizations under
study concerning the availability of success factors that can help reengineer their

processes in a way that can meet the needs and expectations of their customers.

76



Table 21 Rating on Success Factors

N Respondents Total x2 test
o - MoE MoCB AREB ARCBB | (N=171) [
Factor/ltem = (N=74) (N=39) (N=40) (N=18) 2 5
N[% [N |% |[N[% [N [% [N |% |2

1 | Continuous involvement | High 24 | 324 | 15 (385 | 10| 25 7 1389 | 5 | 327
of senior managers Med |27 [365 |16 | 41 | 13325 ¢ | 333 | 62 363 | & §,
low [23[31.1| 8 [205] 17 |425| 5 | 278 53 310 Y| °©

2 | Strength and commifment High 17 | 23 12 [ 308 | 8 20 5 (278 ] 53 | 31.0
g;an’;?p'e leading the Fued 30 (%05 (23 | 59 [ 17 (@517 s o7 T & g é

low [ 27 [365[ 4 | 103 | 15 | 375 & | 333 | 52 | 304

3 | Clear vision and consensus | High 10135 8 (205 7 | 175 4 | 222 29 17
OB e EhEings Med |33 (4468 |21 | 538 | 18 | 45 | 8 | 444 | 80 | 468 | 3| 8
low |31 41910 |256] 15| 375 6 | 333 & [363| " | ©

4 | Involvement of key | High 5 6.8 3 7.7 7 17.5 - - 15 8.8
Aokehaldersateachlevel T TE T E T o BT i T 92 538 | $ 3
low |[29 (39213333 15375 7 |389] 64 |374] °| °©

5 | Proven BPR [High |12 [162] 3 |77 | 6] 15 | 2 | 10| 23 | 135
methodology Med |37 | 50 |26 | 667 | 20| 50 | 12 | 667 | 95 | 556 S| &
low | 2533810 |256 | 14| 35 | 5 | 2781 52 [304] Y| ©

é | Effective change | High 7195 | 6 | 154 8 20 2 | 1| 23 |135
management Med |47 (63520 | 513 18| 45-[ 11 | 61.1 | 96 | 56.1 § @
low |20 27 (13333 14] 35 | 5 |278] 52 [304] ¥| ©

7 | Effective High | 9 [ 122 5 [ 128 9 | 225 | 1 | 56 | 24 | 14
communication at each "Meq™ (26 [ 350 | 17 [ 436 [ 16 | 40 | 7 1385 | 45 1383 8|8
level low |39 |527 |17 | 436 | 15 | 375 | 10 | 556 | 81 |474] °| ©
8 | Good composiion and | High | 13 | 176 | 4 |103|10] 25 | 2 [T 2 | 17 :
R R TR E R R YRR R T TR 2 g
low |30 (4057 [179 12 (30 |8 444 ]5 | 333~ | °

72 (n=171, DF=6, 0=0.05) =12.592

According to Table21, none of the organizations has any of the success factors as high
as required. The availability of these success factors was rated as medium by most of

the respondents in each organization.

In most of the cases, greater number of respondents rated the availability of the success
factors "low" as compared to the number of respondents who said that the factors are
highly available. Among these items, the variations are observed in case of
communication, key stakeholders' involvement: clear vision and consensus among

people about the change; and good commitment and composition of the design
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team. This warns the concerned people to examine what they have been doing so far
in these areas. Other wise, the chance of success of the change, that is, the possibility of
the institutions to come up with a system that dramatically improves the type, quality,
and fimelines of their services can't be realized. The major problem that requires the
attention of people concerned with the BPR projects in the organizations is effective
communication at each level. As communication is the blood circulation of the system,

the likelihood of success seems unthinkable without its proper functioning.

A chi-square test had been employed to compare the frequency distribution of these
success factors in the organizations under study. As table 21 shows, there is a significant
difference in priority preferences among the organizc’ribns only for the last item in the
case of which the “composition and commitment of the design team members" of the
MoE and the ARCBB was rated as low by a significant proportion of respondents, 40.5%
and 44.4%, respectively.

An interview was held with the organizations' BPR leaders about the strengths of their
organizations in terms of running this project. What they commonly raised as strength is
the political commitment from the Government's side to deliver quality service.
Following this commitment, the leaders considered themselves as committed to the
effort at their organization level. They thought that they had committed the
organizations’ resources, material, financial or human to this effort. They had also
demonstrated that they were personally concermed and committed while reacting to
the question. The responses from employees through ques’rionnaires and group
discussions also support what the leaders said to some extent. The leaders' commitment
to BPR, their authority and necessary title to allocate the required resources, and their
personal involvement were rated as fair. How ever, their effort to continually
communicate the purposes and benefits of BPR from both the organization's and the
individual's perspectives was considered poor. With this problem of communication

their commitment can't be complete.

