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Abstract. Process-oriented development of an organization is supported by maturity models. They delineate a sequence of stages that together form a path from an initial to a desired maturity level. Maturity progress is determined by various success factors and initiated by different triggers. There is no common classification of these triggers. The purpose of this paper is to identify triggers in relation to maturity levels.
To identify triggers a contextual model has been developed and literature review has been conducted. Results suggest that due to incomplete understanding of process-based approach some additional triggers
may also affect success of its implementation.
Keywords: organisation, process, maturity, triggers and drivers.
JEL Classification: L29; M19.

1. Introduction

2. Process orientation and process maturity

In today’s market environment, business process
orientation is considered to be an attractive and
effective way of building competitive advantage of
organizations. This approach is becoming well
adapted paradigm of organizational improvement
and development. The interest in process-based
approach results from the intention of the organization to improve its flexibility in adapting to changes in the new business environment, market expectations and customers needs (Zairi 1997; Willaert
et al. 2007; Dallavalle de Pádua et al. 2014).
One of the important approaches increasing
process-based orientation of an organisation is
Business Process Management (BPM). BPM is
a complex management practice including diverse
and myriad methods, frameworks aimed at improving the organization processes and achieving the
desired level of maturity (Škrinjar, Trkman 2013).
The implementation of BPM is mainly triggered by
too high costs, problems with quality, low profitability, competitiveness (Davenport, Short 1990;
Pritchard, Armistead 1999; Jeston, Nelis 2008,
Alves et al. 2014).
The main purpose of this paper is to provide
a research of triggers and drivers of maturity progress in context of critical success factors. The results of the research allowed to identify and systematized these triggers concerning maturity
levels. In addition, the contextual model with postassessment triggers which was based on the results
of the literature review perspective has been proposed.

Davenport and Short (1990), Hammer and Champy
(1993) belong to the first promoters of the “process
orientation” and “process-thinking” concept. The
idea of the “horizontal cooperation/organization“
was furthermore developed by Byrne (1993) and
Ostrof (1997). According to McCormack and
Johnson (2001) “business process orientation of an
organisation is the level at which an organisation
pays attention to its relevant (core) processes”. The
subsequent empirical research conducted i.a. by
McCormack (2001) confirmed that the process orientation can positively influence organizational
performance and inter-functional conflicts.
McCormack (2001) has distinguished three
elements that affect the process-driven transformation of an organization: the process management and measurement, the process jobs (process
business roles) and the complex process view
(documentation and understanding of processes).
The essential feature of this approach is the cooperation and coordination of tasks at different levels
of decision-making and in a various functional departments and organizational units. Due to
the process-based approach it is possible to gain
knowledge about the situation and efficiency of the
entire organization. Additionally, process orientation enables to define the scope of changes that
allow the company to adapt to future market conditions (McCormack, Johnson 2001). Rosemann et al.
(2008) indicate that the level of maturity of the process-oriented organization affects six factors:
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Strategic Alignment, Culture, People, Methods,
Governance and Information Technology. Lee and
Dale (1998) emphasise that process approach involves linking business processes and strategic
objectives and needs of customers. It requires also
a change in a company’s emphasis from functional
(vertical, hierarchical) to process orientation (horizontal, cross-functional). We can consider the
transformation of an organization, from a vertical
to horizontal one, as maturing process – structured
and formalized, with specific stages (maturity levels) (Rosemann et al. 2008; Karagiannis 2013).
BPM maturity refers to the stages which an
organization striving to achieve their goals passes
through. The maturity level is the “degree of process improvement across a predefined set of process areas in which all goals in the set are attained”
(van Looy et al. 2011; Zellner 2011). Maturity
evolution of on organization is supported by various organisational and process maturity models.
Among the various methods that support building
a process-oriented organization, maturity models
meet with a growing interest (Röglinger et al.
2012; Scheel et al. 2015; Tarhan et al. 2016).
The development of maturity models has
been initiated by the Capability Maturity Model
(CMM) (Humphrey 1988). Primarily CMM was
designed mainly to support IT enterprise in the
assessment of their capabilities and to identify
areas of improvement. The key maturity models
stemming this trend should also include: Business
Process Orientation Maturity Model (McCormack, Johnson 2001), Business Process Maturity
Model (Object Management Group 2008). Maturity models include a sequence of stages that
form an anticipated, desired or logical path from
a current state to maturity (Röglinger et al. 2012;
Wong et al. 2014).
The level of maturity of process organization is
the range in which the processes are formally defined, managed, flexible, measured and effective
(Rosemann et al. 2008). Maturity could be seen as
an organization's ability to process excellence. Maturity is multidimensional. It should include both
factors for process repeatability and resources, the
ability to ensure such repeatability. A stage of organization’s maturity is evaluated usually in four
or five-point scale (McCormack, Johnson 2001;
Object Management Group 2008). Maturity could
be related to an area and/or a process. Level I
(immature) of the enterprise is characterized as an
uncoordinated and unstructured ad hoc operation
and is identified with the silo structure. The processes at this stage are not designed in accordance
with the “end-to-end” principle. While the level of

