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 Abstract: Under the conditions of ever-increasing competition in the 
market, companies can reach a competitive advantage only with flexible 
offer of quality superior and cheaper products/services. In order to 
achieve this, companies must carry out innovative and effective 
business processes and manage them appropriately. In this regard, it is 
important to identify the factors that may be considered critical for 
improving business process management. The aim of this paper is to 
identify and analyse key business process management factors, on the 
example of the electronic industry. The research results show that the 
factors that are usually accepted as the most important for increasing 
the maturity of business process management are not recognised as 
dominant in the electronic industry. One of the findings of the survey 
reveals, as the main lagging factors, four of the six most important 
factors for the successful implementation of business processes. Based 
on results of the research, Managing employees has been detected as 
the most important maturity factor for companies from the electronic 
industry; hence, the suggestion is further improvement within this field. 
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1. Introduction 

The frequent changes that occur as the result of a high degree of adaptability of 
business systems, lead to the creation of new or modified organisational structures of 
high flexibility driven by users’ requirements (Adamides & Karacapilidis, 2006). 
Usually, changes include process orientation. In process-oriented companies the 
focus has changed from business functions to business processes, with emphasised 
relation with customers and suppliers (Andersen, 1999). It is important to emphasise 
that process orientation is not synonymous with process organisational structure 
(Bosilj Vukšić et al., 2006). It represents an understanding the flow of business and is 
only the first step towards a process organisational structure. 

Changes in the market indicate the need that companies constantly analyse and 
improve business processes, but also to find ways for efficient coordination of 
integrated business processes, providing at the same time value for customers and 
rational consumption of resources. Business Process Management (BPM) is a 
management discipline aimed at describing and managing the business processes in 
an organisation (Koster, 2009). The goal of BPM is for the organisations’ 
objectives to be achieved by aligning the business processes with the strategy and 
to continually improve them. 

The implementation of BPM is a very complex and time-consuming process that 
requires great effort, resources, discipline and commitment. Many companies have 
tried to change their business in compliance with a process orientation, but only few 
have managed to completely integrate their business functions into end-to-end 
processes (Bandara et al., 2009). Consequently, many BPM projects are unsuccessful 
in practice (Trkman, 2009). At the same time, successful implementation is a 
prerequisite for the benefits of this concept (Štemberger et al., 2009). 

Since BPM is a multidisciplinary concept, its success depends on different 
factors (Bandara et al., 2009). Many research studies, aiming to find and to explore 
the success and failure factors of BPM implementation, have already been 
conducted, but the area remains an interesting research topic (Alibabaei et al., 2010). 

In order to implement BPM properly, it is necessary to identify key processes 
and key success factors. This is the precondition for creating the matrix of 
processes and factors, which can help managers to identify the influence of factors 
to the processes. For this reason, the identification of BPM factors deserves special 
attention of managers, and especially process owners. Companies that have 
adopted process approach become aware of the power of their processes and the 
importance of providing the quality of their products, which, together with 
continuous improvement, ultimately leads to increased satisfaction of all 
stakeholder groups, but also to the success of the organisation (Chen, 2001).    

The study presented in this paper aims to explore the state of business 
processes management maturity of the companies in the electronic industry. The 
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purpose of this paper is to identify and analyse the achieved level of development 
of the maturity factors, on the example of electronic industry. 

2. Business process management conditionality: Factors’ 
identification 

In line with changes in the environment, there are also changes in managing, and 
one of very important changes in the last few decades concerns business processes. 
Their importance has been changing during the last few decades, but it is certainly 
that doing business in the 21st century will not be possible without process 
orientation. As Harmon (2014) noted, all contemporary organisational structures, to 
a greater or lesser extent, emphasise the importance of business processes. 
Business process management is becoming an important part of organisations’ 
operations (Lahajnar & Rožanec, 2016). Jeston and Nelis (2014) define BPM as 
achieving goals of an organisation through management, improvement, and control 
of essential business processes. According to Weske (2007) business process 
management includes concepts, methods, and techniques to support the design, 
administration, configuration, enactment, and analysis of business processes. 

