AN ASSESSMENT OF BUSINESS PROCESS
REENGINEERING IMPLEMENTATION IN WATER
WORKS CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISE

BY: MITSELAL GEBRE GEBRETSADIK

ADISSERTATION SUBMITED TO THE UNIVERSITY
OF INDIRA GANDHI NATIONAL OPEN UNIVRSITY IN
PARTIAL FULFILMENT FOR THE DEGREE OF
MASTERSIN PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

APRIL 2014
ADDIS ABABA, ETHIOPIA



An Assessment of Business Process Reengineering
| mplementation in Water Works Construction Enterprise

By: Mitselal Gebre Gebretsadik
Enrolment No. 109100843

A dissertation submitted to the University of Indira Gandhi National

Open University, in Partial Fulfilment for the Degree of Masters in
Public Administration

Advisor: Ato Elias Berhanu

April 2014
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia



CHAPTER ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

The Water Works Construction Enterprise (WWCE) istate owned enterprise under the
Ministry of Water Resources and Energy of the FaldBeemocratic Republic of Ethiopia.
The enterprise’s mission is to deliver qualityeetfve, and efficient services to its customers
in the construction of dams, irrigation and dramagetworks, water supply and sewerage
networks, construction of roads and buildings, lamclamation, river diversions, deep well
drillings, hydro power plants, and to manufacturel alistribute different kinds of pipes
necessary for its activities. WWCE's vision is tecbme a leading preferred construction
enterprise in East Africa, especially in dam andgétion development, hydropower

construction, dry port, road and other constructiotivities by 2022.

Over the past eight decades, WWCE has evolved ghronany forms of organizational
structure. In the late 1940s Water Resource Agevas established under the then Ministry
of Public Works of the Ethiopian government andhia 1950s, with America’s ‘Point Four’
aid program, rural water development operation seasup to drill water wells in rural areas.
Under the same aid program the Blue Nile Basinystuas initiated and a hydrology section
was established as second area of the water s&berural water well drilling section of the
agency, with few drilling machines, was carryind water well drilling activities in the rural
areas of the country while the hydrology sectios wanducting river basin studies.

From 1975 to 1994 the organization went throughedes of reorganizations under
government ministries and commission. In1994 wistate owned enterprises were
reorganized, the task of rural water supply wagghted to Regional Governments, and the
Water Works Constructions Enterprise (WWCE) wagstblished as a state-owned major
construction enterprise. Since its establishmen\WW®¥ has been operating as an

autonomous public enterprise, in a market orieetahomic environment.

As a state owned enterprise, WWCE’s main clientldeen primarily the federal government
and most of the projects so far have been on wdatersion and irrigation development, dam
construction, and construction of supporting inftasture. Ethiopia, with a total area of
about 1.13 million km2, has an estimated 55 millfmttare of arable land with 10 million

hectare suitable for irrigation (Ministry of Wat&esources, 2002). Not surprisingly, the
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Ethiopian government has made water resource dawelot strategy as one of the key
components of its development strategy, which haantnthe development of irrigation dams
and utilization of underground water, among otlhéngs. To this end, the Ministry of Water
Resources and Energy, for instance, has identii&irrigation potential sites on the major
river basins which puts the total potential irriggatand in Ethiopia to 3.7 million hectares, as
part of Ethiopia’s water resource development sgat The Government of Ethiopia has also
put a plan to double the land under irrigation fra60,000 hectares in 2002 to more than
400,000 hectares by 2016 (Ministry of Water Resesir002). The government has backed
up its plan with considerable resource to irrigatamnd hydropower dams over the past two
decades, which has expanded the demand for cotisirservices several folds. As a result,
WWCE's operation has expanded several folds prignahie to the growing number of
government projects of irrigation and land recldorgt dams, inland ports, and roads.
Between 2002 and 2012 fiscal years, for instariee ghterprise’s employees have increased
by eight fold, from 1206 to 9669 permanent and i@mit employees. Similarly the
enterprise’dudget has grown from a mere 10 million birr fiscal yeaidget in 2002 to more
than 3 billion birr in 2012. Currently, the entdge has deployed more than 400 different

kinds of construction machineries on its projetgssi

Among the enterprise’s major on-going projects #re Tendho and Kesem dam and
irrigation development projectsunder constructiboast of 5.4 billion birr to irrigate 80,000
hectares of land; the Ribb dam and irrigation dgwelent project under construction at a cost
of 1.4 billion birr to enable local farmers irriga20,000 hectares of land; the Gidabo dam and
irrigation development project under constructionenable local farmers develop 11,000
hectares through; and the Kuraz sugar developmedt @mo river diversion projects.
Recently, the enterprise has completed Semera Bnty lglojo Dry port, and Fincha sugary

factory expansion project.

The increasing investment in construction has kEmmmpanied by growing demand from
customers for bettequality, efficiency, and effectivenessin the delivery of construction
services. A recent example of such demand was ¥dreign financers had to put additional
conditions in one of WWCE's water supply projecthe Gefersa Water Supply
Rehabilitation Project, conditions that were notha initial bid document. Although WWCE
won the bid, the European Union, the financer ef pinoject, demanded that WWCE meet

ISO and other internationally accepted standardirements.



WWCE has the biggest market share in the construaif irrigation dams and deep well
water drilling in Ethiopia which makes it one ofetteaders in the construction industry in
Ethiopia. The vision of WWCE is to become a leadimgferred construction enterprise in
East Africa, especially in dam and irrigation deyaghent, hydropower construction, dry port,

road and other construction activities by 2022.

Currently, WWCE is managed by board of managemedtits day to day operations are
managed by a chief executive officer (Annex 1). Huard is composed of the Minister of
Water, Irrigation and Energy,Board Chairman; w#becial Advisor to the President;
Director of National Lottery Administration; StatMinister of Government Finance
Administration Control in the Ministry of FinancBureau Head of Oromya Water, Mineral

and Energy; and Director of Water Supply Sanitafarectorate serving as members.
Boards Authority and Responsibility as defined bgdlamation No. 25/1992 include:

 Make decisions on all policy matters with the exmap that has to be
presented to the supervisory Authority.

» Hire the enterprises’ General Manager, and settiegmanager’s salary and
allowances.

* Approve the hiring, placement and termination ofnagement members
under the direct supervision of the general managewell as approving their
salaries and allowances.

e Approve long and short term plans, budgets, andrrial bylaw of the
enterprise.

» Approve long term loans and credits of the entsgpri

* Approve the sales of less important resourceseétiterprise

* Oversee the accounts and resources of the enterpris

» Present Auditor’s financial reports and performareggorts to the supervisory
authority of the enterprise,

* Propose the increase or decrease of the enterpéstal.

» Develop an integrated result oriented businessgssopolicy.

Thus, the board has a broad range of decision makithority over the enterprise’s over all
activities and future plans. The board is suppdeedubld regular meetings once a month, to

oversee the performance of the organization.



The day to day operations of WWCE is managed bydpenanagement of the enterprise
with the leadership of the chief executive offidero deputy executive officers, and ten

business processes listed below:

Planning, monitoring and Evaluation market potion process,
Communication Affairs process,
Informant Technology process,

Legal Service Process

Change Management Process seen on the organaadtructure.
Supply & Property Administration Process

1
2
3
4
5. Corporate Ethics & Grievance Process
6
7
8 Finance Process

9

Human Resource Management & Development Prdegssutive officer/ and
10. Construction Core process

The chief executive officer runs the organizationl avorks as the bridge between the board

of management and the organization.

With the expanding market share, the rising nunab@mployees, the variety of machineries
and equipment deployed WWCE has been increasingedf with organizational,
managerial, and technical challenges in managidgcampleting mega projects in the water
development sector. The problem has been compouhgiethe enterprise’s inadequate
information technology (IT) infrastructure and mmal use of IT in its business processes.
Currently, WWCE does not have a web site, it does mave intranet for internal
communication among management and employees, tashges not have email services.
WWCE collects its daily, weekly and monthly reptimough radio messages or by means of

fax. There are few projects that have startedhd seports via email messages.

The study, design, and implementation of Busingsgd3s Reengineering has been carried
out at WWCE over the past seven years to enhare@ranization’s competitiveness in
order to become the leader in the water resouresglgpment sector. The author, will
examine the BPR implementation at WWCE and theesscor failure factors attributable the

organizations BPR implementation experience.



1.1. Background of the study

The WWCE has embarked to bring about performan@ngd through business process
reengineering (BPR) since 2006. The decision tthgough BPR was initiated by the board
of management of WWCE in line with government’sippland direction to improve civil
service through Business process reengineering \BPiRthermore, BPR was viewed as
necessary for WWCE because previously the orgaoirdtad attempted to apply Process
Improvement to bring about change without succed$e stated goals ofWWCE in

introducing BPRwereexpandhg_ its capacity to handle complex projects; shongmwlelivery

time of projects; and increiag its market share in the construction industry tiniépia.

Before the start of study to implement BPR, trajnivas given to WWCE’'s management and
to those who were going to serve as team membéheistudy and implementation of BPR.
The trainees were selected by the top managemdnbyadepartment heads of the Business
Improvement. Through an open bid process to hinsaitants Pro-impact, a local consulting
firm, won the contact to guide the BPR team inghely and design of BPR. Payment for
the consulting services was to be paid in threesgdiafirst instalment when the consultants
produce the*AS IS’ document; second instalment when tHEO BE” document was
produced; and third and final instalment when tiRBdesigning phase is completed and
ready for implementation. A core process team feased from those who took the training
and the study was launched in late 2006. Duringcthase of the study and design of BPR,
the BPR study team with the guidance of the coaststtried to apply almost all the BPR
principles and methodologies. The team starteddoyesssing the question of why BPR study
was needed, analysed tA8 ISwork process of the organization, and at the désigstage
the TO BEwork process was developed. Few positions wermimdited, while new

management positions were introduced in the managestructure.

The study and the design of the new process hahta&veral turns before it was finally
introduced in 2009, at the insistence of the badrchanagement. During the course of the
study the deputy general manager who was providimport and leadership for the study
team and the department head of public relatiorts larsiness development, who was in
charge of documenting the study process, left W\&&vihg the BPR study without anyone

in charge.

Before the full scale implementation of the newigiesa pilot test was supposed to be

carried out to make sure that new work process design worksoihyoand to make any
5



corrections that would arise during the pilot tégiis phase was, however, skipped and in
December 2009, BPR was officially introduced at W&Vdirectly, primarily in response to
the board’'s pressure. At the start of the impleat@mt of the new business process the
general manager of WWCE, who had led the orgamizafor many years left the
organization and the team leader of the core psostisdy team who has been key in

documenting the new process to be introduced detive to age.

Beyond such turnovers and change of personneleatriddle of the course, the biggest
challenge of all to the study and implementationB#R at WWCE was the lack of
commitment on the part of the top management obtganization. In spite of some attempts
by the Board of Management to put their weight bdtthe study and implementation, the
top management failed to play a leading role ats&lbes. The author believes the reason
behind such reluctance to support were two foldstfFas the push to implement came from
the party in power, through the board of managemeany top management members at
WWCE who were not members of the ruling party (EFRDviewed the study and
implementation of BPR as a clear threat to thegitmm. As a result, the very management
that was supposed to lead and undertake the iniiatas absent. Consequently the role of
top management in leading the consultants andttlty $eam to conduct the study and the
design of the new work process were left to theinaevice. The only follow up that was
coming was from the Board of Management which as &ad far between. The second
reason was related to the age factor. Among threiptes of BPR is that the top management
who leads the BPR study and implementation shoeldydung, energetic and ready for
change. In the case of WWCE, however, the genemabiger was close to retirement age and
the members of the team he chose to participateerstudy, design, and implementation
were either those who were viewed as professiofratigmpetent or those who did not want

the change to take place.

So whenever the Board of Management asked abouwstdles and progress of the study and
design of the BPR, it was the consultants who tegadirectly to the Board of Management,
while the top management at WWCE stayed on the Jideanake matters worse, the core
team leader who was leading the core team duriegstidy and design of BPR retired just

six months after the BPR implementation begun.

Recent BPR implementation documents of WWCE alsowslthat there was gap of

knowledge among employees about the changes that designed to take place in the
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organization. Employees were not properly commuaitar oriented before hand to create
awareness and ownership of the project. Furthermtire documents show that the
management did not sell the vision of the changegss effectively to its employees to make
them embrace the new process. The whole proje&R& study and implementation has,
therefore, been to a bumpy start resulting in @seof changes of the course of BPR

implementation at WWCE.

Implementation of BPR started with replacing thection oriented organizational structure
to process oriented three layer organic structlibe new business process of organization
was reorganized from departments to process uhitegx I) based on the BPR study. This
was followed by the assignment of executive offiead process managers. In order to
oversee the implementation of the newly designedkwgrocess and to measure its
performance a new department was created within \EW@t the middle of the
implementation process, training was given to e process team on Balanced Score-Card
(BSC) in order to orient them how to measure thdopmance of the newly designed work

process.

Once the new business process was set in placeygathe problems experienced were the
absence of new working manuals consistent withnide business process, and out-dated
collective agreement which meant applying old wagkimanuals and procedures to the
newly applied business processes. These and rgdabbiems made the transition from the
old function oriented organizational structuretie hew one confusing at best. Based on the
impact of BPR on the organization’s performancdaspthe author believes that the efforts
put and the resources deployed to the study, designimplementation of BPR has so far
been minimal at best. While the management did officially abandoned the
implementation of BPR, it can be argued that WWGI Failed in bringing the desired
change through BPR.

While all public institutions in Ethiopia have emked on BPR projects, there are few
researches on how successfully BPRs have been rimapted. Among those available,
experiences of successful BPR implementation suigigaschange management needs to be
well underway by the time the new process is ra¢adye implemented (GAO, 1997). On the
other hand, if change management is delayed, i&rggied that building support and
momentum among the staff for implementing the newcgss would become difficult,

however good the new process might be.