full maturity means that the organization's processes are systematically improved, and these actions
are a constant element of the organizational culture
(Niehaves et al. 2014; von Scheel et al. 2015).
Reaching the stage of full maturity is equated with
the highest level of effectiveness and efficiency of
the organization.
You can readily identify areas of potential improvement, resulting in achieving desired objectives
by evaluating a current stage of organization by
a maturity framework (Humphrey 1998). Change of
a maturity level generally includes management
systems (style, culture, measurement), human resources (organizational roles, skills, organizational
culture), information technology and organizational
structure, moreover depends on those factors
(Pritchard, Armistead 1999; Bandara et al. 2009;
Trkman 2010; Ravesteyn, Batenburg 2010). Success
of BPM deployment and maturity progress depends
on Critical Success Factors (CSFs). A change of
maturity level is caused by external or/and internal
triggers and drivers (Rosemann et al. 2008; Willaert
et al. 2007; von Scheel et al. 2015).
3. Methodology and context model of research
Research objectives have been reached through
literature studies and empirical survey that are systematically conducting by the author. To identify
BPO/BPM triggers I reviewed scientific papers
published in journals and business reports related
to this domain. This approach is widely used and
accepted. Such methodology allows to specify the
current state of research and to identify a research
gap in the analyzed area (Tranfield et al. 2003).
Conducted literature review has revealed there
are not many publications on the identification and
classification of BPM triggers in the context of
maturity level. Therefore research questions addressed in this paper are as follows:
RQ1. What kind of critical success factors affect a BPM implementation?
RQ2. What triggers and drivers initiate the
progress of a process and organisation’s maturity?
RQ3. What critical success factors affect a
transition between maturity stages?
To answer these questions a research model
has been constructed. This model presents a research perspective. The model illustrates the context of transformation of organisation towards the
desired maturity level. Achieving a higher maturity
level (stage) is initiated by external or/and internal
triggers and determine by Critical Success Factors
(CSFs). The contextual research model is given in
the Figure 1.
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Drivers and
Triggers
External
Internal

that determine the BPO/BPM initiative. Table 1
presents the results of general classification of critical success factors.

Objectives of BPM implementation
Initiatives

Table 1. Critical Success Factors (Source: Ariyachandra,
Frolick 2008; Bai, Sarkis 2013; Bandara et al. 2009; Buh
et al. 2015; Jeston, Nelis 2008; Trkman 2010)

Methods of BPM implementation
Critical
Success
Factors

Critical Success Factor
Strategic alignment
Top management support
Methodology
Team domain competences
Project management
Culture
Communication
Empowerment
Measurement and monitoring
Information technology

Influence
Implementation

Results of BPM implementation
Assessment

Maturity level

Fig. 1. Contextual model of research
(Source: developed on a basis of Safrudin et al. 2014)

Recommendations*)
[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]
[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
[1] [3] [4] [5]
[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]
[1] [3] [4]
[3] [4] [5] [6]
[2] [3] [4] [5] [6]
[2] [3] [4] [6]

*)

Numbers represents papers in order of appearance: [1] Ariyachandra, Frolick 2008 [2] Bai, Sarkis 2013; [3] Bandara
et al. 2009; [4] Buh et al. 2015; [5] Jeston, Nelis 2008; [6]
Trkman 2010.