As part of these changes, it is possible to identify factors that influence the 
implementation of business process management. Dealing with this issue for some 
time, authors concluded that the most organisations identify around 7 key business 
processes and between 6 and 16 factors, critical for business process management. 
Many researchers are focusing on the six key factors of BPM, which include 
strategic alignment, culture and leadership, people, governance, methods and 
information technology (Fisher, 2004; Melenovsky & Sinur, 2006).  Bandara et al. 
(2009) introduce nine success factors, namely: culture, leadership, communication, 
information technology, strategic alignment, people, project management, 
performance measurement and methodology. Ravesteyn and Batenburg (2010) 
conducted a survey among 39 Dutch consultants, developers and end-users of 
BPM-systems and found that communication, involving the right people in the 
project and making sure that there is support from top management and governance 
are the critical factors. 

It is important to say that organisations should consider different factors as well 
as the links between them, rather than putting emphasis on only some of them. One 
study (Bai & Sarkis, 2013) found a number of direct and indirect relationships 
among the factors. According to the results of this study the four most important 
factors include: strategic alignment, top management support, project management 
and collaborative environment. Based on the studies of others authors in the field 
of process management (Jarrar et al., 2000; Ravesteyn & Versendaal, 2007; 
Trkman, 2010; Vom Brocke & Rosemann, 2010; Jeston & Nelis, 2014), but also on 
the basis of the authors' experience, 16 business process management factors have 
been identified, and they are: 
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 Strategic alignment, 
 IT investment, 
 Process measurement, 
 Managing employees, 
 Organisational changes, 
 Appointing process owners, 
 Managers’ commitment, 
 Continuous improvement, 
 Business culture, 
 Information technology, 
 Methods, 
 Employees’ specialisation, 
 Focus on customers and their requirements, 
 Standardisation of processes, 
 Implementation of proposed changes, 
 Cooperation with suppliers. 

Strategic alignment – According to Rosemann and de Bruin (2006), strategic 
alignment of BPM has to enhance the linkages that connect organisational 
priorities and company processes in order to achieve its business objectives. 
Although business process management assumes focus on realisation and 
improvement of everyday activities, it does not mean that it is separated from the 
company’s strategy. On the contrary, business process management has to be 
balanced with the strategy, since otherwise the efficiency of business processes will 
not lead to the accomplishment of company’s objectives and it will be useless. 
Therefore, some authors consider the relationship between strategy and operations 
function as crucial (Rhee & Mehra, 2006).  

IT investment – Performing tasks in today, dynamic environment cannot be 
imagined without information technology. For this reason, investment in IT can be 
observed as a necessary condition for providing the competitive advantage, in the 
same way as other non-material resources are. The required level of IT investment 
depends on company’s strategy, other organisational resources, which interact with 
IT and on the external environment (Duh et al., 2006; Melville et al., 2004). 
Certainly, IT technology is not enough by itself for gaining the competitive 
advantage, but it can contribute certainly to the improvement of the internal 
environment where all resources necessary for process realisation are connected 
and balanced and where managers must reengineer their core processes from a 
customer perspective (Terziovski et al., 2003). 

Process measurement – According to process approach, it is very important to 
define critical control points during the process realisation, at least as important as 
to measure the characteristics of the process output, after the process has been 
finished. This claim comes from the fact that measurement during the process 
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realisation can help managers to identify the mistakes and errors while process still 
lasts and to correct them before additional resources are used for their further 
processing. In the meantime, it is important that the obtained measurement results 
are used as feedback for improving process efficiency (Hassan, 2009). 

Managing employees – Contemporary business is characterised by the 
perception of employees as the most valuable assets of the company. Starting from 
the fact that their knowledge, skills, communication largely determine the success 
or failure of the company, the management of employees is the most important and 
the heaviest part of the work of the managers. Empowering of employees and 
appreciating their ideas and suggestions are significant motivational tools, which 
are often crucial for the successful business process management. Empowering 
employees to make decisions independently can help make operations easier and 
faster (Trkman & McCormack, 2010). 