Over the past seven years, planning, designingjrapttmenting changes through business
process reengineering (BPR) at the WWCE has remiambe a major challenge and priority
to its management. This research examines how WWAPRlied business process
reengineering and sheds light on some of the pnubkes related to BPR implementation plan
and managements’ commitment to and ownership ofntwve process. While WWCE has
spent considerable time as well as financial anchrtieal resources to bring about
organizational change through BPR, the impact efrtaw process in terms of achieving its
intended goals are mixed at best. In conductirgyrisearch, the author will aims to examine
why BPR implementation was not as successfat WWCE by taking stalk of the range of
activities undertaken by the organization to impeimBPR vis-a-vis what are considered as
the norms success factors to ensure a reasonah#ition to the new process. In this regard
the author will give special emphasis to the issafesianagement of human and technical

issues surrounding the implementation of the nexegss.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Several researeins on organizational changavewritten about the importance of business
process re-engineering (BPR) as a change managdownfor business organizations to
bring about efficiency and effectiveness in producinglelivering goods or services to their

customers. Since the 199@PRm as a management todiad attracted wide popularity

among progressive firms as responseth® changing economic environmesuid to the

growing internal external competition around theldioSuch transformation was claimed to

bring about increased profitability and competitiges. A study by Ranganathana and

Dhaliwal (2001) for instanceshowed that about 87% of firms surveyed the timewere
either engaged in BPR projects, or indéchtheir intention to take uBPR projects in the

next few years

This research aims to examimw WWCE attempted to implement organizational
change through BPR and whether or not the desiredhanges have been materialized.
The research emphasises on examining the ranggiatias that needed to be performed to
bring about organizational change vis-a-vis whatehbeen performed. By identifying the
gaps between the BPR implementation sequencingsiggested by Evans and others and

the actual steps followed by WWCE'’s managementatithor aims to provide case study as



to why implementing business process reengineenirtge Ethiopian public sector context

may be a challenge.
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and-its-implementationimplementationphase2Basic Research Questions

Many organizations have tried to implement BPR tond about a breakthrough

organizational transformation and Water Works Quuusion Enterprise (WWCE)is one of
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such organizations in Ethiopia. It has hired exkroonsultants; deployed managerial,
human, and financial resources to implement BPR thié goal of expanding its capacity to
handle complex projects, shortening delivery timigpmjects, and increasing its domestic
market share. While external consultants play gatatole in the design and implementation
of BPR, leadership commitment in managing changkure and communicating of the new

system to employees are critical success factod€(@997, Al-Mashari and Zairi (1999).

The researcher aims to explore how WWCE managegnbeess of BPR implementation
with particular emphasis on the steps taken to ntlagdeesmployees of WWCE own the new
process and to address the adverse effects ofdbegs on employees in order to achieve the
desired goals. To this end the researcher will stigate on whether there was an
implementation plan; whether the BPR implementatiwsas accompanied by change
management plan; and whether the top managemettieobrganization was addressing

change management issues.

M. “ ‘[Formatted: Heading 2

i jon i iseObijective of the Study

The success of BPR depends on several factors amdrigh a well thought out

implementation plan is one. This study aims to éramVWCE’s BPR implementation plan
in the light of a generally accepted processes saaddards of BPR implementation plan.
Based on the findings, this study would provideaaecstudy of how BPR implementation
plan or the lack of it can affect the success duria of BPR in bringing about the desired

changed in an organization.

141

The specific objectivessfthe-study are to:

* To investigate whether BPR implementation at WWGCiS vaccompanied by change

management plan
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» To investigate whether the organizations’ execstagdressed change management
issues such as employee’s readiness, knowledgskéherhile implementing the new
process.

» To examine whether a new business process hasrhplEmented and if the new
process is achieving the desired results in tefndelovery time, quality service and
ensuring customer satisfaction.

12
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As an industry leader in the construction and watesources development sector,

examination of how WWCE applied business procesagieering to transform itself into
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on whether or not BPR can be appropriate managetoehto bring about a more effective

and efficient of way doing business in the corgtton industry in Ethiopia.

Beyond the enterprisand the industrysuch a study can also be useful to undershama

best to implement organizational change using B®R management tool atite steps and

sequences an organization would have to followstéte owned enterprises in EthiapTdis

study would also contribute to the knowledge of agement tools to bring about

organizational change in the context of Ethiopia.
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As a case study of one state owned enterprisdirttiiags of this research with regard to the
BPR implementation would be limited to the expecenf WWCE. Hence, its contribution

to the theory of organizational change and wouldirbéed. More studies would have to be
undertaken to make broader generalization as tothsheor not business process
reengineering can be effective management toolrittgkabout organizational change and
transformation in Ethiopia’s context.
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CHAPTER TWO
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4 2. Literature Review

2.1. Definition of Business Process Reengineering

Hammer and Champy (1993), the authorities in BRIRind business process reengineering
as “the fundamental rethinking and radical redesignusiness processes to achieve dramatic
improvements in critical, contemporary measurespefformance, such as cost, quality,
service, and speed “(p.35). This definition camtafour key components of what BPR

involves.

Applying BPR as a change management tool requirganizations to think fundamentally
about what they do and why they do things. Amorgydtitical questions which should be
asked by the management are “why do we do whato#é and “why do we do things the
way we do it? According to Hammer and Champy, reeeging first determines what a
company or an organization must do, and then dedides to do it. Implementing BPR also
requires redesigning the business process radiedligh means disregarding all existing
structure and procedures and inventing completelw nmvays of accomplishing work.
Hammer and Champy (1993) underscores the centrafityeinvention when they said
“Reengineering is about business reinvention-notsiness improvement, business
enhancement, or business modification”(p.36). Bess process is another core concept in
BPR which discards Adam Smith’s notion of divisioihlabour and specialization as applied
in the form of breaking work into its simplest tasknd assigning each task to a specialist.
Instead Hammer and Champy (1993) define businesseps as “a collection of activities
that takes one or more kinds of input and createsoatput that is of value to the

customer”(p.38).

The goal of reengineering, according to Hammer @hdmpy, is to bring about dramatic
improvements in the organization’s performance. sTtreengineering should not be about
“making marginal changes or incremental improvemdnit about achieving quantum leaps
in performance”(p.36). If the goal is to bring miaal changes, what is needed would not be
reengineering but fine-tuning of the existing pExe

18



Goksoy (2012), provides various definitions atttéalito academic scholars and practitioners
in BPR literature. For instance, Lindsay, accordimgsoksoy, views BPR as a management
tool, in which business processes are examinedetesigned to improve cost efficiency and
service effectiveness. In the view of Doomun amugim, on the other hand, define BPR as
an organizational initiative to fundamentally reaexne and redesign business processes with
the objectives of achieving competitive breakthitouig quality, responsiveness, cost,
satisfaction and other critical process performammasures. By contrast, Peter Drucker
takes reengineering as a radical shift away from ttadition in which performance was
primarily rewarded by advancement into manageeaks, to a state where the future holds
very few “control” positions. In the ideal, reengering company will not have hierarchy, but

the idea of purposeful value added interaction.

A related issue has to do with the definition af term business process. Definitions of the
term business process vary, although many researshggest that it comprises a number of
interrelated activities that cut across functiobalundaries in the delivery of an output
(Fitzgerald and Murphy, 2004).

In spite the varying definition, at the core of tHefinition is BPR as an organizational

approach anchored on work requirements or procésscontrast to the functional

organization approach, which is based on speciaizaf tasks, process based approach
focuses on a series of activities required to aehi@n outcome or to produce goods or
services. In this regard Talwar’s, (1993, p.26)rdéédn of a process as “any sequence of pre-
defined activities executed to achieve a pre-sjgeLifype or a range of outcomes” captures
the essence of what a process is. Under the preggseach, tasks or activities which are
scattered in the functional structure of an orgation would be brought together. Taking a
new product development case as an example, ungeocass approach the functions of
sales, research, manufacturing, and distributionlvavork together to create, build, sell and
transport a product. By contrast a functionaloigation would have handled each of these
functions in isolation or with minimum communicatio Thus, the success of a process
centred organization would depend on the extemthizh the multiple functions required to

produce outcomes are functioning together.

2.2. Types of Business Processes
As there is no consensus on the definition of thatvBPR is, there are no blue prints of the

types of business process, which in turn lead®tdusion among practitioners in particular.
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Hammer and Champy (1993) in this regard provideasd framework of how companies
may identify their business processes when they ‘€ame way to get a better handle on the
process that make up a business is to give thenemdmat express their beginning and end
states. These names should imply all the work glets done”(p.122). They further suggest
creating process maps gives a picture of how whtlwd but leaving the details to each

organization or company to determine.

Earl (1994) provides a four-strand typology of BIpRvjects, which helps to categorize
projects as spanning core processes and suppcesses. These atere processesupport
processes, business network processeimanagement processé3ore processes are those
processes central to business functioning. Theicdilg represent the primary value-chain
activities and relate directly to external custosn&xamples of core processes in a company
would include order fulfillment processeSupport processes, on the other hand, are back-
office processes which reinforce the core proceS8esy are typically secondary value-chain
activities and relate more to internal customermoAg the typical examples of support
process include information technology, financiaystems, and human resources
systems.Business network processes are the precekim extend beyond the boundaries of
the organization into other organizations such agpkers and customers. The fourth
category consists of management processes, thasesses through which firms plan,
organize and control resources. Some of the tygic@ities of management process include
strategy development, direction setting, and mampghe organization. Earl’s typology
provide a better framework as they can be appl&dsa any organization irrespective of

what business it is involved in.

2.3. BPR Methodologies

The central issue in business process reenginegrithge question of “how” to do it. While
literature on discussions about the merits of BPRhe failures of BPR abound, the author
noted that there are no generally accepted metbggobn how to implement the
reengineering of the business. Evans (1993), &tairce, proposed a four- steps approach to
business process reengineering. According to Evhadirst stage should be “To Be” stage,
a phase when the vision of where the organisatiantsvto be and what it requires of its
business processes as a consequence are defirededdnd phase would be the “As Is”

stage where the current business processes aredefihe third phase, “The Plan” stage
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would involve making a plan to accomplish the méreen the 'as is' stage to the 'to be' stage.
The fourth phase would be “The Crossing” stage tvliscconcerned with implementing the

plan.

Fitzgerald and Murphy (1995pn the other hand, argued that trying to buildsaowi of the
future process before understanding the currentegss is problematic as one has to
understand the process before considering to mguiagi it. Thus, they reject Evans’ idea of
developing a vision of the reengineered processrbefinderstanding the current process.
Instead, the authors adapted a seven step strdct@pproach to devise their BPR
methodology which is expressed as a series of pha&seh of which addresses a basic
guestion with regard to the direction and procé®BRR implementation. These are:
1. Selecting process or processes to be reengineeeaftitess the basic question of
where to start the reengineering.
2. Establishing a process team to undertake the faglengineering the process.
3. Understanding the current process to address tstiqu "Where do our
stakeholders see us now?"
4. Developing a vision of the improved process coasistvith the direction that the
stakeholders want to see the organization moving.
5. Defining the new logical model of the process at®htifying the actions needed

to move to the new process.

o

Establishing the new physical process model.

~N

Negotiate/execute a plan to accomplish.

Although the above phases are presented as liteges, Fitzgerald and Murphy (1995)
underscore that a central tenet of the stratethaisit is based on an iterative approach. At
any stage, it is permissible and may be desirabievert to a previous stage for further

refinement.

Hammer and Champy suggest a six step methodoloBf#R, starting the first step with the
introduction into business reengineerjng stage where the case for reengineering is
communicated and the vision for the future is Bgtpresenting the organization’s business
problems and the current situation this stage esetite justification for the need for change.
The next phase would hdentification of business processeBuring this phase, the most

important business processes are identified andeweribed from a global perspective using
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a set of process maps. From this exercise, a nuaflpgocess maps which reflect how these
high-level processes interact within the compangt anrelation to the outside world are
produced. The third stage would be g®ection of business processekich need to be
redesigned. Criteria for selecting processes folesign would include factors such as
whether a process contributes to the organisatistrategic direction, whether it has an
impact on customer’s satisfaction etc. At the fowstage the reengineering team needs to
gain a betteunderstanding of the existing selected processkat they do, how well or how
poorly they perform, and the critical issues thatagn their performance. Only after gaining
fully understanding those selected processes earetingineering team should proceed to the
redesigning process. The fifth stage is wherddbk ofredesigning of the selected business
processess performed. As the new rules and new ways ofkvabrould be invented at this
stage, this step is the most creative phase ahtthodology, and imagination and inductive
thinking should characterise this pha$ke final stage is thenplementation of redesigned
business processeghich covers the implementation phase of the BP#§ept. Hammer/
Champy do not talk about implementation as muchuapmject planning. They believe that
the success of the implementation depends on whittadive preliminary phases have been

properly performed.

Another commonly applied BPR methodology is thecBss Reengineering Life Cycle
(PRLC) which consists of six stages (Guha et.83)9envisioning new processes, initiating

change, process diagnosis, process redesign, tegditn and process monitoring.

Envisioning new processedhe organization's leaders start with an exatiginaf how they
would run their business without any constraintatsbever. This process does not address
the question of how current work can be improvad, tow it should be done to achieve
maximum performance in all measures. This stage @welves the aspect of aligning the

reengineering effort with the corporate strategied organizational goals.