4.2.6.2. Challenges and weaknesses of the Organizations

After investigating the availability of the success factors and exploring the strengths of

these organizations, it becomes necessary to examine the overall challenges and
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weaknesses in order to draw lessons from them. The following table summarizes what
respondents reacted to items concerned with potential challenges.

Table 22 Rating on Challenges

o Respondents x2-test
N © MoE . MoCB AREB ARCBB Total ©
o | Challenge o (N=74) (N=39) (N=40) (N=18) 2 p
N[ % | N[ % | N % N % | N[ % | >
1 | Lack of previous | High 45 1608 | 18 | 442 15.1.37.5 11 61.1 89 52
experience and : 0| o
S i Med 25 [ 338 15 [ 385 20 | 50 7 | 389 [ 47 | 392 g =
understanding  of BPR [ Low 4 | 54| 6 [ 154 9 125 - - 1588 | ~|°
principles
2 | Resistance to change | High 36 Tagé |17 1436 [Fan . [475 8 | 444 | 80 [ 468
Med |37 [50 [ 16 | 41 | 16 | 40 | ¢ | 50 |78 | 456 &§| B
Low 1T [ 14| 6 [154] 5 [126] 1 [ 58 [ 13176 1°%|°
3 | Lack of benchmark | High 35 | 47.3 | 16 41 16 40 9 50 78 | 45.6
partners and world class | w0
i feitonlent Med 37 [ 50 | 20 [513] 17 [425] 5 | 278 | 79 | 46.2 ﬁ §
Low 2 [27 ] 3771 3 10 . = 9 | 53
4 | Lack of necessary | High 20 27 8 205 | 12 30 5 278 | 45 | 26.3
- o
resources Med [ 51 [ 689 19 [487 | 25 | 625 11 | 610 [106| 6z | 8| &
: e el 8
Low 3 [ 41| 12308 3 |75] 2 |1a o nzl~|°
5 | Lack of the necessary | High 36 | 486 | 15 [ 385 | 14 35 6 333 | 71 | 415
H AR AR m
skills and "med |30 (BT A ol [ T e T s d| 8
competence ¢ | o
Low 8 [108] 8 [205] 5 [125][ 1 56 | 22 [ 129
6 | Organizational  and | High 20 27 12 | 308 | 15 | 37.5 5 278 | 52 | 304
culturalissues Med 43- 1681 | 22 [564] 19 [475 [ ¢ 50 | 93 | 544 | § 3
Low 1 [ 149 5 [128] 6 | 15 | 4 [ 222 | 26 [152] &| ©
7 | Lack of conducive | High 19 | 25.7 5 128 | 14 35 4 11.1 | 42 | 24.6
work environment Med | 47 |7635| 24 | 615 21 |525| 12 | 667 | 104 | 08| 8| R
Low 8 [108] 10 [256| 5 |125| 2 | 222 | 25 [ 1481 ©| ©
8 | Fear of failure High 21 | 284 | 12 |308] 16 40 6 333 | 55 | 322
Med 30 [0 Mg o0 | 50 ([ & [ '335 | 73 | 427 AR
Low 23 |31 10 [256| 4 | 10 ] 6 | 33343 1] "™|°

According fo Table 22, lack of previous experience and adeqguate understanding of
BPR principles; resistance to change: and lack of benchmark partners and world class
best practices were considered as high challenges by more than 40% cf the
respondents. On the other hand, the level to which lack of necessary resources; lack of
required skills and competence; organizational and cultural issues; lack of conducive
work environment; and fear of failure were considered as challenges was medium by a

majority of respondents across the organizations.
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A comparison among the preferences or distribution of priority of these challenges in
the organizations using a chi-square test showed that there is a significant difference
only for item No. 4 where 30.8% of the respondents from the MoCB rated lack of
resources as low or a minor problem while only less than 10% form each of the remaining
institutions viewed the challenge as minor or low. The calculated x2 value 18.852
exceeds the table value 9.4877 with degree of freedom 4 and a - level 0.05. This shows
that there are fewer resources Gvailoble in the three institutions as compared to the
MoCB.