Organisational changes – Usually authors who research the field of process 
management agree that it is not necessary to make changes in the organisational 
structure. But, potential problems with an inadequate organisation are reflected in 
the increase in costs, inconsistency in the execution of functional decisions 
between processes, and general decline in the efficiency (Silvestro & Westley, 
2002). However, although the organisational units may still be separated formally, 
their employees have to make mutual communication more intensive in order to 
avoid the silo effects. This is in line with the attitude of Leavitt (2005), according 
to whom hierarchies must be changed so that employees perform their tasks more 
efficient. 

Appointment of process owners – Identification of process owner is one of the 
most important issues of the implementation of the process approach. The 
existence of the process owner represents most noticeable difference between a 
process company and a traditional one (Hammer & Stanton, 1999). This is also the 
issue critical for providing the link between the organisational units that perform 
activities included in the same process. The process owner is in charge for taking 
care of the process from the beginning till its end and for accomplishing the 
defined objectives. According to Hammer and Stanton (1999), the owner of the 
process must have a constant role, real responsibility and authority in making 
decisions on process design, performance measurement, as well as training and 
improvement of employees who perform them.  

Managers’ commitment – Although the implementation of business process 
management often requires the engagement of appropriate professionals, the 
support and commitment of managers is very important. Responsibility of engaged 
experts cannot be delegated, so managers have to be completely involved in 
process management. 

Continuous improvement – Striving to perfection has to be a light motive for all 
companies wishing to sustain achieved comparative advantage or trying to reach it. 
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This factor is emphasized as very important in the most of process management 
models. It assumes process observation, measurement and analysis, and based on 
the facts, improvement of process aspects that are main limitation for increasing 
process efficiency or effectiveness. Continuous improvements are based on 
encouraging the organisational culture and formal structure (Trkman, 2010). The 
top management must be the main support while process owners should be the 
main drivers for popularisation of continuous improvement (Savolainen, 1999). 

Business culture – Business culture is a manifestation of attitudes, values and 
traditions in a company. Culture is often referred to as a key driver of BPM 
initiatives (Rosemann & vom Brocke, 2010), representing both a source of failure 
and success in BPM initiatives (Melenovsky & Sinur, 2006). In line with the fact 
that in the modern business environment the only constant is change, continuous 
adjustment to changes, or initiating changes to improve business processes must 
become an everyday task of all employees (vom Brocke & Schmiedel, 2011). 

Information technology – Information technology includes the software, 
hardware and information management systems that support the process activities 
(Melenovsky & Sinur, 2006). Contemporary companies are aware of the 
importance of IT and do not ask the question of whether it is profitable to 
implement IT, but are in the dilemma about the technology they should choose. 
There are an increasing number of software packages related to business process 
management. However, it has to be emphasized that IT itself cannot bring any 
competitive advantages (Terziovski et al., 2003).  

Methods – Rosemann & vom Brocke (2010) defined methods, in the context of 
BPM, as the set of tools and techniques that support and enable activities along the 
process lifecycle and within enterprise-wide BPM initiatives. Different kinds of 
methodologies have been developed to help organisations manage their business 
processes. Some can be used in any organisation. For example, many organisations 
have tried some process improvement methods (Six Sigma, Lean…) or new 
technology, such as Business Activity Monitoring, Service Oriented Architectures 
(Garimella et al., 2008). 

Employees’ specialisation - It is clear that employees’ specialisation is very 
important for increasing process efficiency, because they can perform their tasks 
faster and more accurately. However, narrow specialisation may be an obstacle for 
flexibility, which is also important for providing sustainable competitiveness in 
modern conditions. For those reasons, it is necessary to provide optimal balance 
between employees that are specialist and those who are generalists (Mulyar & van 
der Aalst, 2005), primary bearing in mind processes and activities critical for 
providing customers’ satisfaction (Reijers & Mansar, 2005). 