Initiating change.In this stage, the reengineering project is prapdoe performance. The
reengineering team is assembled from a multipliotyunits within the organization and
external change agents are, if necessary, allodatdtie project. At the same time, the

reengineering route is staked out and performanaés@re defined and set.
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Process diagnosisOn the basis of the performance goals to be acdshaal the
reengineering is able to perform an in-depth amalgé the processes to be reengineered.
Existing processes are described and hidden prebdéeenuncovered. This stage is critical for

the further success of the reengineering efforéstduts importance to process redesign.

Process redesignSeveral dimensions are available as measureseétasigning business

processes, as there are time, cost, productivitglitqy and capital commitment. Using a
single dimensional approach would lead to suboptition of processes, so a consideration
of multiple dimensions is to be used. However, savhdhe performance measures are
concurrent, a fact that requires the definitiopferences.

ReconstructionThis stage includes implementing change and anafdtrin the organization
and addresses the organization’s ability of adgptohange. Failure during change

implementation may result in costly project failamd erosion of employees’ confidence.

Process monitoringThe identified and implemented processes have tanbaeitored in
continuous process in order to scan their perfoomaand contribution to quality
improvement. This is made possible by an iteratipnacess, in which the new process are
used as input to stage 3 (diagnosis) of the methggipand then being "looped". This
includes that reengineering projects are not hahdite the conventional way of being
initiated, performed and finished, but rather as @mgoing process of permanent

improvement.

Unlike the Hammer and Champy’s methodology, thec®s Reengineering Life Cycle
methodology views that reengineering the processitiser a continuous process in which
inputs from the new processes are being used nodse previously undetected problems

and to improves the process.

The methodologies developed by various consultimgsf share, several commonalities. As
Simon, K (2003) pointed out they all contain theagds of Initiation, Analysis, Design,
Implementation and Deployment. However, each fiddsaspecific elements to the general
concept. For instance, Simon (2003) compared AedefSonsulting’s BPR methodology
with that of McKinsey & Company and found two keneas of difference. McKinsey, uses
pilot approach, where the new processes are téstadaboratory environment before full

implementation. This business simulation is usedv&ifying the process prototype against
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the defined performance objectives. By contrasteksein Consulting has a strong emphasis
on technology from the diagnostic phase, i.e. tha& current IT-infrastructure and the

applications in use are analyzed concurrently échilisiness processes (pp. 72-73).

While there are commonalities in the all the metiodies discussed above and others, the
absence of standard methodology based on a comraorework that ensures success in
reengineering projects can still have significampact on the success or failure of BPR
projects. In this regard, Tsalgatidou (1995) righgtates that while there exist a large
number of BPR methodologies, none of which is aapaa and the challenge in structuring a
BPR project is to select the approach that is beitéd to the situation in hand, taking into
account organisation objectives, capabilities andnemic or competitive requirements.

Stating the importance of methodology, Tsalgatidas put it in the following way:

...the selection of the right methodology that mdbts needs of the project and is
understood and supported by the project team igimgvortant. A BPR methodology
sets the framework for the undertaking of a BPRréffit is used to support related
activities to reengineering such as: the definitienthe project boundaries, the
selection of the right people to empower the BP&ntethe definition of a project
manager, the selection, definition and analysighef business processes that are
candidates for reengineering and so on (p.)
The fact that there is no generally accepted metlogg can compound the challenge of
implementing BPR projects to an already challengindeavour. In this regard Reijersa and
Mansarb (2005) identify two categorises of chalesign implementing BPR: technical
challenge to develop a process design that isiealdchprovement of the current design; and
socio-cultural challenge resulting from the severganizational effects on the involved
people. In this regard, it should be pointed dwat tamong the criticisms levelled against

BPR, its lack of human dimension is at the center.

2.4. Success factors

Experiences of many organizations over the yeardiked with many failed or abandoned
BPR projects. Not surprisingly, BPR has been viewgdmany as a failure in bringing
needed transformation in organizations in a suabdéénway. For BPR projects to succeed, it
is argued that certain conditions need to be ineplaithin the organization. Paper and Chang
(2005), for instance contend thdtHe working environment of any organization permeates
everything people do... and top management mustvatdtian environment conducive to

change to make BPR work” (p.125). In this regare aluthors go further to argue that for
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BPR to succeed five success factors need to béaoe:pthe environment success factor,
people success factor, methodology success fah®ichange vision success factor, and the
IT perspective success factor. According to Papdr@hang, while these factors overlap and
they are interdependent the change vision is thepoint that provides direction for

successful BPR.

Management’'s commitmentis yet another critical factor since some of thggbst obstacles
that reengineering faces are lack of sustained gamant commitment and leadership;
unrealistic scope and expectations; and resisttmabange (Malhotra, 1998). Resistance
from key persons who would be affected by a BPRrefs rated as primary reason for
BPR'’s failure (Hammer and Champy, 1993). Davenpmré of the early proponents of BPR
for instance has admitted that in implementing Bffects of re-engineering on employees
has been overlooked. Successful implementatiors, trequires a cautious handling with
regards to implementation plan, the people andptiltics (Linden, 1994). Kotter (1996),
also argues that employee’s ownership of the orgdinin’s clearly stated vision of change as
key element in BPR’s success. Ownership of th@rjsaccording to Kotter and others, avoid
skepticism and resistance to change among memlbettse corganization. Leadership’s
commitment is yet another decisive element in the proceseeehgineering as it assures
necessary follow up and allocation of resourcettierreengineering of the business process.
As a whole a number of authors underscore the faepaying due attention to the human
factor for BPR to succeed. Furthermore, introdg@n organizational culture which fits the
new system and creating positive thinking towar@®RBare considered key ingredients for a

successful BPR implementation.

Studies show that successful implementation of BRifects can benefit an organization by
increasing its productivity through reduced procts® and cost, improved quality, and
greater customer satisfaction. This however requstecessful implementation of the change
management and culture which include revision ofvareé systems, communication,
empowerment, people involvement, training and etimcacreating a culture for change,
stimulating receptivity of the organization to chean and setting comprehensive
implementation plan are most important. Hensetting comprehensive implementation
plan, addressing change management issu@sid measuring the attainment of desired
results to ensure successful implementatiorgs well as to avoid implementation pitfalls
(Cooper and Markus, 1995; Hammer and Stanton, 1@@%r and Johansson, 1995) are

viewed as prerequisites for BPR success.
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Based on a study of two Iranian companies, Abdalyalbandivi, and Ferdowsi (2008,
498-502) reveals that egalitarian leadership, bolative working environment, top
management commitment, change management systemgémerd systems, performance
measurements, employee empowerment, timely trainimgl education, information
technology are the essential factors for BPR sgd@n the other hand, resistance to change
that emanates from middle management’s fear ofdpauthority, employee’s fear of losing
job, scepticism of project’s results and feelingemfortable with new working environment
play negative role. Ahmad, Francis and Zairi (2882-454) have found similar results
when they assessed BPR implementation in threatpriigher education organizations in
Malaysia.

United States General Accounting Office (GAQO) hasedoped a guide on how to assess the
implementation of BPR in government agencies. Adicgy to GAO, “Reengineering starts
with a high-level assessment of the organizatiom'ssion, strategic goals, and customer
needs. Basic questions are asked, such as "Doawission need to be redefined? Are our
strategic goals aligned with our mission? Who anreaustomers?" (1997, p. 5). According to
this approach only after the organization rethimkeat it should be doing, does it go on to
decide how best to do it. So GAO’s assessment qgdees with Evans approach of defining

the vision and mission should be the starting podfitBPR of an organization.

Running a pilot process before implementing the nevone is yet another factor that
contributes to the successful implementation of BPRPiloting helps identify problems and
bottlenecks related to the process and helps dimifailures which are likely to happen.
This kind of trial may take time and cost much butase of the failure of the new process
the time and cost in order to amend it would be mgreater (Peppard and Rowland, 1995).
Similarly, Peter Keeble (1995) underscores thdcatitrole that pilot testing plays in the

redesigning and replacing of old by new ones.

The new processes and support systems must benpimwerk before full roll-out. ...
The process should also be piloted. The pilot shtedt the process, systems and new
organizational structure. It may be necessary &legacy systems during piloting in
which case the interworking with these systemsgctvinnay be counter to many of the
culture of the new process, may cause difficulfidee risk of developing replacement
systems before piloting may be too great dependimtihe nature of the process being
reengineered and its reliance on support systeesndineering is about a change of
culture as well as a change of tasks, the wholeKgge" must be tested (Keeble,
1995. P. 240)
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Hammer and Champy (1993) recognize the importarfidleohuman resource when they
state “companies are not asset portfolios, but Ipeerking together to invent, sell and
provide service.” Human factor plays an importaérin the daily operations, performance
and consequently in the success of organizatiblosreengineering effort will succeed
without first re-educating and retraining people who will ultimately work the new
process. According to Meg Whitley, “if you are going to mevinformation and
responsibility down to the low level, then the lgyestion is how can you be sure that people
will behave appropriately? You need to be sure &waryone is playing by the same rule
book” (Brown, 1994). Hence, the success of BPRdsety linked to the success of human
resources and human resource policies which acamasnabler for business process
reengineering. The human resource enablers focuwrprocess skills, job motivation and
human resource policies.

2.5. The Role of Information Technology in BPR

Hammer and Champy (2001) underscored the importaficeformation technology in
implementing BPR as they contended that a complaatydannot change the way it thinks
about information technology cannot reengineer. elav, Hammer and Champy also warn
against throwing computers at existing businesdlpro as this can block reengineering
altogether by reinforcing old ways of thinking antt behavior patterns. According to
Hammer and Champy, organizations should look dtri@logy not through the lens of their
existing processes but in terms of how they canoitxghe latest capabilities of technology to
achieve entirely new goals (pp. 87-89). In tleigard, among the most frequently proposed
application areas of information technology in eorgtion with BPR efforts, includshared
database expert systemsnobile computing and communicatjomorkflow technology and
groupware(Simon, Kia 2003 Shared databaskbecomes important in BPR in order to allow
a wide distribution of critical business informatjosharing data base is considered on the
most important areas IT can contribute to a mofecéfe and efficient performance of
business proces&xpert systemson the other hand, focuses on enabling non-exgert
perform expert work by capturing and widely distting knowledgeMobile computing and
communications yet another aspect of IT that has emerged with development of
powerful laptop computers and new telecommunicati@chnology, such as GSM (Global
System for Mobile Communication), ISDN (Integrat8ervices Digital Network), ATM

(Asynchronous Transfer Mode). These technologie® maade new forms of work possible
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including telecommuting, and field staff being albbekeep in contact with their company.
Another IT group is théWorkflow technology and groupwarevhich can improve the

performance of business while workflow systems gaheare designed for supporting a
smooth flow of a case through the organizationugveare is focused on collaboration within

working groups and teams, and provides mechanisnghfiring knowledge and ideas.

Other IT services considered as enablers for theeess of BPR include client/server
technology, data capturing technology (scanner vcdae reader/ RFID), telephony
(Integration of computer and telephone systems;Pydlnified communications), Web
services and Service-Oriented Architecture (SOApading technology, work flow

management systems, and Business Process Manag@&Ref)tto mention some

2.6. BPR and the public sector

The political and economic feasibilities of applyiBPR in the public sector are questioned
by some researchers. They argue that for most @obgjanizations, radical changes in the
way government delivers its services and produatdcbe problematic. Halachmi (1995) for
instance contend that since each area of a pulpiccy is monitored by and serves multiple
stakeholders, a successful change cannot take plloeut the consent of all the affected
stakeholders. Forging such a consensus may proyentiethe ability of many public
administrators (Halachmi, 1995). According to Hala¢, while there are possibilities for the
implementation of BPR in the public sector, theetlglalue of implementing BPR would be
mainly its potential as an incentive to get compbtfvange processes within organizations
started. Others are even more skeptical aboututeess of BPR in public sector. They argue
that that BPR in public sector is likely to fail@ltio the culture of traditional civil service
which emphasize on continuity, predictability, afiaitness. Factors such as lack of senior
management commitment; initiative fatigue; resiséato change; misunderstanding of the
requirements of the business; unwillingness to tadles at senior management level; and
communication are also attributed to BPR failureghie public sector.

In Ethiopia, some reports of international orgatiames such as the IMF suggest that Civil
Service Reform Program (CSRP) by introducing a eaofginterventions such as BPR, has
contributed to the economic growth in the countng tb improved service delivery (CSRP in
Ethiopia, 2013). Getachew & Common’s (2007) stufiyhe outcomes of Ethiopia’s public

sector capacity reform in the Ministry of Trade dndustry also assert that service delivery

time has been reduced to 39 minutes. Worldwide®apces, however, suggest that BPR as
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a change approach has been politically, manageriatid often technically difficult to

implement.

2.7. Challenges in Implementing BPR

BPR as a change management approach aims at achiguantum improvements in
business performance, a detail plan as how the pregeesses are tested, employees are
redeployed, offices are arranged, resources aidetband the communication plan, change
management strategies, controlling and monitoringvall as implementation arrangements
are the main components of BPR implementation fldammer and Champy, 1993).
Effective BPR implementation planning that spells the work that needs to be done, with
time frames, milestones, decision points, and nesoallocations; is essential for smooth

transition from task orientation to process oriénta(GOA, 1997; Jackson, 1997).