As BPR requires fundamental changes in different aspects, it always faces different
- problems. Leaders were asked to identify the major problems they encountered in the
process. Among the problems they mentioned are: it took more time than expected,
there were problems of producing whacko ideas, and some team members left their
organizations in the middle of the course. These problems are manifestations of the Crisis
of assigning best people that are committed to the effort and who can think out of the
box. Besides the problems the leaders mentioned, some common problems were
observed through the study in the case organizations. The major ones include: poor art
of selling the change; lack of sustained management commitment and leadership;
overlooking people issue; lack of adequate training before launching the project to
both the tfeam members and other employees; inadequate attention to stakeholders;

and poor attempt to minimize threats of down sizing.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter deals with the summary of major findings of the study, the conclusion
drawn upon the major findings and recommendations that are based on the

conclusions arrived at.
5.1. Summary

This study was conducted aiming at assessing the status and practices of BPR in the
selected four public institutions. To do so, the following specific objectives were set:
1. Checking if the necessary preparations were made to show the reasons of
change and communicate the performance gap;
2. Assessing the organizational capability in terms of planning and readiness:
3. Identifying strategies in place and methodologies employed;
Examining if people in BPR governance structures .were acquainted with the
necessary qualities;
5. Exploring if appropriate techniques were used to identify, prioritize and redesign
the new process;
6. Examining employees’ reactions to BPR vis-&-vis their leaders' management; and
/7. Exploring the availability of success factors, challenges, strengths and

weaknesses.

The following basic questions were the corner stones to obtain the necessary
information.
I. How adequately prepared and ready are the organization to carryout the BPR
projecte
2. What strategies were in place and methodologies employed?
3. To what extent did the organizations applied the appropriate criteria to establish
the BPR governance structure?
4. What is the attitude and reaction of employees towards BPR and how do their

leaders manage the reaction?
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5. To what extent do success factors and challenges exist in the organizations?
6. What were the major strengths and weaknesses of the organizations while

running the BPR project?

Taking the fact that infroducing BPR in any organization is difficult and full of risks,
examining the practice of some institutions can significantly help the organizations
themselves and/or other concerned bodies to compare what should be done in

principle and what actually is happening in the field.

In an attempt to answer the above basic research questions, a descriptive survey
method was preferred to serve the purpose. Data were gathered using questionnaires
developed based on the review of the related literature. Interviews that were held with
BPR leaders or their representatives, focus group discussions conducted with some
employees in each organization and checklists filled with the aim of verifying the
performance of some activities were also instruments used to gather data. Out of 205
questionnaire papers distributed 171(83.4%) were filled out and returned. The data
gathered were analyzed using frequency counts, -percentages, mean value
comparisons, and the Chi- square Test to verify whether there are significant differences
in the distribution of responses between or among the respondents of the organizations

under study. The major findings of the study are summarized as follows:

Characteristics of Respondents
As to the findings of the study, there are only a few numbers of women in the middle
and top management levels of the organizations under study. The majority of the
respondents in each organization belong to the age group 30-39. Concerning the work
experience of employees, more than 50% have been serving in different institutions for
more than 15 years. The organizations’ efforts to attract young people were found poor.

Education wise, most of them (70.1%) have at least first degree.
In terms of roles, 26.3% of the respondents serve as members of different teams. More

than one-fifth of the respondents didn't attend any training relevant to BPR, 38.6%

attended trainings for a few days as short as less than a weak.
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Findings on the Main Features of BPR
Concerning the Purposes of BPR

a. Neither of the purposes listed was given high priority by more than 50% of the
respondents. However, 43.3-50% of them across the organizations have given high
priority tfo satisfying customers' needs and expectations; budget and personnel
reduction; consolidating fragmented functions; eliminating unnecessary work levels;
and dramatic improvement in type, cost quality and timeliness of services.

b. There is no significant difference observed in perception of the purposes of BPR

among respondents of the four organizations as evidenced by the Chi-square test.

Concerning Organizational Readiness

a. Peoples' recognition of the need for BPR: their understanding of its nature and
principles; their awareness of the multi-dimensional changes that often follow BPR;
and the organizations' effort to minimize mistrust of downsizing were rated as poor
with mean values ranging between 2.57 and 2.97.

b. The organizations' status of placing high values to serving customers; their level of
understanding the needs, expectations and concerns of their customers were rated
as fair with mean values ranging between 3.08 and 3.28.

c. A significant difference was observed in the distribution of preferences in terms of
employees’ awareness of the multi-dimensional changes which follow BPR and the
organizations' performance gap analysis between the educational institutions and
the capacity building institutions. A non parametric Chi-square test showed that
there was better awareness of the change in the capacity building institutions and

better performance gap analysis in the educational institutions.

Concerning BPR Methodology and Strategy
a. The organizations under study followed the same methodology: planning and
preparation for BPR; analyzing and mapping the current processes; redesigning new
processes; and implementing the redesigned processes.
b. the strategies these organizations followed include gaining organization wide
commitment, arranging frequent training programs, assigning best people in BPR
teams, using participatory approach (involving more people in different activities),

giving orientation at each level, assessing customers' needs and expectations,
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benchmarking best practices, and facilitating access to sufficient resources.
However, the study showed that most of these strategies weren't employed
effectively.