Focus on customers and their requirements – Connection with customers is 
reflected in need to identify the ones that represent the target group for the 
company and then to define and specify their needs. This kind of specification is 
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base for process standardisation and setting up the measurement system. Especially 
are important critical to quality customers’ requirements, because the company has 
to provide them if it does not want to disappoint its customers. Customers’ 
satisfaction is precondition for their loyalty, so the companies’ task is to 
continuously analyse the level of their satisfaction and their suggestions for the 
improvement. In fact, customers play a crucial role both at the beginning and at the 
end of a business process, providing valuable input for the business process and 
assessing the quality of the output (vom Brocke & Schmiedel, 2011). 

Standardisation of processes – Standardisation is a key condition for providing 
the reliability of the process; It assumes identification of the activities and tasks 
and resources for their performing, providing at the same time, their optimal 
combination and consistency in their usage. If it is based on customers’ demands, 
then standardisation may be observed as a condition for providing quality of final 
outputs. Given that processes are carried out with the respect of specifications and 
rules, this means that BPM systems are positively connected to standardisation 
(Küng & Hagen, 2007). However, sometimes standardisation leads to impairment 
of innovation and performance. In such processes, companies should avoid setting 
rigorous rules (Benner & Tushman, 2003; Hall & Johnson, 2009). 

Implementation of proposed changes – Very important factor of business process 
management success is company’s capability to implement necessary changes. For 
the success of this process, it is necessary to provide support from the employees, the 
ones that may be considered as change agents and who will act as promoters of the 
change and advocates of the process manager. Also, middle management is 
significant to help employees in transition (Herzig & Jimmieson, 2006). 

Cooperation with suppliers – Bearing in mind that quality of inputs determines 
the quality of processes realisation and, consequently, the quality of outputs, the 
relationship with suppliers is equally important as relationship with customers. For 
that reason, it is necessary that company demands from its suppliers to adopt the 
same business philosophy and to implement the same process approach. In this 
way, company extends the process management philosophy into supply chain, 
extending, in that way, the base for sources of competitive advantage. There are 
different forms of connection from a competitive relationship to a partnership 
relationship. Today, companies are increasingly cooperating with their suppliers 
and include them in the development of new products (Cantista & Tylecote, 2008; 
Valle & Vazquez Bustelo, 2009). Inclusion of suppliers into innovation process is 
especially important today when customers’ demands are constantly changing and 
when the product life is shortened. Therefore, the role of suppliers is important in 
ability of company to innovate (Roberts, 2001).   

One of the most explored and analysed model for business process maturity 
management - model formulated by Rosemann and de Bruin (2005), based on the 
Delphi study, suggests that the critical factors for the successful implementation of 
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business processes, are: strategic alignment, process management, employee 
management, methods, information technology, and culture. The maturity of 
process management is determined exactly by the quality and the presence of these 
factors (Radosavljevic, 2015). Those six factors will be used for a comparison with 
the most significant factors of business process management maturity in the 
research presented in this paper. 

3. Research framework 

Previously introduced factors represent the framework for the researching 
conditionality of the business process management in the Republic of Serbia. The 
electronic industry has been selected as a basis for this research because it’s 
increased growth due to the effects of the globalisation process and the inflow of 
foreign capital into our country, as well as its contribution to the economy. This 
study aims to explore the state of business processes management maturity of the 
companies in the electronic industry and the achieved level of development of the 
maturity factors. The research was conducted in November 2017.The research 
involved data collection including survey and interviews. The survey questionnaire 
was used as a research technique. 

The objective of the research has been identification of the key factors of 
business process management maturity in the Republic of Serbia. Therefore, the 
research has been led by the following hypotheses, formulated based on the 
research of other authors and the pre-research conducted in September 2017: 

 H1: Factors that are stated as critical for increasing business process 
management maturity are recognised as the most important in the electronic 
industry, based on the observed sample, 

 H2: The main lagging factors are Managing employees and Information 
technology, 

 H3: All of the observed factors influence business process management 
maturity. 

The questionnaire that has used consists of two parts. Within the first part of 
the questionnaire, the questions aimed to collect the basic data about the companies 
and the information about the interviewed managers (the function of the 
interviewed manager, the gander, the years of age, and the years of work in 
business process management ...). 