External triggers represents changing market
conditions, competitive threats, government regulations, customer demand and satisfaction, policy,
regulatory and technological advancements. The
internal ones are mainly connected with performance issues, leadership changes or looking for
a new possibilities for a growth and expansion,
changes in IT and organizational structure (Safrudin, Recker 2012). The result of BPM/BPO implementation depends on proper indentifying and
analysis of Critical Success Factors (CSFs).

Examining the results of literature review it
could be concluded that the most dominant
BPO/BPM success factors are strategic alignment
and culture. The organizational culture, particularly a willing to change determines a success of
BPM implementation (Buh et al. 2015; Gonçalves
2010; Ravesteyn, Batenburg 2010). Ariyachandra
and Frolick (2008) emphasize also a role of management of resistance and problems with resources
availability (monetary, people, time). They also
indicated that BPM project success is also affected
by external customers/users. The main reason of
failure of BPO/BPM initiatives could be a low understandability of linkages between success factors
(Trkman 2010).
Boundary conditions of success of process
improvement are determined by the ability to identify, assess and use of CSFs. The degree of fulfilment and understanding of critical success factors
sets boundary conditions to improve business processes and achieve higher levels of organization’s
maturity.

4. Critical success factors of BPO/BPM
maturity
Although a process-driven approach and methodology is widely known and it is very often implemented, the failure rate of BPO/BPM projects is
relatively high (40–50%) (Bai, Sarkis 2013; Iqbal
et al. 2015). The causes of success/failure of BPM
initiatives is called Critical Success Factors. These
factors could be treated as a barrier, as well as an
enabler (Santos et al. 2015). CSFs are defined by
Bullen and Rockart (1981) as “the limited number
of areas in which satisfactory results will ensure
successful competitive performance for the individual, department or organization”. CSFs are the few
key areas for the organisations that enable development and attaining their goals.
Critical Success Factors should be identified
and evaluated for reducing the failure rate of
BPO/BPM implementation (Ariyachandra, Frolick
2008; Bandara et al. 2007; Buh et al. 2015). Conducted papers review allow to identify ten CSFs

5. Triggers and drivers of BPO maturity
Process-oriented development of organization can
be triggered by many different initiatives. Karagiannis (2013) indicate mainly aspects related to implementing IT systems, workflow management
systems and business applications (ERP, CRM,
SRM system). Is also emphasized requirements of
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quality standards (ISO certification) and legal aspects, regulations (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, Basel III).
The authors indicate moreover the triggers related
to operational efficiency, costs reduction and improving product and service quality. According to
Karagiannis (2013) changes in the organization are
initiated by globalization, market’s dynamic, requirements of information transfer and global
standards, inter-organizational value chains and
outsourcing. On the other hand, the need for
changes in the organization because of the requirements of flexible IT architectures, mobile IT
and new means of communication must be introduced. A more complex and structured classification of BPO/BPM triggers and drivers present
Jeston and Nelis (2008). In Table 2 main outputs
from their research are given.
The conducted literature review has revealed
there are not many publications on the identification and classification of BPO/BPM triggers in
context of a stage of a process/organisation’s maturity. According to the author knowledge this issue is a part of the systematic research on organization maturity conducted mainly by Harmon
(2007), Harmon, Wolf (2014, 2016). Maturity diagnosis prepared by BPTrends was based on Capability Maturity Model Integration (Harmon,
Wolf 2014, 2016).
According to BPTrends cyclical report (Harmon, Wolf 2014) the major BPM driver during the
period 2005–2013 was the “saving a money by
reducing costs” and/or “low productivity.” The
second most important trigger, in 2013 was the
“low customer satisfaction”. The most important
drivers also include “problem with management
coordination or organizational responsiveness”.
The first two drivers, “a need to improve customer
satisfaction to remain competitive” and a “need to
save a money” were of such importance to the organization in 2015 (Harmon, Wolf 2016).
Another report describing maturity levels of
organizations with maturity triggers was prepared
by Kerremans (2008). In this research a Gartner’s
maturity model has been used. Table 3 presents
simplified classification of triggers concerning levels of BPO/BPM maturity.
BPO/BPM triggers and drivers definitely depend on various factors and should be considered
in a specified context (economic, market, technology and industrial or organization’s process maturity). Furthermore, the triggers are different for
different enterprises and depend on the specific
business and a social situation (Jeston, Nelis 2008).