For a successful BPR implementation Al-Mashari &adti (1999) examined five factors
including change in management, management congpesgrorganizational structure, BPR
project management, and IT sub-structures. Otlssrarehers have also classified the reasons
for the success of process reengineering projettsfour groups of egalitarian leadership,
working environments, top management commitmerd, raanagerial support (Crowe et al.,
2002). The employees’ resistance against changamemication breakdown, personnel
turnover during transition, are viewed as the reafew most failures (Crowe et al., 2002;
Kotter, 1996)

2.7.1. Change Management

Change management is considered by many reseamherssential success factor in BPR
implementation projects (Cooper and Markus, 19%mhkher and Stanton, 1995). It involves
revision of reward systems, communication, empoweatnpeople involvement, training and
education, creating a culture for change, and séitimg receptivity of the organisation to
change. Evaluating impact of the changes on allividdals, the organization and
stakeholders and defining changes related to resystéms, responsibilities, work policies,
processes and procedures, skills development amdhing, culture, motivation,
communication and non-behaviour risks are very g to succeed in BPR
implementation project (Kliem,1996). The greatdsillenges of implementing BPR lie not
in managing technical or operational aspects bumamaging human dimensions of change.
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Experts in the area advice organizations to foauplanning and accountability for change
management so as to manage the transition to pramésntation. Especially during the
implementation, executives in organization impletmenBPR must be in the forefront in
dealing with the social, psychological, and paditicesistance to change (Carr, 1993; GAO,
1997; Davenport and Nohria, 1994; Kotter, 1996).

Organizations also need to set effective commuicicatrategies with stakeholders to ensure
common understanding among stakeholders (Davenp@®8; Hammer and Stanton, 1995;
Carr and Johansson,1995). There should be cledaretpn from executives on how the
organization plans to achieve its goals by finddedter ways of doing work. The executives
need to reiterate the performance problems, custaiissatisfactions, budgetary pressures
that had been facing the organization before th&® B®nception. The existing reward
systems can no longer be appropriate for the nevk wovironment and system. Coupled
with encouraging staffs to question current assionpf it is essential to announce the new
staff motivation mechanism set by organization (iHenand Champy,1993; Harvey,1995;
Davenport and Nohria, 1994). The organization'sucellwill gradually change as staff come
to share their perceptions of the new situatiorljectively subscribe to new norms,
expectations, and responsibilities and new rewgstems (GOA, 1997, Davenport, T. and
Stoddard, D., 1994). The new reward and incentivgstrencourage harmony among
employees and it should be clearly based on pedocen measures. Setting air and
widespread reward system and new job titles, areesof the factors that facilitate the
smooth implementation of BPR (Towers, 1994; Theublte with Reengineering, 1995). It is
also crucial to promote a culture of self-managenagn collaborative and interactive team
works. Employees should be motivated to set then goals and monitor their own
performance as well as identifying problems hinagrihe smooth implementation of BPR
projects. Hence encouraging and empowering indalgluare critical to successfully
implement process oriented projects (Cooper ancki¥ar1995). Effective one-to-one and
one-to-many interactions are necessary to induaganizational changes effectively
Jackson,(1994). In additions to this, creative anderstanding leadership that can clearly
communicate to a wide range of employees, motieaté involve them, is important in

dealing with organizational resistance Hammer ahdnipy, (1993).

Active participation of staffs in BPR implementatias necessary for the success of the
project (Dawe, 1996). All people that are involviedthe implementation should not be

discouraged. At the beginning errors and mistakesild be tolerated as the implementation
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commences. BPR supports teamwork and integratidabafur, co-operation, co-ordination,
and interactions; interpersonal skills, IT skifi@rformance monitoring, process analysis and
planning knowledge are very important dimensiafntraining required to succeed in the

implementation processes (Cooper and Markus, IB@bers, 1994).

2.7.2 Performance Management

Performance management applies to organizationsveds as individuals and includes
recurring activities to establish organizationa&lgo monitor progress toward the goals, and
make adjustments to achieve those goals more wigctind efficiently. This performance
management helps organization to measure its pesfce. Setting performance measures
are necessary to indicate the levels of achievesn@siri and Sinclair, 1995). There have
been different types of performance measuremeactsigues. Among these, self-assessment,
management by objective, integrated performanceagement system, and work flow based
monitoring and balanced scorecard approaches camdrgtioned. Balanced scorecard
approaches use a number of financial and non-fiain@icators on a regular basis which
has a framework with four perspectives. These the;financial, the customer, the internal
business, and the learning and growth perspeciilés performance measuring and
monitoring tool is used for the purpose of stratggerformance reporting; to link strategy
with performance measures; to present differensgeatives (Kaplan and Norton, 1996).
Determining if the new process is achieving theirdds results using performance
measurement and continuously improving the newgs®ds vital for the success of BPR

projects.

!
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3. Data Presentation and Analysis

3.1 Data Presentation

The result of the study is presented on the bdsguantitative and qualitative research by
using questionnaires, interviews, focus group disian, observation and secondary data.
The structured questionnaire and the in-depth viger are based on GAO’s (1997) BPR
Implementation Assessment Framework and the WWGCécktist for implementation of
BPR. The results are analysed on the bases ofigueaires posed to 59 respondents; in-
depth interviews with 20 BPR team members and Sagement members, two trade union
members; as well as group discussion with employeles are considered to have had
significant input for the study. Documents suchstrategic plan of the organization, annual
and semi-annual progress reports of the organizét@fore and after the implementation on

the BPR study were also used to interpret the testithe survey.
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In this regard the analysis focuses on the efiodsle to make the transition from the old to
the new process smooth, the leadership’s commitinetite areas of change management,
communication strategy and building sustainablesition as well as shaping the human

resources towards the desired organizational change

In the following sections, findings of the survaydafocus group interviews will be discussed
starting with background of respondents, follow op implementation plan, change

management plan, management’s support and comntitmeaddress change management
issues. Whether the BPR project has achieved &sedeobjectives and success or failure

factors will also be considered.
3.2. Background Information of Respondents

This research analysis is based on the employeite BWWCE with varying years of service

in the organization. Out of the 59 respondents5%0of them have service years between 5
to 25 years, 37% of them have 1 to 5 years and ®#f#tem less than one year. In terms of
their role in the implementation of the BPR projiecthe enterprise, 66.1%o0f the respondents
were experts who have been the main implementetseqgfroject; 3.4% were from the board

of managements; 3.4% from top management. Of timraireéng balance 6.8% were process
owners, 6.8% team leaders, and 6.8% BPR study teambers, 5.1% sub-process owners,

and 1.7% of the respondents was executive offitable 1).

Looking into their educational background, morentitao third of the respondents (69.5%)
were first degree holders;10.2% were postgraduates; 20.3% of them had attained
diplomas and certificate. Slightly more than hdiftlee respondents (50.8%) were females

while the balances were males (Table 1).

Tablel. Background Information of Respondents

Service years of respondent Frequency Percent

Valid <ayear 2 3.4
1-5 years 22 37.3
5-10 years 16 27.1
10-15 years 3 5.1
15-20 years 1 1.7
20-25 years 7 11.9
> 25 years 8 13.6
Total 59 100.0
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Position of respondent Frequency Percent
Valid board member 2 3.4
top management 2 3.4
executive officer 1 17
process owner 4 6.8
BPR study team 4 6.8
sub process owner 3 51
Team leader 4 6.8
Employee 39 66.1
Total 59 100.0
Qualification of Respondent Frequency Percent
Valid Masters Degree 6 10.2
First Degree 41 69.5
Advanced Diploma 1 1.7
Diploma 10 16.9
Certificate 1 17
Total 59 100.0
Sex of respondent Frequency Percent
Valid Male 29 49.2
Female 30 50.8
Total 59 100.0

Source: Questionnaire Result, 2013.

3.3 Following a Comprehensive Implementation Plan
In the whole process of implementing BPR, havingoaprehensive implementation plan

and executing such a plan is like using a bridgertss from where the organization was,
“AS IS, to where the organization wants to arriVv€@0O BE”. The vision and direction of

where the management wants to steer the orgamzatm reflected in the implementation
plan. According to GAQO’s (1997) implementation asseent guide, an implementation plan
should be sketched that spells out the work th&dseo be done, with time frames,
milestones, decision points, and resource allogatidraining and workforce issues are
equally important elements of an effective impletagon plan. In this regard, pilot testing
provides a method for refining the process anddingl support for full implementation of the

new process across the agency.

Not surprisingly, implementation is the most diffic part of reengineering project and
having a comprehensive plan of implementation & pherequisite to start the process of
change in the organization. Thus, one categonhefquestions posed to respondents were
aimed at soliciting their views with regard to tB®R implementation plan. By asking a

question about the availability of a comprehengilan to the respondents, the author’s goal
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was to examine the extent to which the managemasitbleen successful in developing a
comprehensive plan of BPR implementation that wabraced by the employees of the

organization.

Under this category of questions, four sub-categoof questions were posed to respondents.
These sub-categories attempted to solicit respabsat respondents’ awareness and/or view
about each issue within the implementation plare Tihdings from the questionnaire are

discussed below under each sub-category.

3.3.1. Availability of Written plan for BPR Implementation

Many researchers suggest running a pilot proceigd@nplementing the new one helps

identifying problems and bottlenecks related to pnecess and helps eliminating failures

which are likely to happen. While this kind of trimay take time and cost resources, it is
argued that rectifying failures resulting from thew process would take more time and cost

more resources (Peppard and Rowland, 1995).

Once a decision is made to implement BPR the orgtioh needs to establish a transition
team to manage the implementation process. The teeludes the project sponsor, the
process owner, members of the reengineering teathkay executives, managers, and staff

from the areas directly affected by changeover fiioenold process to the new.

One of the questions posed to respondents was at@damining whether WWCE’ plan to
implement BPR took into consideration all the kagtbrs for a successful implementation
such as preparing a written plan for pilot testidgntifying all tasks, setting time frames for
implementation, and whether or not resources rkddeimplement the process were
quantified. Respondents were asked to choose onhefdive possible answers: strongly
agree, agree, not sure, disagree, strongly disagreach question. Their responses were

tallied and the frequency to each answer were sur(ifeble 2).

On the question of whether WWCE had prepared denriplan for Pilot testing 45.8% of the
respondents responded positively while 54.2% desajor strongly disagreed. When asked
if all the tasks to be implemented in the processewdentified 40.7% of the respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that all the tasks wetified while 59.3% disagreed. More than
69% of the respondents also disagreed that the ftamee of implementation was set with

only 28.8% responding affirmative. To the questdrvhether the resources required for the
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implementation were quantified, only 35.6% agreead strongly agreed while 64.4%

disagreed or strongly disagreed.

GAOQO’s (1997) assessment guide and many other BPRhodelogies stresses on the
importance of having a pilot testing before the endamplementation as it provides an
opportunity for to develop a method for refining throcess and building support for the full
implementation of the new process. Having a pisting also allows the management to
evaluate the soundness of the proposed processtual gractice; to identify and correct
problems with the new design; and it enables theagement to refine performance
measures. Lindon (1998) and others (Hammer and @hat993; John Jeston & Johan
Nelis, 2008) also point out the need to set timaenfs for implementation, to assign individual
roles and responsibilities to those who would taétg in implementing the new process, and

to quantify resources needed for the implementaifdhe plan.

Feedback is one critical component of BPR implemt#mn plan. Having a system for
gathering implementation problems and for sharimplémentation solutions enables an
organization to have an effective feedback systémthis regard, the implementation
experience of successful BPR implementation su¢hatsof Northrop Grumman BPR Team
Report (2005), as well the GAO’s (1997) assessngeide all underscore the need for
developing a formal evaluation process to deteentiire efficiency and effectiveness of the
new process both during pilot tests and full impamation. Such a process should also allow

the agency to pinpoint trouble spots, so that otire actions can be developed quickly.

Table 2. Availability of BPR Implementation Plan V\O&, Addis Ababa, 2013.

The Office prepared a written plan for pilot tegtin Frequency | Per cent
Valid Agree 27 45.8
Disagree 32 54.2
Total 59 100.0
All tasks to be implemented in the process weratified Frequency | Per cent
Valid strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 21 35.6
Disagree 35 59.3
Total 59 100.0
The time frame of implementation was set Frequency | Per cent
Valid strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 14 23.7
not sure 1 17
Disagree 40 67.8
Strongly disagree 1 1.7
Total 59 100.0
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Resources required for the implementation were tifigzh Frequency | Per cent

Valid strongly agree 4 6.8
Agree 17 28.8
Disagree 36 61.0
Strongly 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0

The implementation plan provided a means for cbligamplementation

problems Frequency | Per cent

Valid strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 27 45.8
Disagree 26 44.1
Strongly disagree 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0

The implementation plan provided means for colfectind sharing

implementation solutions Frequency | Per cent

Valid strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 23 39.0
Disagree 32 54.2
Strongly disagree 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0

The implementation plan created a means for mangaturing the

implementation Frequency | Per cent

Valid strongly agree 4 6.8
Agree 17 28.8
Disagree 37 62.7
Strongly disagree 1 17
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013.

In order to assess the soundness of WWCE’s implatien feedback system, three
interrelated questions were posed to respondents. ti® question of whether the
implementation plan provided a means for collectingplementation problems, 50.9%
agreed or strongly agreed that indeed the impleatient plan did provide means for

collecting implementation problems while 49.2% dissged or strongly disagreed (Table 2).

3.3.2. Establish a Transition Team to Manage BPR Iplementation.

The importance of organizations’ need to estabtigimsition team that can guide the
transition process of the reengineering projectengerscored (Lindon, 1998) and transition
teams have to guide implementations of BPR prdjechove smoothly from old process to
the new one. The fact that an implementation teansisting of different disciplines with
different remits had been set up, meant that tbemis endeavouring to work towards the
successful BPR implementation. In this respectidesshaving potentials of integrated

multidiscipline knowledge and skills; establishitige team in this way helps to devise
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planning schemes showing a realistic timeframeHerfull implementation of BPR projects
(Guhu et al., 1993).

In order to determine the level of awareness ofrdspondents on the establishment of a
transition team, a question was posed to resposdentvhether transition team to manage
BPR implementation was established. Of the totgpoadents 39% agreed or strongly agreed
that there was a transition team established tdegthie reengineering effort. By contrast

55.9% of the respondents disagreed while 3% werrsure on the establishment of transition

team (Table 3).