The second part of the questionnaire included two segments. The objective of 
the first segment was to determine, based on the respondents' answers, in which 
state - silos, tactical integration, process orientation, optimized company, 
intelligent network, the companies were. The second segment consists the 
questions that aim to identify the maturity level of each of the business process 
management factors (Strategic alignment, IT investment, Process measurement 
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(Process management), Managing employees, Organisational changes, Appointing 
process owners, Managers’ commitment, Continuous improvement, Business 
culture, Information technology, Methods, Employees’ specialisation, Focus on 
customers and their requirements, Standardisation of processes, Implementation of 
proposed changes, Cooperation with suppliers). Based on the processing of these 
data, one can notice the level of development of each factor individually, and 
determine whether some of the factors lag behind in comparison with others. By 
revealing factors that are at a lower level of maturity compared to others, appears 
the need to put emphasis on their correction and improvement. 

The data were collected by surveying the top managers of the companies. For 
the purpose of analysis, a scale ranging from 1 to 5 has been used, where 1 means 
that the claim is completely incorrect, while 5 means that the claim is completely 
correct. 

The data collected were processed with the software SPSS (Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences). In order to test presented hypotheses, the authors used 
descriptive statistics, as well as regression analysis, correlation analysis and cluster 
analysis. 

4. Research results and discussion 

The research of the achieved maturity level, conducted in previous years 
(Radosavljevic, 2015), suggests the use of the following interval groups, which 
represent different levels of maturity: 

 Up to 2.50 – the second level of maturity, 
 From 2.51 to 3.50 - the third level of maturity, 
 From 3.51 to 4.50 – the fourth level of maturity and 
 Over 4.51 – the fifth level of maturity. 

Starting from such interval groups, the factors’ maturity level can be 
determined. For that cause, the collected data from the questionnaire are processed 
and the results of descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1. 

According to the obtained results, it may be said that all factors are at the fourth 
level of development. However, this result has to be accepted with reserve, due to 
the (positive) subjectivity of the interviewed managers.  

The obtained average marks and accepted interval groups, show that there is no 
factor which has reached the fifth level of maturity. The most developed maturity 
factors of the observed companies are Standardisation of processes (4.4815), 
Continuous improvement (4.3704) and Employees’ specialisation (4.2963). Higher 
level of development also exists for factors such as Methods (4.2593), Cooperation 
with suppliers (4.2222) and Managing employees (4.1481). Comparing the factors 
that are most often mentioned as the dominant with most developed factors in the 
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observed companies, it is discovered that the only ones that appear few times are 
factors Methods and Managing employees only. The factors that are usually 
accepted as the most important for increasing business process management 
maturity are not recognised as dominant in the electronic industry. In this sense, it 
can be said that the first hypothesis should be rejected.   

Table 1. Descriptive statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Strategic alignment 27 1.00 5.00 3.5926 1.11835 

IT investment 27 2.00 5.00 4.0370 .80773 

Process measurement  
(Process management) 