Table 2. General classification of BPM triggers and
drivers (Source: Jeston, Nelis 2008)
Category
Organization

Management

Employees

Customers
and
co-operators

Products
and services

Processes

Information
technology
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Triggers and drivers (chosen)
Difficulties with high growth or proactive planning for high growth
Changing roles and responsibilities
Problems with operational excellence,
Necessity to change a product leadership
Organization objectives or goals are
not being met
Lack of reliable or conflicting management information
Lack of control over processes
Budget over deliver
Low capacity from existing staff for
expansion/development
High turnover of employees
Training issues with new employees
Low employee satisfaction
Problems with empowerment
Difficulties in keeping up with continues changes and growing complexity.
Long lead times to meet requests
Low satisfaction with service
Changes of numbers of customer, suppliers or partners
The introduction a unique process for
customer or co-operators
The introduction and strict enforcement of service levels
Lack of business agility
Poor service levels
Problems with standardization
Launch a new product/service
Unclear roles and responsibilities from
a process perspective
Poor quality of the results and a substantial volume of rework
Too much gaps in a process
Lack of process standardization
Work duplication
Backlogs
Lack of clear process goals
Lack of communications
Lack of understanding of the end-toend process by stakeholders
Problems with integration, utilization
of BPM automation tools
Introduction of a new IT architecture
Phasing out of old application
Problems with overlapping of existing
systems
The introduction of web services
IT cost are not accepted

TOWARDS PROCESS MATURITY – TRIGGERS OF CHANGE

Table 3. BPO/BPM triggers and drivers – maturity
context (Source: Kerremans 2008; Harmon, Wolf 2014,
2016)
Maturity
level
I
II

III

IV

Table 4. Triggers and drivers in Polish companies –
maturity context (Source: Jurczuk, Gabryelczyk 2015)
Maturity
level
I

BPO/BPM triggers and drivers
Low productivity
Poor financial results
Problems with responsibility
Incomplete process documentation
The need of standardize common processes throughout the organization
Necessity of improving existing processes driven by strategic planning
Distributed information system

II

III

Difficulties with process visibility and
operational agility
The need to control and automate processes (including BPMS)
Necessity of building a relationships
between cross-functional processes

Too high operation costs
Distributed information system – problems with information access
Necessity of improving a quality of a
customer service and too high costs of
this service
Incomplete process documentation
Problems in supporting processes
Management and control problems –
searching for a new alternative management methods and techniques
Problems in supporting processes

through reducing operating costs. It is one of two
basic solutions, next to the implementation of IT
systems and/or application. These two factors triggered a change in those companies and initiate an
“entrance” to the second level of maturity (see Table 4).
Organization being on the second maturity
level are interested in improving the quality of customer service while minimizing costs of operation.
Additionally, streamlining document workflow and
improving the functioning of the supporting processes. At this stage the company has suggested the
problem or even the lack of ability to control the
documents’ flow, unsatisfactory accessibility to
them, and too long time needed to locate
a document. Organizations classified on the third
level of maturity are interested in the introduction
of new management methods and improvement of
supporting processes. None of the companies investigated did not reach higher than the third level of
BPM maturity (Jurczuk, Gabryelczyk 2015).
The common denominator of above mentioned problems is probably a lack of domain competencies (project and process management).
Analysis of the results of the implementation of the
BPM indicates problems with understanding the
role of leadership and culture of change. A need to
reduce cultural resistance to process change (Harmon, Wolf 2016) becoming an important driver
causing an interest in the process-based approach.
Those critical success factors in this case seem to
be key barriers for the organisations to develop and
to attain their business goals. According to Harmon
(2007) there is a key problem to cross a “chasm”
between level II and III, which is related to top
management support. He indicates also that organisation moving on to the third stage get into
“a process maturity gap”. A similar problem with