On a follow-up question respondents were askedhéf makeup ofthe transition team
involved all stakeholders ncluding the project sponsor, the process ownemlimees of the
reengineering team, key executives, managers, @ffdfom the areas directly affected by
the implementation of the new process. Of the tatgpondents 49.2% disagreed or strongly
disagreed while 45.8% agreed or strongly agreed tiva transition team included all
stakeholders. Only 5.1% of the respondents weresno¢ whether the transition team
consisted of all stakeholders. To a related quesiio whether necessary arrangements were
made for a smooth transition, 67.8% of the respotsddisagreed or strongly disagreed that
the necessary arrangement was made for a smoatitima from the old to the new process.
Only 28.8%, less than one-third, agreed or strorgjseed that the necessary arrangement

was made.

Respondents were also asked whether executivesnanadgers who are affected by the
process change actively promoted and facilitated ithplementation of the new process.
While 37.6% responded positively (agree or stroraglyee) 59.3% responded negative, with

5.1% not sure.

Table 3 Establishing Transition Team WWCE, 2013.

A transition team established to guide the reeraging effort Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 5 8.5
Agree 18 30.5
not sure 3 51
Disagree 33 55.9
Total 59 100.0

A transition team is made up of the project sportbar process owner,
members of the reengineering team, and key exexsjtimanagers, and sta
from the areas directly affected by the implemeaaotadf the new process | Frequency| Per cent

Valid  strongly agree 2 34
Agree 25 42.4
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not sure 3 51
Disagree 28 47.5
Strongly disagree 1 1.7
Total 59 100.0
The transition team has made necessary arrangemitithe Office's
administrative offices to transition smoothly frahe old process to the ney Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 15 254
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 39 66.1
Strongly disagree 1 1.7
Total 59 100.0
Executives and managers who are affected by tteepsachange actively
promoted and facilitated the implementation of e process Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 5 8.5
Agree 17 28.8
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 35 59.3
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013

3.3.3. Workforce Training and Redeployment Issues

Addressing human resource issues including theimeviof reward systems, communication,
empowerment, training and education, and stimujatieceptivity of the organization to
change are viewed by many among the critical ssctagors in implementing BPR. The
success of the whole concept of business proceggdiprimarily on the organization’s
ability to successfully transform its employeesiroontrolled to empowered employees. As
Hammer and Champy (1993) pointed out “People warkina reengineered process are, of
necessity, empowered. As process team workers dh@yboth permitted and required to
think, interact, use judgement, and make decisi@ns5). The authors go even further to
stress the centrality of employee empowerment lier $uccess of BPR when they said
“Empowerment is an unavoidable consequence of nreeaged processes; processes can't be

reengineered without empowering process workers3{p.

Consequently when dealing with organizational clearthrough BPR, Training and
redeploying workforce are often major challengesl agenerally require considerable
preparation time. When a process is redesigned nofrthe tasks workers perform are

completely changed or redistributed while some tpms may be eliminated and yet other
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tasks created or modified. Workers may also needhandle a broader range of

responsibilities, rely less on direct supervisiang develop new skKills.

One of the questions posed to respondents was arttbth transition team identified the
new tasks, roles, and responsibilitiesA majority of respondents, 54.2%, disagreed or
strongly disagreed that such was the case whilg%d4greed or strongly agreed that new

tasks, roles and responsibilities were identifigdHe transition team (Table 4).

A related issue to the new roles and respons#sliis accountability as the redesigned
processes would empower employees. Such new raldsresponsibilities need to be
communicated to the employees and training neenlddibe identified for the new processes
to be operational. The respondents were askee ifdinsition team identified the training
needs required by the new procesand 69.5% of them did not agree that training needs
were identified. Only 30.5% agreed or strongly agr¢hat training needs were identified.
Not surprisingly, more than 76% or the respondaige disagreed or strongly disagreed to
the follow up questions of whethemployees who would need training were identified
(Table 4). Based on the survey responses majorithefespondents did not think that the
transition team knew how many employees would dectdd by the new process and
training needs were identified. Furthermore, trepoadents did not think there were plans to

provide training for those who needed as a regulie®new redeployment.

Table 4.Workforce Deployment and Training and Rémgpent, WWCE 2013.

The transition team identified the new tasks, rodesl responsibilities | Frequency | Per cent

Valid strongly agree 5 8.5
Agree 21 35.6
not sure 1 1.7
disagree 31 52.5
Strongly disagree 1 17
Total 59 100.0

The team identified the training needs requiredh®ynew process (NP) Frequency | Per cent

Valid strongly agree 2 3.4
agree 16 27.1
disagree 37 62.7
Strongly Disagree 4 6.8
Total 59 100.0

The team identified how many employees would becad by

redeployment in the implementation of the NP Frequency | Percent

Valid strongly agree 6 10.2
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agree 14 23.7
not sure 1 17
disagree 35 59.3
Strongly Disagree 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0
The team identified how many employees and whicpleyees needed
retraining. Frequency | Per cent
Valid strongly agree 2 34
agree 9 15.3
not sure 3 5.1
disagree 39 66.1
Strongly disagree 6 10.2
Total 59 100.0
The Office/enterprise/ developed training programs Frequency | Per cent
Valid agree 12 20.3
not sure 5 8.5
disagree 36 61.0
Strongly Disagree 6 10.2
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013.

3.3.4. Use of Pilot Testing to Evaluate the New Press.
Piloting helps identify problems and bottleneckkaterl to the process and helps eliminate

failures when fully implemented. Since reenginegrie about a change of organizational
culture as well as a change of tasks, it is argbatithe whole package must be tested. In this
regard McAdam and Corrigan (2001), argued that itécessary to have clear picture about
the pilot test and employees need to be traineduaddrstand their roles and responsibilities.
Similarly Hammer and Champy (1993) emphasizedlthaed on the feedbacks of employees
and other stakeholders, corrective actions shoeltaken so that the revised process design
can be tested with satisfactory results beforegeding to full implementation (GAO, 1997,
Lindon, 1998; McAdam, R. and Donaghy, J.,1999).

Among the category of questions posed to respoadantthe author, one was concerning
pilot testing. One of the questions, within thisegmry, posed was whether or not a pilot test
strategy to test the new process was put in pladendnether concerns of stakeholders were
considered in the process. Out of the 59 resposdéntof them, more than 76%, did not
believe that the transition team had selectedd @bt strategy that suits the new process. 43
of the respondents, about 74%, also did not belibaé the transition team had developed
performance measures and data gathering procedoré® used during the pilot. Not
surprisingly, the response given to subsequenttigmsswere similar. For instance, when

respondents were asked if the transition team heasored the performance of the pilot test
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45 of them, more than 46%, disagreed or strongdagtieed that such measure was taken.
Only 11 respondents, less than 20%, believed ligatedam had measured the performance of
the pilot test (Table 5). Furthermore, when resigos were asked if the new process
designed was pilot tested with satisfactory resuliefore proceeding to full
implementation,76.3% of the respondents disagreedrongly disagreed that was the case.
The responses seem to be consistent with the veagrtfject was implemented as explained
at the introduction. Although the BPR project eagied a pilot test to make sure that new
work process design works smoothly and to makecamgctions that would arise during the

pilot test, this phase was skipped during implezugon.
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Table 5: Use of Pilot Testing to Evaluate the NeacEess WWCE, 2013

1. The team selected a pilot test strategy to suli¢amew process

and considered the concerns of stakeholders. Frequency| Per cent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 11 18.6
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 44 74.6
Strongly disagree 1 1.7
Total 59 100.0
2. The team developed performance measures and dh&xigg
procedures to be used during the pilot Frequency| Percent
Valid Agree 15 25.4
not sure 1 1.7
Disagree 40 67.8
Strongly disagree 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0
3. The team carefully measured the performance gpilbetest Frequency| Per cent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 10 16.9
not sure 3 5.1
Disagree 43 72.9
Strongly disagree 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0
4. The transition team identified and took correc@etions required] Frequency| Per cent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 13 22.0
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 40 67.8
Strongly disagree 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0
5. The Office gathered customers' and stakeholdexdbfeck about
the pilot test Frequency| Per cent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 10 16.9
not sure 3 5.1
Disagree 42 71.2
Strongly disagree 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0
6. The new process designed was pilot tested \attkfactory results
before proceeding to full implementation. Frequency| Per cent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 11 18.6
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 40 67.8
Strongly disagree 5 8.5
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013.
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3.4. Change Management Plan

Change management is considered an essential facttne successful implementation of
BPR. Researchers and practitioners recommend tigahiaations focus on planning and
accountability for change management so as to neatiegtransition to process orientation.
In this regard executives in an organization imgeting BPR are expected to be at the
forefront in dealing with the social, psychologicahd political resistance to change (Carr,
1993; GAO, 1997; Davenport and Nohria, 1994; Koti&96).

A list of questions related to change managemem pf WWCE were posed to respondents
to explore the extent to which WWCE's BPR implenagioh was accompanied by the
change management plan in order to mitigate thectsffof the transition from the old to the

New processes.

The questions posed to respondents focused orligienant of change management tasks,
assignment of responsibilities to specific indiathufor carrying out change management
tasks, and provision of periodic assessments ofi@mes’ needs, concerns, and reactions.
While there were some variations with regard tchegueestion, overall respondents did not
believe that there was a change management plptade. For instance, when respondents
were asked if the Office refined its plan to faeilé needed cultural changes across the
organization 67.8% disagreed or strongly disagtbatisuch was the case. By contrast only
32.2% agreed or strongly agreed that the Office tedithed its plan to facilitate cultural
change. On a related issue, respondents were dskedchange management plan provided
periodic assessments of employees’ needs, con@rdseactions; 72.9% of the respondents
did not think that the change management plan deavperiodic assessment of employees’
needs and concerns. Those who agreed or strongbedgvere only 23.7%. Likewise,
67.8% of the respondents disagreed or stronglygoiea that the change management plan
had assigned responsibilities to specific individuior carrying out change management
tasks. Only 25.4% of the respondents agreed tleathnge management plan had assigned

responsibilities (Table 6).
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Table 6 Availability of change management plamaplementing BPR 2013.

The Office refined its plan to facilitate neededtutal changes

across the Organization. Frequency  Percent

Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 18 30.5
Disagree 32 54.2
Strongly 8 13.6
Total 59 100.0

The change management plan identified specificghan

management tasks. Frequency Percent

Valid strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 18 30.5
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 34 57.6
Strongly 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0

The change management plan aligned the change eraeag

tasks with the project and implementation timetable Frequency  Percent

Valid strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 15 254
Disagree 40 67.8
Strongly 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0

The change management plan assigned responsgbititie

specific individuals for carrying out change mamaget tasks.| Frequency  Percent

Valid Agree 15 25.4
not sure 4 6.8
Disagree 33 55.9
Strongly 7 11.9
Total 59 100.0

The change management plan provided periodic assess of

employee needs, concerns, and reactions. Frequency Percent

Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 13 22.0
not sure 2 34
Disagree 41 69.5
Strongly 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013.

Many researchers and practitioners underscoreritieatrole that change management plays

in implementing BPR successfully. Lindon (1994)r fostance, argued that management

plan need to be aligned with the BPR implementdiime tables and individuals who should

carry out the change management plan tasks shaildsbigned in due process of the

reengineering project implementation. Similarly,nitaer and Stone (1995) affirmed that
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organizations need to refine their change managemiem to induce cultural changes.
Furthermore, it is argued that it is necessaryrépare change management plan that enables
periodic assessment of employees needs concermeartibns so as to be successful in BPR
implementation (Cooper and Markus, 1995; Maulllgtl®95; Campbell and Kleiner, 2001).

3.5 Are Organization’s Executives Addressing Changklanagement
Issues?

3.5.1 Availability of communication strategy

Management’s commitment to BPR implementation iasatered by all researchers and
practitioners as the key success factor. Yet ortheobiggest obstacles that the reengineering
faces is lack of sustained management commitmedt leadership. One of the ways
managements’ commitment can be expressed is whetharot there is an effective
communication strategy or not. In the absence afoenmunication strategy company
executives will find it hard to manage and addrdss issues that emerge during the

implementation process.

In order to assess the extent to which WWCE's tapagement had put in place an effective
communication strategy, a series of questions wreflect the availability or otherwise of a
communication strategy were posed to respondentsee ©f the questions posed to
respondents was whether senior executives clearphasized that major improvements are
imperative. About51% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreedhat senior
executives have clearly emphasised that improvesnarg very important while 47.5 %
disagreed on the idea that executives stresseldeonecessity of major improvements in the
implementation process (Table 7). Effective comroation is vital to sell the new process

and organizational and cultural changes which apemm the new process.

A follow up question was posed on whether commuitna efforts were made by senior
executives in addressing the common objectionb@amge. Among the respondents 37.3% of
them agreed or strongly agreed that the commuoitsitieffort directly addressed the
common objections (resistances) to change, wheé&s2a®o of them disagreed or strongly
disagreed that efforts were made by the executiveaddressing resistance to change.
However, when respondents were asked if the contation efforts explained the necessity
of change more than 49% of the respondents agreestrangly agreed that indeed the

communication efforts explained the necessity ange. On the other hand, 47.5% of the
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respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed thaimemications efforts did explain the
necessity of change. This is one of the few ardasrevmore respondents were positive on
aspects of the BPR implementation. However, gittennarrow difference between those
who agreed and those who disagreed, the respoos@eud to the this specific question
seems to be an outlier in light of the negativpoeses given to most of the questions asked
on other issues pertaining the BPR implementatid\&CE. In fact when respondents were
asked a follow up question on whether the commtinica effort begun early in the process
after the identification of customer service issead performance improvement; more than

76% of the respondents disagreed or strongly désabthat such was the case (Table 7).