27 2.00 5.00 3.8519 1.09908 

Managing employees 27 2.00 5.00 4.1481 .94883 

Organisational changes 27 2.00 5.00 4.0741 .99715 

Appointing process owners 27 1.00 5.00 3.5926 1.21716 

Managers’ commitment 27 2.00 5.00 3.6296 .96668 

Continuous improvement 27 3.00 5.00 4.3704 .74152 

Business culture 27 2.00 5.00 3.8148 .92141 

Information technology 27 2.00 5.00 3.7778 .93370 

Methods 27 2.00 5.00 4.2593 .94432 

Employees’ specialisation  27 3.00 5.00 4.2963 .82345 

Focus on customers and their 
requirements 

27 2.00 5.00 4.0370 .89792 

Standardisation of processes 27 2.00 5.00 4.4815 .89315 

Implementation of proposed 
changes 

27 2.00 5.00 4.0461 .8423 

Cooperation with suppliers  27 1.00 5.00 4.2222 1.01274 

Source: Authors’ calculation 

There are few main lagging factors which should be improved and developed. 
Based on results the factors least developed are Strategic alignment (3.5926), 
Appointment of process owners (3.5926), Managers commitment (3.6296), 
Information technology (3.7778), Business culture (3.8148) and Process 
management (3.8519). Those results show that for further increasing of process 
management maturity very important things are missing and they are strategic 
approach to process orientation, intensive usage of IT, business culture change and 
improvement of process management. Bearing in mind that those four factors are 
stated as four of six the most important factors it may be said that they will 
represent the significant limitation for process orientation spreading through the 
observed companies. Also, it can be noticed that the main lagging factor in the 
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electronic industry are not Managing employees, on the contrary, this is one of the 
six dominant factors. But, maturity factor Information technology is one of the 
factors weakest developed in the observed companies. It means the second 
hypothesis is partially accepted. 

Table 2: Comparison of business process management maturity factors 

Critical factors for the 
successful 

implementation of 
business processes 
(Rosemann & de 

Bruin, 2005) 

The most developed 
factors of business 

process management 
maturity in 
researched 
companies 

Main lagging 
factors of business 

process 
management 
maturity in 
researched 
companies 

Factors with 
greatest significance 

individual 
contribution to 

business process 
management 

maturity 

Strategic alignment 
Standardisation of 

processes 
Strategic alignment Managing employees 

Process management 
Continuous 

improvement 
Appointment of 
process owners 

Appointing process 
owners 

Employee management 
Employees’ 

specialisation 
Managers’ 

commitment 
Strategic alignment 

Methods Methods 
Information 
technology 

Business culture 

Information technology 
Cooperation with 

suppliers 
Business culture 

Managers 
commitment 

Culture Managing employees 

Process 
measurement 

(Process 
management) 

Focus on customers 
and their 

requirements 

Source: Authors’ calculation 

Through usage of regression analysis, the influence of all of the observed 
factors to business process management maturity may be observed. The values of 
16 factors were included in the model as independent variables. The business 
process management maturity was taken as a dependent variable. The beta 
coefficients show the influence each dimension has on the model, while 
significance has to be below the 0.05. The null hypothesis assumes that all of the 
observed factors influence business process management maturity, while the 
alternative assumes that there is not influence of all of the observed factors to 
business process management maturity. 

Starting from the value of the beta coefficient we compare the contribution of all 
maturity factors and found that the greatest individual contribution to business 
process management maturity has the factor Managing employees (beta = 2.613). It 
means that Managing employees has the greatest individually contribution to the 
explanation of the business process management maturity, when subtract variance 
explained by all other maturity factors. Also, two more factors, belonging to the 
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group of six dominant factors according to the Rosemann and de Bruin model, have 
significant individual contribution to business process management maturity 
(Strategic alignment (beta =1.426) and Business culture (beta = 1.028)). Also, we see 
that the factors which have the greatest individual contribution to the business 
processes maturity, at the same time, they are the main lagging maturity factors in 
observed companies.  

Based on the observation of the table, it can be concluded that several business 
process management factors (IT investment, Process measurement (Process 
management), Methods, Employees’ specialisation, etc.) have low, insignificant 
predicting power for the business process management maturity. These factors 
have significance level higher than 0.05. Hence, it is important to emphasize that 
the obtained results can be the result of overlapping with other independent 
variables in the model. Based on the above, the null hypothesis is rejected, and the 
alternative is accepted. In this way third hypothesis is rejected, meaning that all of 
the observed factors do not influence business process management maturity. 

Table 3. Regression analysis 

Source: Authors’ calculation 

Variables / Factors Unstandardised 
Coefficients

Standardised 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
Strategic alignment 

1.001 .374 1.426 
   2.676
  

.023 

IT investment .427 .339 .440 1.261 .236 
Process measurement (Process 
management) 

.276 .252 .386 1.094 .299 

Managing employees 2.160 .751 2.613 2.878 .016 
Organisational changes -1.282 .435 -1.629 -2.950 .015 
Appointing process owners .974 .422 1.512 2.312 .043 
Managers’ commitment .767 .399 .946 1.923 .013 
Continuous improvement .521 .271 .493 1.922 .014 
Business culture .875 .298 1.028 2.939 .015 
IT .435 .157 .518 2.764 .020 
Methods -.032 .325 -.038 -.098 .924 
Employees’ specialisation  .234 .276 .246 .849 .416 
Focus on customers and their 
requirements 

.685 .348 .784 1.966 .028 

Standardisation of processes .273 .298 .310 .916 .381 
Implementation of proposed 
changes 

.334 .359 .404 .931 .374 

Cooperation with suppliers  .111 .214 .143 .519 .615 
Dependent variable: business process management maturity  
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Based on the correlation analysis, strength and direction of the connection 
between maturity factors was examined. According to the results of the correlation 
analysis, between some factors there is a strong positive correlation.  