Concerning Preparation Activities

a. people considered the vision of their respective organizations as some what satisfying
the necessary qudlities; the goals and the objectives set were linked to the vision
and focus on outcomes important to customers. They have also demonstrated that
the objectives of these organizations are achievable.

b. people's knowledge and understanding of the vision; their recognition of the
reengineering effort as a means to realize the vision; and their commitment to the
vision were rated as some what poor with mean values ranging between 2.51 & 3.0.

c. the study revealed the existence of performance gap in each organization with

mean values ranging between 3.16 and 3.78.

o}

. leadership problems were observed in terms of leaders' change communication
efforts as well as the visibility and passion of senior managers to realize BPR with
mean values less than 3.0 in most of the cases.

e. respondents have demonstrated that the team mermbers lack such qualities as
diversified background, commitment, adopting easily to changing circumstances,
working in synergy under pressure and stress, a passion to do things differently.
However, the team members' ability to challenge long standing assumptions and
their empowerment were rated as fair with mean values 3.0 in the MoCB.

f.  the leaders’ effort to deal with the concerns of people and the way they used to

present the problems were rated as poor in all cases with mean values less than 3.0.

Producing sound reasons for the change was some what good in the MoCB and the

AREB but some what poor in the remaining two organizations.

On Process Description, Mapping and Redesigning
a. The design teams' deeper understanding of the current processes was rated as fair
with mean values between 3.02 and 3.38 in three organizations, but some what poor
(mean= 2.92) in BoCB. How ever, the teams' ability to understand the problem areas
that need improvement was rated as fair (mean > 3.0) in MoCB and AREB and some

what poor in the remaining two organizations.
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b. The clarity of the map of the current process to show the problems that need
improvement; the components and chains of activities; and the expected changes
was rated as fair in the case of MoCB with mean values ranging between 3.07 and
3.21. But it was rated as some what poor to have such qudlities in the other
institutions with mean values less than 3.0 in most cases.

c. Recognition of customers' and stakeholders' needs to select and prioritize the
candidate processes for reengineering was rated poor (mean value < 3.0) in all the
organizations; efficient use of resources in three organizations and yielding quick
results in two organizations. Thus, the organizations didn't strictly follow the criteria of
selecting and prioritizing candidate processes for BPR.

d. the possibility of realizing the organization's vision, satisfying customers' needs and
providing high quality service through the newly designed processes was rated as
fair with mean values ranging between 3.28 and 3.48 in the MoCB but some what
poor in the ARCBB.

e. With regards fo the necessary changes for the new process, job description, skill
requirements and faciliies were rated as fair (mean values > 3.0) in both
organizations; organization structure and monogemén’r system fair in MoCB and
poor in BoCB; and the effort exerted towards compensation and reward system was

not supported in both cases.

Concerning Attitude

a. Most respondents agreed with opinions stated negatively and equivalently
demonstrated their disagreement with opinions stated positively about BPR. BPR is
hidden agenda of down sizing; and is dangerous and inhuman (MoE, MoCB,
ARCBB), unnecessary and unworkable; unfair; not moving as intended (MoE,
ARCBB), enables effective and efficient service; initiated at the appropriate time;
on the right frack of progress (MoCB). Hence, it seems that people in the MoCB
better support BPR.

b. Respondents in the AREB rated all items with mean values less than 3.0. They
favored neither the positive nor the negative attitudes. It seems that their past

experience with reform activities made them pessimists.
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c. There is a strong relationship between attitude and role (involvement in BPR
governance structure). People involved in different roles of the BPR governance
structure favored while others disfavored BPR as evidenced by the Chi-square test
with calculated values ranging between 20.544 and 52.75 which exceed the table

value 5.991 with degree of freedom 2 and 0.05 significant level.

Concerning Implementation

. Only two institutions, MoCB and ARCBB had implemented the change. The others

haven't yet reached this phase.

Respondents from the MoCB rated the implementation related activities of their

organizations as fair with mean values ranging between 3.03 and 3.4%9. On the other

hand, respondents from the ARCBB rated the items listed as being performed poor
with mean values less than 3.0, except the availability of resources. This shows that
there is a problem in implementing the new processes in this organization.

. There were no severe problems in resources, competence, training, planning or
leadership. The level of the problems was rated as medium by more than 50% of the
respondents in each case.

. There was no significant difference observed in the proportion of rating the problems

between the respondents of the two organizations.

Concerning Success Factors and Challenges

. None of the success factors listed was found as high as required. The majority of
respondents rated the availability of these factors as medium.

. Effective communication as an important success factor was rated low by more
than 50% of the respondents in three organizations (except the MoCB)

. The comparison of priority preferences among the respondents of the four
organizations showed no significant difference except for the case of composition
and commitment of design teams. It was rated low by a significant proportion of
respondents, 40.5% and 44.4% in the MoEd and the ARCBB, respectively.