Many researchers and practitioners argue that érikeofactors affecting success in BPR
implementation is the communication strategy of tirganization. Lindon (1998), for
instance stated that change requires marketing@ ginod works don’t necessary sell them-
selves. Hence, it is recommended that senior exesuemphasize on major improvements
and communicate it to all employees (GAO, 1997)pémticular, an open and transparent
communication between managers and subordinategewged as essential in creating
common understanding. In short communication effortght to address common objectives
of change (GAO, 1997; Mohsen Attaran & Glenn G.Wdt2b9).
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Table 7 Availability of communication strategy PR Implementation WWCE, 2013

Senior executives clearly emphasized that majorarements are imperativgl Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 4 6.8
Agree 26 441
not sure 1 1.7
Disagree 28 475
Total 59 100.0
The communications effort directly addressed thraroon objections
(resistances) to change Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 20 33.9
Disagree 37 62.7
Total 59 100.0
The communication effort explained the necessitgtainge Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 26 441
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 26 441
Strongly 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0
The communication effort explained why change iskable Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 17 28.8
Disagree 39 66.1
Strongly disagree 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0
The communication effort explained why change isdfieial Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 27 45.8
not sure 1 1.7
Disagree 26 44.1
Strongly disagree 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0
The communications effort begun early in the preadter the identification o
customer service issues and performance improvegaezsé Frequency| Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 11 18.6
not sure 1 1.7
Disagree 43 72.9
Strongly 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013.

Moreover, while communication efforts should ainadtressing the need for changes, they
should be workable and beneficial. Based on theoredents answers to a series of questions
as depicted on table 7, however, WWCE executivesirounication strategy was not
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effective in creating common objectives of changmag employees of the organization, in
selling the need for change at WWCE, and in shasirage credit of success with everyone in

the organization.

3.5.2 Management’s Role in Communicating the Change

While having an effective communication strategyhécessary without the management’s
leadership to effectively communicate the changeded, the future of a BPR project is
doomed to fail. Researchers and practitionerserfitid argue that employee’s ownership of
the organization’s with clearly stated vision ofaolge to be key elements in BPR’s success.
Such ownership, however, can be only be attainednahagement plays its role of
communicating the change effectively. Among thpested management’s roles towards
communicating change effectively include sharingion and information with subordinates,
establishing open communication between superviaats their subordinates, using their
subordinates’ ideas constructively, paying duenditia to the efforts and contributions made
by employees, sharing the credits for success awtryone, and encouraging subordinates

and employees to take new tasks and responsigilitie

In order to assess the management’s role in conuatimg change a series of questions were
asked as depicted on table 8. The answers givéimese questions show that by and large
respondents did not feel that management was gagsnrole effectively as expressed in
their responses. For instance when respondents asied if management encouraged
subordinates and employees to new roles and respdriities, 76.3% of the respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed while 20.3% agréati management was encouraging
employees to take new roles and responsibilitiesil&ly when respondents were askedif
executives gave due attention to the efforts, corlbutions, and innovations made by
employeesduring the reengineering project about 68% respdntegative. Moreover more
than 66% of the respondents did not thinanagers were using their subordinates' ideas
constructively (Table 8). The only area where management seehevefared better was in
sharing vision and information with their suborda® Out of the 59 respondents 27 of them
or 45.8% agreed or strongly agreed that managers weing their subordinates’ ideas
constructively. But even in this area it is impottdo note that more than 52% of the

respondents did not think managers were using siubiordinates’ ideas constructively.
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Table 8. Management’s Role in Communicating thargie WWCE ,2013

Managers shared vision and information with tkaipordinates Frequency | Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 1 17
Agree 26 44.1
not sure 1 1.7
Disagree 28 47.5
Strongly 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0
There is an open communication between supervasuatgheir subordinatg Frequency | Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 17 28.8
not sure 1 17
Disagree 33 55.9
Strongly 5 8.5
Total 59 100.0
Managers constructively use their subordinates! ide Frequency | Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 4 6.8
Agree 14 23.7
not sure 2 34
Disagree 37 62.7
Strongly disagree 2 34
Total 59 100.0
Executives gave due attention to the efforts, dountions, and innovations
made by employees during the reengineering project. Frequency | Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 15 25.4
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 39 66.1
Strongly disagree 1 1.7
Total 59 100.0
Executives widely shared the credits for succedis eieryone Frequency | Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 1 17
Agree 21 35.6
not sure 3 51
Disagree 32 54.2
Strongly disagree 2 34
Total 59 100.0
Encouragements were made to Take New Roles & Re#plires Frequency | Per cent
Valid  strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 11 18.6
not sure 2 34
Disagree 44 74.6
Strongly disagree 1 17
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013
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3.5.3 The Office’s Effort in Facilitating Effective means of communicating the
Change
Among the key roles management plays in implemgriRR is to provide to training for its

staff, managers, and executives to prepare therthéonew roles and responsibilities called
for by the new process. Lack of sufficient trainiagd reward system can hold back
organizations the capability of implementing BPReghtiating the allocation of the new
processes with clear understandings of authority responsibility is yet another aspect of
the management’s role in implementing BPR. Lind&@898) for instance, indicated that
mangers should discuss and create common unddergjard to how authority and
responsibility for the new process is going to becated. Equally important is the extent to
which executives include managers in making thec@éf management responsive to needed
changes and in designing policies and proceduresthis regard, Will Artley (2001)
underscored the importance of should pursuing qpatiory approaches by managers and

executives when allocating authorities and resmlites.

Six questions concerning the Office’s effort inifigating effective means of communicating
the Change were posed to respondents. The firgtiqnevas whether the Office provided
training to its staff, managers, and executivesptepare them for the new roles and
responsibilities called for by the new processth@f59 respondents 49.2% of them agreed or
strongly agreed that the Office indeed providedhing to its staff, managers, and executives
while 47.5% disagreed and 3.4% were uncertain gheh training was provided (Table 9).
The proportion of those who agreed is very closthése who disagreed which may suggest
that there respondents were equally divided betvileese who received training and those
who did not which may have played a factor in hbeytresponded. Another line of inquiry
was whether or not executives and managers negpbtihé new process to be allocated with
clear understanding of authority and responsibilliyhile 45.8% agreed 49.2% of the
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed (T@bl®©ne of the changes expected as a
result of BPR implementation is the reorientatidn performance appraisal and reward
process to the implementation of the new proceserWespondents were asked if the Office
has reoriented its performance appraisal and repmckss to the implementation of the new
process, only 45.8% of the respondents agreedangly agreed while 54.2% did not think
that the Office has reoriented its performance aippl and reward process in line with new

process (Table 9).
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Table 9. Efforts made in Facilitating Effective Msaof Communicating Change WWCE,2013

The Office provided training to its staff, managensd executives to prepare them f
the new roles and responsibilities called for by lew process. Frequency Per cent
Valid strongly agre 2 3.4
Agree 27 45.8
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 28 475
Total 59 100.0
Executives and managers negotiated of the new gsdoebe allocated with clear
understandings of authority and responsibility Frequency | Per cent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 26 44.1
not sure 3 5.1
Disagree 27 45.8
Strongly Disagree 2 34
Total 59 100.0
The executives included managers in making anyetkellanges to the Office's managerial
structure. Frequency | Per cent
Valid strongly agree 2 34
Agree 27 45.8
not sure 2 3.4
Disagre: 28 47.5
Total 59 100.0
The Office reoriented its performance appraisal@wrd process to the implementation off
the new process. Frequency | Per cent
Valid Agree 22 37.3
not sure 5 8.5
Disagree 32 54.2
Total 59 100.0
The Office reoriented its performance appraisal@uweard process to the fulfilment of
performance improvement goals. Frequency @ Per cent
Valid Agree 23 39.0
not sure 3 5.1
Disagre: 32 54.2
Strongly disagre 1 1.7
Total 59 100.0
Executives involved managers in defining the Offigmlicies &procedures for using Office
performance indicators to assess managerial & gefbrmance. Frequency | Per cent
Valid strongly agree 5 8.5
Agree 27 45.8
not sure 2 34
Disagree 25 42.4
Total 59 100.0
The organization induced a set of attitudes, beetultural norms needed to be built in the
organizations. Frequency | Per cent
Valid strongly agree 4 6.8
Agree 26 44.1
not sure 2 34
Disagre! 25 42.4
Strongly disagree 2 34
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013
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Overall the difference between those respondenis bdiieved that the Office was using

effective means of communicating change and veatmse who did not agree is very close.

Implementing BPR requires providing major roles e played in order to motivate

employees to take new responsibilities. As a teslilreengineering, staff often have a

broader range of responsibilities and are empoweradake decisions and take actions with
less direct supervision than before. Moreover,nbed to create inclusive and participatory
environment, reorientation of performance appragsal reward system are necessary to hit
the target. In all these areas the response of tharehalf of the respondents indicate that the
organization has gaps in reorienting performancpragal and reward process to the

fulfilment of performance improvement goals andhe implementation process.

Kanter, (1991) argued that success of organizdtrenge depends on the development of a
new organizational culture that supports any neateggies. Change management plan needs
to be well underway by the time the new procesgagly to be implemented GAO, (1997).
The absence or delayed change management task wexkedifficult to build support and

momentum among the staff for implementing the nevegss, however good it might be.

3.6 Is the New Process Achieving the Desired Res#lt

The end goal of business process reengineeririgeiselization of the vision that propelled
the very BPR project in the first place. As staaéthe introduction of this study, the decision
to go through BPR was viewed as necessary to eXpANCE’s capacity to handle complex
projects; to shorten delivery time of projects; aiwd increase its market share in the
construction industry in Ethiopia. The study and tlesign of the new process had taken
several turns before it was finally introduced 009, and it is still an ongoing project. While
it may be early to fully capture the successes faildres of the BPR implementation at
WWCE, the researcher has attempted to explore #iy signs of the result of BPR
implementation at WWCE. In this regard,an orgatimzahas no way of knowing if the new
process has produced the desired results or nbbuti meaningful performance measures.
Good performance measures generally include a rhigutcome, output, and efficiency
measures. Outcome measures assess whether thesphaseactually achieved the intended
results. Output measures examine the products raselfeices produced by the process, such
as the number of claims processed. Efficiency measevaluate such things as the cost of

the process and the time it takes to deliver thpuiwof the process (a product or service) to
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the customer. On-going performance measurementda®vhe feedback which is so critical

for continual improvement and future successes.

To this end, the researcher posed a series ofigunestimed at probing into whether or not
performance measures were identified, whether pegoce measures were linked to the
organizations strategic goals, and whether perfoomameasures were integrated into the
organization’s performance measurement system.uded in the questions were also
whether the management and staff use data to absepsrformance of the new processes,
and whether the new process has achieved its gjatdsl

One of the critical components of BPR implementatis the feedback mechanism to
regularly evaluate the new process and to fix mnmisl which arise as a result of its
implementation. Such follow up and regular evahmtiwould enable management to
determine if the new process is achieving the ddsiesults and whether actions are needed
to improve the new process. In order to assesextent to which the management has been
effective in getting feedback a question was pdk#ee organization's executives, managers,
and staff used the measurement data being gathe@stess the new process' performance.
The responses to the question show that 71.2% eofrébpondents disagreed or strongly
disagreed that the measurement data being gather®dised to assess the new process. By
contrast only 22.1% agreed that data gathered wag)lused to assess the new process
(Table 10).

As shown in table 10 below the overall responsiag¢oguestions indicate that the majority of
respondents did not believe performance measuresidentified, nor did they agree that the
performance measures included a mixture of outcaugut and efficiency measures. For
instance when respondents were asked if the tramgitam identified necessary data for
routinely assessing the performance of the reeegiteprocess on a long-term basis 32.7%
agreed while 62.1% disagreed or strongly disagteatdperformance assessments were set in
place. Moreover, about 56% of the respondents ditl believe that the performance
measures were integrated into the organization w&t&rmance measurement system while
42% of them agreed that performance measures wtgrated into the organization wide
system. Not surprisingly more than 78% of the resleats believe that the new process has

not achieved its desired goals (Table 10).
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Many researchers suggest that performance measarepléiced and progress of
implementation of BPR project monitored againstea of stated objectives (Hagel, 1993;
Guha et al., 1993; Feltes and Karuppan, 1995)hitnregard there are a variety of measures
that can be deployed to monitor performance sucbuasome, output, impact, and input
measures (Hagel, 1993; Kaplan, Robert, Norton, @awi993). The results of this study,
however, suggest that WWCE’s effort to place penfamce measures to evaluate and

monitor the new processes has not been succesdfai. s
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Table 10.The New Process’s Achievement of DesireslRs WWCE, 2013

The transition team identified necessary datadatinely assessing the

performance of the reengineered process on a kmngasis. Frequency| Percent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 18 30.5
not sure 3 51
Disagree 35 59.3
Strongly disagree 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0
The performance measures included a mixture ofoougg output&
efficiencymeasures. Frequency| Percent
Valid strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 16 271
not sure 1 1.7
Disagree 36 61.0
Stronglydisagree 3 5.1
Total 59 100.0
The performance measures linked to the organiZatgtrategic goals. Frequency| Percent
Valid strongly agree 2 3.4
Agree 25 42.4
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 27 45.8
Strongly disagree 3 51
Total 59| 100.0
The performance measures were integrated intortienization's wide
performance measurement system. Frequency| Percent
Valid strongly agree 3 5.1
Agree 21 35.6
not sure 2 3.4
Disagree 31 52.5
Stronglydisagree 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0
The New Process Achieved its Planned Performane¢sGo Frequency| Percent
Valid strongly agree 1 1.7
Agree 11 18.6
not sure 1 1.7
Disagree 42 71.2
Strongly disagree 4 6.8
Total 59| 100.0
The organization's executives, managers, andsaff the measurement
data being gathered to assess the new process'rparice. Frequency| Percent
Valid strongly agree 6 10.2
Agree 7 11.9
not sure 4 6.8
Disagree 40 67.8
Stronglydisagree 2 3.4
Total 59 100.0

Source: Survey research, Addis Ababa, 2013
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3.6.1 New process’s Desired Result with reference Customer Satisfaction

One of the central goals of BPR implementatiomisrisure customer satisfaction in terms of
the quality and delivery of goods or services. Gumr-related measures such as complaints,
customer satisfaction levels, timeliness/ respotisee, adherence to schedule and

responsiveness are some of the parameters thétecased to measure services delivered to
customers. The other measure that should also msdawed is effectiveness and efficiency

measure (Kaplan, Robert S., Norton, David P., 1993)

WWCE's goals in implementing BPR are not differémtthis regard and the researcher
decided to test if one of the central goals wasexell as a result of BPR implementation. As
the researcher had limited time and resource slsenwiable to gather primary information
directly from WWCE'’s customers in order to measoustomer satisfaction as a result of
BPR implementation. Instead the researcher toolndinect approach by asking questions
regarding customer satisfaction to respondents, aitgoemployees of WWCE including
some working at middle and senior management leW¥éls questions posed to respondents
focused on whether the organization was able tgfgatustomers’ expectations, to reduce
cycle time (waiting time) of project delivery, artd improve its competitiveness by

improving quality and/or by reducing cost.