Table 4. Correlation analysis of the process management maturity factors  

  SA ITI PPM ME OC APO MC CI BC IT M ES FCR SP IPC CWS

SA* Correlation 
Coefficient 

1.000                

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.                

ITI 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.607** 1.000               

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.001 .               

PPM 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.603** .436* 1.000              

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.001 .023 .              

ME 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.200 .328 .691** 1.000             

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.316 .095 .000 .             

OC 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.108 .258 .573** .888** 1.000            

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.591 .193 .002 .000 .            

APO 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.400* .217 .715** .612** .455* 1.000           

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.039 .277 .000 .001 .017 .           

MC 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.038 .313 .351 .524** .554** .615** 1.000          

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.851 .112 .072 .005 .003 .001 .          

CI 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.196 .314 .675** .828** .708** .671** .520** 1.000         

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.328 .111 .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .         

BC 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.231 .204 .469* .744** .604** .463* .448* .570** 1.000        

                                                      
* Explanation of the used symbols: SA-Strategic alignment, ITI-IT investment, PPM-Process 
measurement (Process management), ME-Managing employees, OC-Organisational changes, APO-
Appointment of process owners, MC-Managers’ commitment, CI-Continuous improvement, BC-
Business culture, IT-Information technology, M-Methods, ES-Employees’ specialisation, FCR-Focus 
on customers and their requirements, SP-Standardisation of processes, IPC-Implementation of 
proposed changes, CWS-Cooperation with suppliers. 
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  SA ITI PPM ME OC APO MC CI BC IT M ES FCR SP IPC CWS

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.246 .308 .014 .000 .001 .015 .019 .002 .        

IT 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.319 .329 .231 .377 .413* .040 .098 .157 .213 1.000       

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.105 .094 .246 .053 .032 .842 .626 .433 .286 .       

M 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.248 .021 .545** .669** .667** .411* .393* .602** .549** .255 1.000      

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.212 .916 .003 .000 .000 .033 .043 .001 .003 .200 .      

ES 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.333 .244 .582** .490** .522** .420* .419* .371 .271 .392* .659** 1.000     

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.090 .219 .001 .009 .005 .029 .030 .057 .171 .043 .000 .     

FCR 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.398* .321 .428* .432* .405* .376 .537** .344 .227 .477* .613** .716** 1.000    

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.040 .103 .026 .024 .036 .053 .004 .079 .255 .012 .001 .000 .    

SP 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

-.042 -.188 .365 .490** .603** .373 .567** .358 .420* .188 .729** .558** .557** 1.000   

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.837 .347 .061 .009 .001 .055 .002 .067 .029 .348 .000 .002 .003 .   

IPC 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.079 -.065 .397* .507** .624** .527** .624** .384* .303 .385* .574** .648** .651** .791** 1.000  

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.696 .749 .040 .007 .001 .005 .000 .048 .124 .047 .002 .000 .000 .000 .  

CWS 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.117 .125 .508** .530** .607** .477* .367 .412* .112 .426* .436* .532** .503** .454* .637** 1.000

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.563 .535 .007 .004 .001 .012 .060 .033 .577 .027 .023 .004 .007 .017 .000 . 