. Lack of previous experience, adequate understanding of BPR principles, benchmark

partners and world class practice, as well as the necessary skill and competence on
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one hand and resistance of change on the other hand were considered as
challenges by more than 40% of the respondents across the organizations.

e. Inrating the challenges there was a significant difference regarding resources. 30.8%
of the respondents considered the challenge as low or minor in the MoCB, while 4.1-

11.1% from the other organizations.

On Strengths and Weaknesses of the Organizations
The political commitment for providing customer oriented service is the maijor strength
of the organizations. On the other hand, the BPR's consumption of time beyond
expectation; producing Whacko ideas; communicating the change before the
“infroduction of BPR and while it is on progress; lack of sustained management
commitment and effective leadership; an attempt to reengineer all processes

simultaneously (in the case of MoEd) were the weaknesses observed.
5.2. Conclusion

In light of the above findings of the study, the following. conclusion can be stated.
Business Process Reengineering involves comprehensive changes not only to core and
sub processes, but also to management and support structures: to people, to
technology and infrastructure; and even to policies and regulations. Thus, this process of
change should be managed properly and carefully. The study had finally come up wifh

the following conclusions:

a. People in the organizations were not clear with the purposes; not aware of the
principles, multi dimensional changes, as well as the benefits of BPR. The effort
exerted fo conduct frainings to infroduce the change or to show the features of the
new world of work was not satisfactory. Organizational consensus, one of the most
important success factors, was not sufficiently build. Although, strong and
indomitable leadership of the top management is the first, and by far, the most
crifical readiness factor, in the organizations under study the visibility and personal
involvement of the senior executives was not as high as required. With these points
mentioned, it can be concluded that BPR was initiated in the organizations with out

thorough planning of the activities and adequate readiness of people.
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b. People assigned to run the projects were viewed by employees in their
organizations as not having the necessary qualities like mapping and designing skills,
commitment, persistence, and challenging deep rooted assumptions. People didn't
appreciate the mappings of the current processes in terms of clarity to show
relationships between/among jobs and areas of improvement; the adequacy of the
attention given to stake holders; and the ability of the redesigned processes to give
quick yields. Thus, the organizations effort to use the necessary criteria to form the
BPR governance structure; to analyze and map the previous processes; and to

prioritize and redesign the new ones didn't meet the requirements.

c. Successful change in organizations requires developing positive attitudes in
advance towards it. However, it was found out that the attempt made to address
the concerns and problems of people or to change their mindsets were not enough
as far as BPR is concerned. This neglected people’s side led to developing negative
attitude towards BPR. Employees did not recognize BPR as a way to bridge the
performance gap in their organizations and as the only means to efficient and
effective service. They rather considered it as a hidden agenda of downsizing. Thus,
it can be said that there was poor art of selling the change especially in the MoE,
AREB and ARCBB.

5.3 Recommendations

Based up on the above conclusion of the study, the following recommendations were

made to enhance the organizations' ability to more effectively uphold their efforts.

1. Organizing visionary workshops and trainings- Business Process Reengineering
requires a fundamental change in organizational structures, work cultures and
mindsets of people to admit change it self. Without this, it becomes difficult f‘ro
change processes to the desired qualities. Hence a series of visionary workshops
should be organized to clearly show the necessity of the change and its targets.
Senior managers in each organization should provide a constant flow of

information throughout the organization regarding the expectations, the
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successes, the progress, and employees’ issues. Trainings could be organized at

three levels:

e Level one- General Orientation: designed for all members of the organization,
including senior officials. The contents of the training should cover the
rationale, vision, objectives, expected benefits, over view of the processes
and explanations on how the quality and the progress of the work will be
measured.

o Level two- specially designed tfraining for team members which is directed to
people assigned to different teams responsible for performing ihe related
tasks of BPR. It should cover topics dealing with analyzing, mapping and
designing processes; on how to manage changes and use work plans.

e Level three- trainings aimed at end-users of processes. Such trainings require
better considerations and should be highly specialized as they are infended
to those employees on how to use the new process while implementing them.
How to apply the new process, why it functions that way, what cultural
changes are expected, how the reward and measurement systems of the
new world of work are managed should be the focus points of the training.
Such ftrainings can help sufficiently build organizational consensus and
minimize mistrust in the organization.

Prepare a formal team charter- In order to lead the change effectively and use

the resources, including human, efficiently, there should be a formal BPR team

charter prepared by BPR leaders in collaboration with the team members. The
document should clearly show the mission and the objectives of the team, and

the estimated fime to complete the project in each of the organizations.