The responses to the questions posed show th&GH#.the respondents did not believe that
WWCE was able to satisfy customers’ expectation® seduce cycle time (waiting time) of
project delivery as after BPR implementation. Theponse was even more negative when
respondents were asked if the organization inctkédseown competitiveness by reducing
costs. More than 81% of the respondents disagreesrangly disagreed that WWCE has

reduced its costs to increase competitiveness €TEDL

The one area where responses were not as unfaleunas in the area of quality
improvement. When respondents were asked if theanizgtion increased its own
competitiveness by improving quality 50.9% disadree strongly disagreed while 47.5% of
them agreed or strongly agreed that the organizdies increased its competitiveness by
improving quality. However, in light of the negativesponses to many of the questions
related to the overall BPR implementation at WWQ@IE tesearcher did not think such

response to be as truly reflective of the oveeslits of BPR implementation.
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Table 11New Process’s Results in terms of Cust@aésfaction WWCE 2013.

The organization was able to satisfy customerseetqiions after implementatiol
of business process reengineering program

Frequency Percent

Valid strongly agree
Agree
not sure
Disagree
Strongly
Total

5
14
3
35
2
59

8.5
23.7
51
59.3
3.4
100.0

The organizations was able to reduce cycle timétifvgetime) of Project delivery
following the implementation of the business preceengineering program

Frequency Percent

Valid strongly agree
Agree
not sure
Disagree
Strongly
Total

The organization increased its own competitivefgsisnproving quality

Valid strongly agree
Agree
not sure
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Total

The organization increased its own competitivefigseducing costs.

Valid strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Total

4 6.8

17 28.8

1 17

32 54.2

5 8.5

59 100.0
Frequency Percent
3 51

25 42.4

1 17

26 44.1

4 6.8

59 100.0
Frequency Percent
3 51

8 13.6

43 72.9

5 8.5

59 100.0

The organization encouraged managers and stafieg@erformance data to furth
improve the new process

Frequency Percent

Valid strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

Total

2
23
31

3
59

3.4
39.0
52.5

51

100.0

Source: Survey research, 2013.
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CHAPTER FOUR

4. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1. Summary

For the past few years, planning, designing, anglementing changes through business
process reengineering (BPR) at the WWCE has remainbe a major challenge and priority
to its management. The purpose of the study wassess BPR implementation in Water
Works Construction Enterprise in light of the ejpeces and theories of BPR
implementation strategies advocated by proponents tte change management.
Implementing BPR requires organizations to thinkdamentally about what they do and
why they do things. Among the critical questionsahihshould be asked by the management
are “why do we do what we do?” and “why do we dimgk the way we do it? Thus, in
implementing BPR an organization first determindgia company or an organization must

do, and then decides how to do it.

At its core BPR is an organizational change toahaned on work requirements or process.
In contrast to the functional organization apprgachich is based on specialization of tasks,
process based approach focuses on a series dfiestrequired to achieve an outcome or to
produce goods or services. As the goal of reengmges to bring about dramatic

improvements in the organization’s performancengaeering should not be about “making
marginal changes or incremental improvements bwuiakachieving quantum leaps in

performance. Thus, implementing BPR requires regé@sy the business process radically
which means disregarding all existing structure prtedures and inventing completely new

ways of accomplishing work.

Because of the radical approach it takes, impleimgnBPR requires successful
implementation of the change management and cuitdnieh include revision of reward

systems, communication, empowerment, people invodre, training and education,
creating a culture for change, stimulating receétiof the organization to change, and
setting comprehensive implementation plan. Henaeinlg a comprehensive implementation
plan and executing such a plan is like using aderitb cross from where the organization
was, ‘AS 1S, to where the organization wants to arriVeQ BE”. The vision and direction of

where the management wants to steer the orgamzat® reflected in the implementation

plan. Not surprisingly setting comprehensive immatation plan, addressing change
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management issues and measuring the attainmemsoed results are, therefore, viewed as
prerequisites for BPR success.This research hasgiitd to examine how WWCE applied
business process reengineering with particulardasuits BPR implementation plan. To this
end, five categories of research questions wemaulated to explore how WWCE’s BPR

implementation experience fared over the past fgears compared to the accepted

benchmarks for successful implementation of BPR.

The broad categories of questions were aimed dbrxg whether or not WWCE’s BPR

implementation plan consisted the elements negedearsuccess, such as management’s
commitment, plans to deal with the social, psychimal, and political resistance to change,
creating a culture for change, setting the rewsstems to fit the new processes, and
running a pilot process, among othe¥éore specifically the categories of questions were

aimed at soliciting answers to the following quess:

Was there a BPR implementation Plan?
Was BPR implementation plan accompanied by charagjeagement plan?
ISWWC’s management addressing change managemeasss

Is the new process achieving the desired results?

ok~ 0N

What are the factors associated with attainmepedbrmance goals?

Under each category a series of questions werdapmato explore the issue. Descriptive
survey method was employed in the study to gatblevant data from the representative of
the population. By purposive sampling techniqueypdé random sampling was taken to
represent population.The results were analysed hen llases of the responses of 59
respondents to the questionnaires presented. lin-degerview with 20 BPR team members
and 5 management members, 2 trade union membeveelasaas group discussion with
employees who are believed to have input for thdysparticipated in enriching the survey
results. After the questionnaires were distribiaed interviews were conducted, collected
data have been organized, tabulated with the HeB8S15, analysed and interpreted. Based
on the analysis and interpretation of the resuiles findings of the survey are summarized

below.

4.1.1. Was there a BPR implementation Plan?

Availability of Written plan for BPR ImplementatioA successful BPR implementation

requires a comprehensive plan which, among othargsh identifies the tasks to be
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implementedsets a time frame for the implementation of thenpiacludes a pilot testing
plan, quantifies resources required for the implaieion were quantified, and with a
mechanism to monitor the implementation. WWCE reslemts were asked a series of
guestions which contained these and related elenmted in table 2. While there some
variations in the extent to which respondents di&ed) or strongly disagreed to each
guestion, in all cases majority of the responddigagreed or strongly disagreed that WWCE
had a comprehensive plan for BPR implementation.dDthe 59 respondents, 67.8% did not
agree that the time frame for implementation was &% of them did not believe that
resources required for implementation were quantjfb9.3% did not agree that all tasks to
be implemented in the process were identified, 84®% did not think the Office had
prepared a written plan for pilot testing. Viewedtotality, the responses suggest that the
implementation plan that was prepared by the Offies not embraced by the majority of
employees. The reasons for such failure could baymacluding lack of management

commitment to implement the plan, lack of effectteanmunication, just few to mention.

Establish a Transition Team to Manage BPR Impleatemt. As many writers and
practitioners emphasis on the importance of orgdioas need to establish transition team
that can guide the transition process of the remmging projects, the researcher posed a
series of questions related to establishing aittangeam. Of the total respondents only 39%
agreed or strongly agreed that a transition teaabkshed while 55.9% of them disagreed or
strongly disagreed that a transition team was &skedal (Table 3). To a related question on
whether necessary arrangements were made for attsrraasition, 67.8% did not believe
that the necessary arrangement was made while 288%0, less than one-third, agreed or
strongly agreed that the necessary arrangemeninads.

Workforce Training and Redeployment Issldany researchers and practitioners stress on
the importance of workforce training and the suscefthe new business process hinges
primarily on the organization’s ability to succedbf transform its employees from
controlled to empowered employees. Among the questposed to respondents was whether
the transition team identified the new tasks, rolesd responsibilities to which 54.2%,
disagreed or strongly disagreed that such wasabe while 44.1% agreed or strongly agreed.
On a related question, respondents were askec ifrémsition team identified the training
needs required by the new process and 69.5% of dimot agree that training needs were

identified. Furthermore, when respondents were cagkthe transition team identified how
61



many employees and which employees needed retgaib1% did not believe training
needs of employees were identified (Table 4). Alvéra responses to the survey questions
in this area suggest employees training needsrasudt of the new redeployment were not

addressed adequately.

Use of Pilot Testing to Evaluate the New Proca@$® importance of pilot testing before the

full implementation of the new process is stresegdnany researchers and practitioners.
Piloting helps identify problems and bottleneckiater to the process and helps eliminate
failures when fully implemented. One of the questi@asked was whether or not a pilot test
strategy to test the new process was put in pladendnether concerns of stakeholders were
considered in the process. Out of the 59 resposdéntof them, more than 76%, did not

believe that the transition team had selecteda @kt strategy that suits the new process.

4.1.2. Was BPR implementation plan accompanied bynange management plan?

Having a change management plan is considered amhengey factors for the successful

implementation of BPR. Researchers and practitonecommend that organizations focus
on planning and accountability for change managémenas to manage the transition to
process orientation. The researcher posed a sefiepiestions related to the change
management plan of WWCE and the overall resporggestis that the Office did not have an
effective change management plan. For instanc&% percent did not think the Office

refined its plan to facilitate needed cultural ap@nand 72.9% did not believe the change
management plan provided periodic assessment oflogegs’ needs and concerns.
Moreover, 67.8% of the respondents disagreed angly disagreed that the change
management plan had assigned responsibilitieseifgpindividuals for carrying out change

management tasks (Table 6).

4.1.3. Is WWC’s management addressing change managent issues?

While researchers and practitioners readily agrethe centrality of management’s sustained
commitment and leadership for a successful BPRamphtation, it is also one of the biggest
obstacles that BPR projects face during implemamatn order to measure the extent of
management’'s commitment to BPR implementation at ®BAMhe researcher developed
three categories of questions dealing with avditgbiof communication strategy,
management’s role in communicating the change, madagement’s efforts to facilitate

effective communication of the change. More tha®o&# respondents disagreed or strongly
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disagreed that efforts were made by the executivesidressing resistance to change, more
than 76% disagreed or strongly disagreed that neanagt encouraged subordinates and
employees to new roles and responsibilities. Mogeomore than 54% of respondents did
not think that the Office has reoriented its parfance appraisal and reward process in line

with new process (Table 9).

4.1.4. |s the new process achieving the desired nis?

The end goal of the whole exercise of businessga®teengineering is the realization of the
vision of the organization that propelled the vBBR project in the first place. In WWCE's
case the decision to go through BPR was viewedeasssary to expand WWCE'’s capacity
to handle complex projects; to shorten deliveryetiaf projects; and to increase its market
share in the construction industry in Ethiopia. Thsearcher asked respondents a series of
questions in order to explore if and whether ther peocess was achieving desired results.
More than 71.2% of the respondents disagreed ongly disagreed that the measurement
data being gathered was used to assess the neespracd 78% of the respondents did not
believe the new process achieved its planned pedioce goals. Overall the results

undoubtedly show that the new process has notathithe desired results.

The results are not surprising given the fact thatBPR implementation has been haphazard
in many areas on the ground. The researchers gpgrience and the performance report of
WWCE show that out of 9 preliminary BPR implemeiatatchecklists which are meant to be
done on quick win bases only three items are puprémtice on partial bases. Direction
pointers are put in place to guide office locatientrance card for external customers is set
and suggestion box is put in place. However, tierosix points were not in place or put
into practice to facilitate the BPR implementati¢Giurthermore, secondary level checklists
which include cascading organizational goals topaticess and sub process, reporting the
output by the Balanced Score Card (BSC) which @sseh for performance measurement of
the office are not put to practice. Weekly meetimgsch were meant to encourage sharing
ideas between employees and managers to enhanepdrancy as well as make to bring
about change of attitude among employees in impiimg BPR are not being conducted

either.
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4.2. Conclusion

Based on the literature review, the backgroundrinfdion on how the BPR project has been
carried out from the start, and based on the resgmto the survey questions, WWCE’s BPR
implementation has not been a success for manypofveasons.