Lack of well-established links and
relationships between cross-functional
processes (processes that cross boundaries, within the organization itself and
beyond) and with trading partners and
customers
Necessity of creating a network with
suppliers and customers
Problems with interprocess inefficiencies

V

BPM triggers and drivers

Necessity of deployment systems for
a value chain control
Lack of coordination of partners and
customers goals

A low productivity and poor financial results
are usually on the initial maturity level. Enterprises
on the second level are already seeking to improve
existing processes, starting with documenting and
process modelling (process maps and flowcharts).
The main triggers for further changes (level III,
IV) is a necessity of process control and automation. At the highest levels of maturity of the company there is a need to define the relationships and
dependencies between cross-functional processes
and identifying and creating a relationships network with suppliers and customers. A process optimization level requires organizations to implement
controls throughout the value chain, including business partners and customers (McCormack et al.
2009; Kerremans 2008; Harmon, Wolf 2014, 2016).
Jurczuk and Gabryelczyk (2015) also took an
attempt to identify and classify BPM triggers. According to results of their research companies representing the lowest level of maturity are interested
in building their competitive advantage mainly
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transition between the second and the third maturity level emphasise Nikolova-Alexieva (2013).
Preparation and implementation faults cloud
be perceived as a post-assessment trigger. Taking
into account observed problems of analysed companies with maturity progress the initial research
model has been revised. Figure 2 presents a contextual research model that includes an affect of a
post-assessment trigger.

Drivers and
Triggers
External
Internal

companies still evolve achieving their goals. In the
domain literature, there are numerous of studies of
the BPO/BPM critical success factors and maturity
models that present those problems from different
perspective. But the survey on maturity triggers are
rather rare.
This paper is only initial attempt to exploring
maturity triggers. The conducted study allowed
identified and systematized BPO/BPM triggers.
Taking into account the conclusions from the
Jurczuk and Gabryelczyk study (2015) is worth
considering post-assessment triggers in the contextual research model. This model may reflect an incomplete understanding of the organization's objectives and requirements associated with of BPM
implementation in organizations. An organisational
culture, team domain competences and a top management support in this case can be considered the
key barriers (CSFs) to the transition to a higher level
of maturity (Harmon 2007; Malinova et al. 2014;
Santos et al. 2015). Besides, introducing BPM
methodologies may need to adapt them to the abilities, experience of users and specific conditions in
which the organization operates (Filipowska et al.
2009; Pöppelbuß, Röglinger 2011).
The main limitations of this research is
a small number of revised paper aiming at BPM
maturity triggers. This initial study could be continued in the context of the contingency theory
(Trkman 2010; Niehaves et al. 2014).
Identification and classification of triggers can
be used to a more comprehensive diagnose of the
a process-driven development of organizations.
It may furthermore be useful for revising and
adapting process maturity roadmaps.

Objectives of BPM implementation

Methods of BPM implementation
Critical
Success
Factors

Influence
Implementation

post-assessment triggers

Initiatives

Results of BPM implementation
Assessment

Maturity level

Fig. 2. Revised contextual model of research
(Source: developed on a basis of Safrudin et al. 2014)

The post-assessment triggers are the result of
process maturity evaluation in the organization.
Their appearance may indicate incomplete understanding of the organization's objectives and requirements associated with achieving a certain level of maturity (Jurczuk, Gabryelczyk 2015). These
problems can also result from incomplete understanding of BPM framework. The achieved results
from this research reflect the specificity of the
management problems in organization from transition countries (Warner et al. 2005).
It should be also underlined that the implementation of modern methodologies (TQM) sometimes is treated as a target in itself and not as a way
to solve the existing problems (Westphal et al.
1997). Similar mechanism could be observed in
BPM implementation in this case.
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