. Establish resource and help centers- the MoCB should establish a national level
resource center that can serve as a point of dissemination of BPR best practices,
facilitating expert advisory services, and a repository of publications and related
case studies of successful BPR implementations. Besides this, the other
organizations under study should establish help centers equipped with the
necessary materials, information and appropriate people, where matters of BPR

could be openly discussed. People need their problems heard and their
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concerns addressed. They need to know why they are engaged in the change,
they want to have better understanding of the degree of the change needed,
the best approach to adopt, etc. Employees can raise questions about the
processes, about their futures or any other related issues. Thus, group discussions,
face-to-face (individual) discussions or debates that promote the importance of
BPR could be organized in the centers to enable them show their concerns and

reflect their opinions.

. Work jointly with higher education and management institutions-Business Process
Reengineering is a newly intfroduced tool to the Ethiopian public institutions. The
institutions lack the necessary skill and competence to lead and manage the
change. The demanding nature of reengineering requires them of working jointly
with different management institutes and universities in the areas of trainings,
researches and change management techniques. Thus the MoCB and the
ARCBB should facilitate conditions under which the organizations at their
respective levels can work jointly with such educational institutes and invite

people carry out further research undertakings.
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Questionnaires to be filled by Steering Committee, Design Team members, Czars, and Employees

Business Process Reengineering, as a tool of the Civil Service Reform Program is being
under way in different Federal and Regional Public Service Institutions. This guestionnaire
is designed to gather information on the status and practices of organizations
undertaking BPR. The information gathered from the field and document review will

ANNEX A
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

have a paramount importance to draw lessons from the exercise.

The purpose of the study is purely academic that will have no any negative effect on
you as an individual or on your organization. The effectiveness of the study depends on
your genuine and frank response which will be kept confidential I, therefore, request you

to fill the questionnaire honestly and responsibly.

N.B.
* No need to write your name
= Please mark your response with" X" mark

= For those questions requiring your opinion, use the space provided
Thank you in advance for your cooperation!

Section 1: Personal Information

1.1.

Name of your organization
Your post in the organization

Yourrole in BPR Steering Committee _ DesignTeam ___ Czar___
Process Owner ___ Norole
. Sex Male Female
Age category: Below 20 20-29 30-39 .
40-49 50-59 60 and above
3. Educadtional level:
Grade 12 or below certificate holder 10+l 10+l
1242 12+3 Diploma B.A./B.Sc.__ M.A./MSC
Ph.D. Other

. Work Experience in years:

In this organization In other organizations Total years

. Training attended Relevant to BPR for

Less than one week _ 1-2 weeks 3-4weeks __ 1-3months __
More than 3 months ___ No training attended _



I3

Section Il. About Readiness and Planning

2.1. Which of the following, in your opinion, are the purposes why BPR is initiated in your

organization? Please rate them in terms of priority: 1 -for low, 2 -for medium, and 3 -for high
priority. .

No Purpose Rating Scale
3 2 1

1 Customers' needs and expectations of better service

External stakeholders(the government, funding agencies etc) need and
pressure

Wide spread pressure for governmental reform

Budget and personnel reduction

M

Consolidating fragmented functions
Eliminating unnecessary work levels

Dramatic improvement of the type, cost, quality, and timeliness of ifs
services

el i bt ol [ S8

2.2. The following are some factors organizations need to examine in order to assess their
readiness for change. Please rate them as follows concerning the efforts of your
organization:

5. Very Good 4. Good 3. Fair 2. Poor . 1. Very poor

No Rating scale
‘ e 54327

-

1. Peoples' recognition of the need and understanding of the nature
of BPR in the organization.

2. People's awareness of the multidimensional changes in terms of
process, jobs, organizational structure, responsibilities, etc that will
take place because of BPR

The organization's status in placing high value of serving customers
4. | The organization’s level of understanding customer's current and
anficipated needs, expectations, concerns and priorities

5, The organization's effort to minimize mistrust and doubt that often
follow a program of downsizing or restructuring.

6. | The organization’s analysis of performance gap- the gap between
what is being done and what has to be done in the future.

w




2.3 The following is a widely accepted methodology for BPR projects. Has your organization
employed this methodology?2 (Only for team members)

(%]
No Activity 22 =3
o c
T X
1. Planning and preparation for BPR (building teams, identifying customer driven
objectives, developing strategic goals) )
2. Mapping and analyzing AS-IS process (Understanding the current process,

creating and documenting activities, identifying the amount of time each
activity takes and its cost)

3. Designing TO-BE process (developing alternatives satisfying the strategic
goals, benchmarking with best practices, identifying potential improvement
opportunities)

4. Implementing the reengineered process (existence of a comprehensive
implementation plan, identification of potential barriers, communication)

2.4, Here below are listed some activities regarding creating vision and godals, idenlifying change
opportunities, staffing the BPR project and communicating the vision which play important
role for the success of the effort. Please rate the following as follows with regards to your
organization:

5. I strongly agree 4.1 some what agree
3. Not Determined 2.1 some what disagree l.Istrongly disagree
Rating Scale
No Issues 5413|121
1. The vision

is redlistic and achievable

creates value to stakeholders and customers

creates a sense of collective ownership

is a passionate view of the future ‘

2. People in the organization | ONLY FOR EMPLOYEES NOT WORKING IN BPR TEAMS)

know and understand the vision

see the BPR effort as a way to turn the vision into reality

have demonstrated their commitment to the vision

3. The vision and the BPR effort have the full support of the senior management

4, The goals

are developed based on facts and careful analysis of organization's
performance

are linked 1o the vision

focus on outcomes important to customers and stakeholders

5. The objectives are realistically achievable and stated in measurable terms as
cost, quality, and time
6. Tasks In the organization

are scattered among various departments

can be performed faster and more smoothly with fewer resources if
consolidated

7. There is repetition of work and duplication of data. Some works are being dene
unnecessarily for the sake of administrative requirements.




There is a performance gap that can be expressed in terms of quality, cost,
time etc. between customers' needs and current performance of selected
processes

The Leader

is strongly committed to BPR

possesses the title and authority necessary to run the BPR project

is prepared to commit both the organizational resources and personal
attention

demonstrates his concern by personal involvement and support at all stages

Continually communicates the purpose and goal of BPR to customers,
stakeholders and staff

The leader and top executives truly understand

the nature and principles of BPR

the need for their personal attentions and involvement

Senior managers

share the leaders enthusiasm for BPR

reinforce their commitment of the vision and the change effort by maintaining
high visibility

The design teams are organized by members [ only for employees not working in

BPR

teams)

of diversified background and experience

who possess appropriate skills and attifudes

that are committed to the effort

who can openly and honestly challenge long standing assumptions and
management doctrines

who can adopt easily to changing circumstances

who can work in synergy under pressure and stress

having the passion to do things differently

who are empowered and have the mandate for change

The process owners have

a thorough understanding of the processes

a good relationship with people involved in the process

In communicating the change, the leaders have

given sound reason for the change

set forum for voicing employees' concerns

used simple (clear) way of presentation that enables people understand

presented the problem frankly and openly

The base lining clearly shows where the organization is in terms of performance
(work volume, cycle time, sporting relationships...)

The best practices benchmarked are appropriate and tailored to the
organization.

Performance targets established are

consistent with the BPR vision and strategies

measurable and represent quantum results

Do you have some thing to say about the readiness and planning of your organization for BPR?2




following points are important in this regard. How do you rate them in your organization?

ll. Process Description, Mapping and Redesigning

(ONLY FOR EMPLOYEES THAT ARE NOT INVOLVED IN DIFFERENT TEAMS)

Organizations need to understand the current processes in order to redesign new ones. The

5. Very Good 4, Good 3. Fair 2. Poor 1. Very Poor

No.

Points to be considered

Rating Scale k_
51413 (2|1

The design teams' deeper understanding of

the current processes

problem areas that need to be improved

The clarity of the map of the current process to show

roblem areas and non-value adding activities

the components, boundaries, connections and interrelationships between
core processes

complete chain of related activities in the organization

baselines from which to measure improvements

what will be changed and who wil be affected by the change

The processes to be reengineered are selected and prioritized

based on customers’ and stakeholders' needs

in a way to use available resources effectively

to yield results quickly

Elaboration of the difference between the old and the new designs and the

potential benefits of the new design are expressed in terms of quality, cost,
time, efc...

The redesigned (TO-BE) processes will

Enable the organization fulfill its vision and goals

Satisfy customer and stakeholder needs

Reduce cost and provide high quality service

Identification of necessary changes for the new process in

Organizational structure and management system

Job description and skill requirements

Compensation and reward systems

Facilities (technology and others)

Have you faced some problems at this stage® Please list them

Do you have some additional points
mapping?

you want to raise concerning process description and




4.1 To what level are each of the fol

IV. Action Stage

lowing activities performed in your organization in order to

ensure successful implementation of the reengineered processes? Please rate them as follows:

5. Very Good 4, Good 3. Fair 2. poor 1. Very poor

No

Rating scale

Activities 5] 4

3

21

Full discussion of employees questions and concems

Evaluation of the impact of the new process on customers, employees and
other stakeholders

Expressing the benefits of the designed process in terms of quality, cost,
speed, accuracy, etc.,

Availability of the necessary infrastructure, procedures, systems, structures
for the new process

Presence of the necessary leadership for implementation.