To begin with, while the BPR project was initiateyl the Board of Management of WWCE,
the board members did not run the day today omerati the organization in order to address
issues which arise during the study and implemiemtadf BPR. At the same time the BPR
project was not fully embraced by the top managem&MWWCE for a variety of reasons.
Moreover, the study and the design of the new m®aehich started in 2006 had taken
several turns before it was finally introduced 009, at the insistence of the board of
management. During the course of the study thetgigg@neral manager who was providing
support and leadership for the study team and dpartinent head of public relations and
business development, who was in charge of documwemhe study process, left WWC
leaving the BPR study without anyone in charge. th&t start of the implementation of the
new business process the general manager of WWB&hed led the organization for many
years left the organization and the team lead#hetore process study team who had played
key role in documenting the new process to be dhiced retired due to age. Beyond such
turnovers and change of personnel at the middteeotourse, the biggest challenge of all to
the study and implementation of BPR at WWCE wasldlck of commitment on the part of
the top management of the organization. In spitesafne attempts by the Board of
Management to put their weight behind the study iam@lementation, the top management
failed to play a leading role at all stages. Sumesylts clearly show that management did not
play its role in spearheading the change towardsgss oriented performance organizational
set up and performance at WWCE. While there armraber of other factors that can
contribute to the failure of BPR projects, lacknminagement’'s commitment without a doubt
is a recipe for poor performance and failure asgrpced by many organizations that tried

to implement business process reengineering?

Notwithstanding the centrality of the lack of maeagnt's commitment at WWCE, the
study also showed that WWCE’'s BPR implementatioanplacked several critical
components. One of the critical components ofrapgrehensive implementation plan should

bepilot testing. Since reengineering is about a change of orgtoied culture and tasks, the
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whole package of the new process needs to be tastget feedback from employees and
other stakeholder on the bases of which correetitidns can be taken to revise and redesign
the new process before proceeding to full implemugot. In 2009, the pilot testing phase
was, however, skipped at WWCE and in December 2808 was officially introduced
directly, primarily in response to the board’'s grge. Not surprisingly the results of the
survey clearly show that there was not pilot tegsirategy in place as confirmed by more

than 76% of the respondents.

Setting a transition teamthat can guide the transition process of reengingés another
essential component of a comprehensive implementgtian for BPR project to move
smoothly from old processes to the new ones. Howyéle survey results show that among
the central weaknesses of WWCE implementation & tthnsition team established to
manage the transition to the new processes. Mgjofithe respondents, about 56%, did not
believe that there was a transition team set iogpéand about 68% did not think the necessary

arrangement was made for a smooth transition ftaotd to the new process.

Addressing human resource issues including empoemgrtraining and education are
viewed by many among the critical success factorgmniplementing BPR. Consequently
when dealing with organizational change through BPRining and redeploying workforce
are often major challenges and generally requirsiderable preparation time. In the case of
WWCE'’s BPR implementation the study shows severapsgregarding training and
redeployment of workforce according to the new psses. Among the problems revealed
include failure to identify the new tasks, rolesdaesponsibilities of employees. Moreover,
the number of employees who would be affected byndw process and their training needs
were not identified. Not surprisingly, majority tdfe respondents did not think there were
plans to provide training for those who needed eesalt of the new redeployment.

Feedback mechanism is yet another critical faaboraf successful BPR implementation to
regularly evaluate the new process and to fix mnmisl which arise as a result of its
implementation. Such follow up and regular evahmtiwould enable management to
determine if the new process is achieving the ddsiesults and whether actions are needed
to improve the new process. However, the resultghef study suggest that WWCE's
executives, managers, and staff did not have thébfeck mechanism as measurement data

being gathered was not used to evaluate the nevegses.
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Overall, the study showed that WWCE did not embank BPR implementation with a

comprehensive implementation plan as it lacked reg¢\eitical factors that are associated
with successful BPR projects. This can be attrithutethe lack of ownership and resistance
to change on the part of management which werefesiad at various stages of the BPR
project. Not surprisingly while the organizatiorficitlly embarked on the implementation of

BPR, more than four years ago tasks continue febiermed the old way.

4.3 Recommendation

The lessons that can be drawn from this study besed/WCE's experience are consistent
with the experience of many unsuccessful BPR ptejecEthiopia and around the world. As
clearly pointed out by GAO (1997), reengineerirgrtst with a high-level assessment of the
organization's mission, strategic goals, and customeeds where basic questions such as
"Does our mission need to be redefined? Are owatesgic goals aligned with our mission?
Who are our customers?" are clearly spelled ous tinly after the organization rethinks
what it should be doing, that it gets to decide tHmmst to do it. What WWCE in particular
and policy makers who set the BPR to be implemebyethe public sector may learn is that
BPR is not for all and visionary and committed ngeraent should be the starting place
when considering BPR. Moreover, a committed anibné&sy management should have a

comprehensive implementation plan with adequateuregs and persistence to succeed
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Annex |. WWCE Organizational Chart

WATER WORKS CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISE
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Annex II.

Assessment of BPR implementation in the Water Works Construct ion Enterprise WWCE
Survey questionnaire

Dear Respondent,
My name is Mitselal Gebre, currently a Postgraduate Student in Indria Gandhi National Open University. | would
very much appreciate your participation in this study which | am undertaking for my Master's degree
requirement,—on the topic, “The assessment of BPR implementation in the Water Works Construction Enterprise
(WWCE). The study is an attempt to investigate whether there was a comprehensive BPR implementation plan,
whether change Management Issues were addressed and thereby investigate if BPR implementation in WWCEE

has made a difference in the organization interms of contract delivery, efficiency, employee satisfaction efc...

Whatever information you provide will be kept strictly confidential and will not be shown to other persons. The
exercise will take about 20 minutes. If you are interested in the results of this project, | will be glad to send you a
summary of the findings after completion of the study. Thank you for participating and making this study a
success.

Tel: +251-913-527771, E-mail: mitselal@yahoo.com

Please put ‘\" mark for your answers

No. | Questions Answers
| Background of participant
1 Name and Address of the Institution WWCE, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia
2 Name of the process (write it please)
3 Sex of the Respondent Male
Female
4 Position of the respondent: 1. Board member

2. Top Management

3. Executive officer

4. Process owner

5.BPR Study team member

6. Sub process owner

7.Team leader

8. Employee

9. Consultant

10.  Any other

5 Service years 1. Less than a year

2.1-5

3.5-10

4.10-15

5.5-20

6.20-25

7.above 25 years

6 Qualification of Respondent 1. Masters Degree

2. First Degree

3. Advanced Diploma

4. Diploma

5. Certificate
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No

Extent of agreement
Questions

Strongl
y Agree

Ag
ree

Not
sure

Disa
gree

Strongly
Disagree

Comprehensive Implementation Plan

Availability of written plan for pilot testing

The Office prepared a written plan for pilot testing

All tasks to be implemented in the process was Identified

The time frames of implementation was set

Resources required for the implementation quantified

G BN —

The new structure was reasonably suited to fit to the nature of the work
process, and structure of the Enterprise

The implementation plan provided a means for collecting implementation
problems

The implementation plan provided means for collecting and sharing
implementation solutions

The implementation plan created a means for monitoring during the
implementation

Establishing transition Team

A transition team established to guide the reengineering effort

A transition team made up of the project sponsor, the process owner, members
of the reengineering team, and key executives, managers, and staff from the
areas directly affected by the implementation of the new process

The transition team has made necessary arrangements with the Office's
administrative offices to transition smoothly from the old process to the new

Executives and managers who are affected by the process change actively
promoted and facilitated the implementation of the new process

Workforce training and Redeployment

The transition team identified the new tasks, roles, and responsibilities

The team identified the reporting relationships

The team identified the training needs required by the new process

The team identified how many employees would be affected by redeployment in
the implementation of the new process

The team identified how many employees and which employees needed
retraining.

The team identified how many employees and which employees will be affected
by reductions-in-force.

The Office/enterprise/ developed training programs.

The team benchmarked governmental agencies to learn about the successful
ways to plan workforce redeployment, retraining, and reductions.

Use of Pilot Testing to Evaluate New Process

The team selected a pilot test strategy to suit to the new process and considered
the concerns of stakeholders.

The team ensured the test-unit fully understood the pilot test.

w

Transition team ensured employees sufficiently trained &understood their roles.

E=N

The team developed performance measures & data gathering procedures to be
used during the pilot.

The performance measures reflected the project goals.

The team carefully measured the performance of the pilot test.

The transition team identified and took corrective actions required.

The Office gathered customers’ and stakeholders’ feedback about the pilot test.

OO (N |or

The new process designed was pilot tested with satisfactory results before
proceeding to full implementation.

10

The transition team carefully measured the performance of the pilot test.
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No.

Extent of agreement
Questions

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Not
sure

Dis-
agree

Strongly
Disagree

Change Management

Refine and implement change management plan

The Office refined its plan to facilitate needed cultural changes across the
Organization.

The change management plan identified specific change management
tasks.

The change management plan aligned the change management tasks with
the project and implementation timetables.

The change management plan assigned responsibilities to specific
individuals for carrying out change management tasks.

The change management plan provided periodic assessments of employee
needs, concerns, and reactions.

Availability of Communication Strategy

Senior executives clearly emphasized that major improvements are
imperative

N

The communications effort directly addressed the common objections
(resistances) to change.

The communication effort explained the necessity of change.

The communication effort explained why change is workable.

The communication effort explained why change is beneficial

OB w

The communications effort begun early in the process after the
identification of customer service issues and performance improvement
goals.

Managers shared vision and information with their subordinates.

There is an open communication between supervisors and their
subordinates.

Managers constructively use their subordinates’ idea.

Executives gave due attention to the efforts, contributions, and innovations
made by employees during the reengineering project.

11

Executives widely shared the credits for success with everyone.

12

Encouragements were made to Take New Roles & Responsibilities.

13

The Office provided training to its staff, managers, and executives to
prepare them for the new roles and responsibilities called for by the new
process.

14

Executives and managers negotiated of the new process to be allocated
with clear understandings of authority and responsibility.

15

The executives included managers in making any needed changes to the
Office's managerial structure.

16

Has the Office reoriented its performance appraisal and reward process to
the implementation of the new process?

17

The Office reoriented its performance appraisal and reward process to the
fulfilment of performance improvement goals.

18

Executives involved managers in defining the Office's policies and
procedures for using Office performance indicators to assess managerial
and staff performance.

19

The organization induced a set of attitudes, beliefs and cultural norms
needed to be built in the organizations.
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No.

Extent of agreement
Questions

Strongl
y Agree

Agre

Not
sure

Dis-
agree

Strongly
Disagree

Performance Monitoring (Result Related Issues)

A. Performance Measure in Place

The transition team identified necessary data for routinely assessing the
performance of the reengineered process on a long-term basis..

The performance measures included a mixture of outcome, output, and
efficiency measures.

The performance measures linked to the organization’s strategic goals.

The performance measures were integrated into the organization’s wide
performance measurement system.

The New Process Achieved its Planned Performance Goals.

The organization’s executives, managers, and staff used the measurement
data being gathered to assess the new process' performance.

The organizations was able to satisfy customers expectations after
implementation of business process reengineering program

The organizations was able to reduce cycle time(waiting time) of Project
delivery following the implementation of the business process reengineering
program

10

The organization increased its own competitiveness by improving quality

11

The organization increased its own competitiveness by reducing costs.

12

The organization uses Performance Information to Continually Improve the
New Process.

13

The organization encouraged managers and staff to use performance data to
further improve the new process.

14

The Office periodically assess process performance goals in order to
determine the potential for achieving higher level of performance
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In-depth Interview Guidelines

I. Back ground of Participant
Please put “\" mark for your answers

Position : Qualification Service Year Sex
1.Board member 1.Masters Degree 1. Less than a year 1. Male
2.Top Management 2. First Degree 2. 1-5 2. Female
3.Executive officer 3.Advanced Diploma 3.5-10
4. Process owner 4. Diploma 4.10-15
5.BPR Study team member 5.Certificate 5.5-20
6.Sub process owner 6.20-25

7.Team leader

7.above 25 years

8.Senior expert/engineer

9.0thers

Workforce Training and Redeployment
1. Has the office Developed Training

Programme?

2. Has the transition team met with other governmental agencies and private businesses to learn about the
successful ways to plan workforce redeployment, retraining, and reductions?

3. Are Organizations’ executives working closely with employee unions to minimize the potential for
adverse effects of the implementation on its members and to make use of union suggestions where

feasible?

4. Has the Organization provided career counsellors and outplacement assistance as needed to help
employees plan new career paths or seek new employment?

Change Management

Refining and Implementation of Change Management Plan

1. Does the office have comprehensive Change Management plan?

2. Did the Office use outside experts to help its executives and the transition team to become more aware
of underlying organizational and cultural issues that can pose obstacles to reengineering? Can you give

names

3. Did the Office use outside experts to help its executives and the transition team to incorporate proven
techniques for managing these obstacles and achieving change

objectives?

Senior Executives Encouragement to Accept New process and Roles
1. Have senior executives clearly identified and explained the Organization’s concerns regarding the
business process in achieving its objectives and other change drivers?
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What formal and informal opportunities have senior executives provided for employees to provide
feedback about the operational and personal problems they face during implementation?

Are senior executives’ committed to assist as to how employees can make the transition to the new
process can be communicated and reinforced to the employees?

Has the Office provided career counselling or outplacement assistance to individuals at all ranks who
have lost their positions, who must develop new career plans, or who chose to resign?

Performance Measure

1.

What performance measures for the new process did the Office actually decide to put in place? Do
these measures differ from the team’s recommendations? If so why?

Results of Business process reengineering implementations

1,

Did WWCE quantified Percentage point improvement in return on investment as a result of the BPR
program?

Did WWCE quantified Percentage point improvement in cost to income as a result of the BPR program?

Did WWCE quantified reduction in cycle time as a result of BPR? If yes please mention some
examples

Which responses best describes WWCE'’s ability to satisfy customers following the implementation of
business process reengineering program?

[ Expectations exceeded delighted customers

lalways meet expectations

Iconsistently meet expectations

Igenerally meet expectations

Isometimes meet expectations

1 Unable to meet expectations at all

What action is the Office taking to correct any shortfalls in expected performance?
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