The organizations effort to provide fraining to its staff, managers and
executives to prepare them for the new roles and responsibilities

Identification and prioritization of potential implementation
barriers, organizational and cultural issues

Devising ways of overcoming the potential problems identified

=

The leaders’ attempt to

Directly address common objections to change

Explain why change is necessary, workable and beneficial

Provide opportunities for employees to voice their feedbacks

Make commitment to assist employees in the transition

Establishment of measurement systems and performance goals to check
the progress of BPR

Identification of the new tasks, roles, responsibiliies and reporting
relationships

The implementation plan’s level of identifying all tasks, time frames, needed
resources.

The availability of the necessary resources and competence to implement

the new processes.

4.2 What are the maijor problems your organization faced during implementation?
Please level them

No. Problem Low Medium High

] Lack of resources N
2, Lack of competence o
3. Lack of training

4 Poor planning .

o Poor leadership

Other problem(s) if any

If you have some additional points about the implementation of BPR in your organization




V. About Employees’ Attitude

Which of the following best describes your opinion about BPR? Please level according to:

5. I strongly agree 4.1 some what agree 3. Not Determined

2.1 some what disagree 1. |strongly disagree

No - Rating scale
Opinion 21321
1. Customers and stakeholders are satisfied with the current performance of
the organization. No need to fix the unbroken
2. I don't have the competence BPR requires since it creates high work load
and burden.
3. BPR is a hidden agenda of downsizing. | am threatened and uncertain
because of lay-offs.
4, Such a radical change is dangerous and inhuman. It has more harm than
good.
5, BPR is unnecessary and unworkable in our context
6. BPR is unfair. Because it doesn't take our work experience and contributions
to the organization and to our country in to consideration. D
7. Despite minor achievements, the effort is not moving as intended. It will not
succeed
8. BPR enables effective and efficient service. It is the only solution to our
problems.
9. BPR has a remarkable benefit to me personally and to my organization as a
whole.
10. | BPR s initiated at the appropriate time in our organization

11.

The BPR effort is on its right frack despite some challenges. It will succeed.

Some other opinions of your self on BPR, if any




VI. Challenges and Success Factors

There are different challenges and success factors identified in carrying out BPR efforts. Please
rate the following as low, medium or high as far as your organization is concerned.
6.1. Success factors

Rating
No. Factors High | Medium | Low

1. Continuous involvement of senior managers

2. Strength and commitment of people leading the change

Top management is not replaced during BPR and exercise strong
leadership

Clear vision and consensus about the change

Involvement of key stakeholders at each level

Proven BPR methodology

Effective change management

Effective communication at each level

Good composition and commitment of reengineering team

w

2O 00N (Cn

6.2, Challenges

No ‘ Rating
Factors High | Medium | Low

1. | Lack of previous experience and adequate understanding of BPR
principles

Resistance to change

Lack of benchmark partners and world class best practices

Lack of necessary resources (human, material, financial)

Lack of the necessary skils and competence

Organizational and cultural issues

Lack of conducive work environment

Fear of failure

IR SIEN SIS

What final comments and recommendations do you have for the BPR effort in your organization?
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ACTIVITY CHECK LIST

ACTIVITY TO BE PERFORMED

YES

NO

RE
MA
RK

Organization wide and process specific vision developed

Tangible goals and objectives developed based upon the vision

Reengineering opportunities are identified and prioritized

BPR czar, design team, and process owner are assigned

W |—

Design team members are trained in process analysis and
reengineering tfechniques

BPR communication program developed, message delivered, and
communication effectiveness assessed

BPR infrastructure established, work plan for each specific project
prepared, and conducive work environment created

Sound BPR methodology developed, tailored to the organization and
used for managing the change

Base lining, determining where the organization is in terms of
performance, is performed

Benchmarking the performance of core processes against internal or
external best practices performed

11

Core processes have been defined and mapped

12

New targets for BPR that can produce quantum gains established,
visualized, designed and mapped

New measurement methods analyzed and selected:; and performance
indicators developed for the new process

14

Short-term opportunities identified and prioritized

15

Projects are selected for pilot testing and pilot testing conducted

16

IT support for BPR process created

17

Final readiness assessment for implementation conducted

18

Employees are briefed o prepare them for implementation

19

Potential implementation barriers are identified and ways of
overcoming them designed

20

Final implementation plan that shows events, timing, prerequisites,
resources, responsibilities, etc. developed
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Interview Guide for BPR Leaders of Organizations

BPR, as a tool of the Civil Service Reform Program, is under its way in different
Federal and Regional public service institutions. This study is designed to assess
the practice and status of BPR in your organization. Your genuine response
contributes much to the study.

Thank you in advance for your time and cooperativeness.

1.
2,
3.

Why BPR in your organization? its purpose and rationale

What strategies are in place?

What methodologies are being employed to run the BPR projecte What
success factors are there in your organization?

What are the strengths and weaknesses of the organization in the BPR
effort?

Is there clearly manifested resistance in the organization towards BPR?
How are you managing it, if there is2



ANNEX D

Group Discussion Guide
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