Correlation matrix: 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Source: Authors’ calculation 

More specifically, the results show that there is strongest statistically significant 
correlation between factors Organisational changes and Managing employees 
(correlation coefficient is 0.888). Based on calculated correlation coefficients 
observed existence of strong correlation between factors Continuous improvement 
and Managing employees (correlation coefficient is 0.828) and between Business 
culture and Managing employees (correlation coefficient is 0.744) It means that an 
increase in the maturity level of Managing employees is followed by an increase in 
the maturity levels of Organisational changes, Continuous improvement and 
Business culture. Also, concluded that Standardisation of processes strong positive 
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correlated with factors Methods (correlation coefficient is 0.729) and Implementation 
of proposed changes (correlation coefficient is. 0.791). 

Connection between the observed business process management factors and, 
therefore, possibility to use one of them as a driver for increasing the maturity level 
of the others, can also be seen from the dendrogram, presented in Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Connection between the observed maturity factors* 

 

Figure 2 shows that the closest ones are variables (those variables are 
connected more than the others): Managing employees and Organisational changes, 
Methods and Standardisation of processes and Employees’ specialisation and 
Focus on customers and their requirements. 

In order to find drivers to achieve a higher level of business process 
management maturity, it is important to examine the correlation between maturity 
factors and business process management maturity. Based on results presented in 
Table 5, it can be said that there is the statistically significant strong correlation 
between Information technology and business process management maturity 
(correlation coefficient is 0.743).  

                                                      
* The explanation of the used symbols was given earlier 
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Table 5. Correlation analysis of the maturity factors and business process 
management maturity 

Strategic alignment 
Correlation Coefficient .503** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 

IT investment 
Correlation Coefficient .429* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .026 

Process measurement (Process management) 
Correlation Coefficient .453* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .018 

Managing employees 
Correlation Coefficient .511** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .006 

Organisational changes 
Correlation Coefficient .430* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .025 

Appointing process owners 
Correlation Coefficient .272 

Sig. (2-tailed) .170 

Managers’ commitment 
Correlation Coefficient .148 

Sig. (2-tailed) .461 

Continuous improvement 
Correlation Coefficient .471* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .013 

Business culture 
Correlation Coefficient .252 

Sig. (2-tailed) .205 

Information technology 
Correlation Coefficient .743** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

Methods 
Correlation Coefficient .423* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .028 

Employees’ specialisation 
Correlation Coefficient .423* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .028 

Focus on customers and their requirements 
Correlation Coefficient .478* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .012 

Standardisation of processes 
Correlation Coefficient .169 

Sig. (2-tailed) .398 

Implementation of proposed changes 
Correlation Coefficient .375 

Sig. (2-tailed) .054 

Cooperation with suppliers 
Correlation Coefficient .429* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .026 

Correlation matrix: 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Source: Authors’ calculation 

Compared to the others, higher correlation coefficients with business process 
management maturity can be found for Managing employees (correlation coefficient 
is 0.511) and Strategic alignment (correlation coefficient is 0.503). For the factors 
that have the significance level higher than 0.05, it can be concluded that there is no 
correlation between them and business process management maturity.  
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Conclusion  

For many organisations, improving business process management capabilities is 
one of the main topics. The achieved level of process maturity is conditioned by 
the development of the dominant factors of business process management maturity. 
In that sense, research of the achieved factors’ business process management 
maturity is important. 

The factors that are emphasised as the critical for increasing business process 
management maturity (Rosemann & de Bruin, 2005) are not recognised as 
dominant in the presented research results. Based on those results, it is found that 
the most developed business process management factors are Standardisation of 
processes and Continuous improvement. In addition, these factors are not presented 
as critical in the mentioned model. 

One of the findings of the survey reveals the limitations of further 
improvement of business process management maturity in the observed companies. 
Namely, the identified main lagging factors (Strategic alignment, Information 
technology, Business culture, Process measurement) in the model Rosemann and 
de Bruin (2005) are found as four of six the most important factors for the 
successful implementation of business processes. 

The results of the correlation analysis show the existence of, stronger or 
weaker, correlation between a great number of maturity factors. The detection of a 
strong positive correlation between some maturity factors should serve as a 
guideline for electronics industry companies. It means that they should be aware 
that increase in the maturity level of Managing employees is followed by an 
increase in the maturity levels of Organisational changes, Continuous improvement 
and Business culture. For a more detailed analysis of established connections 
between maturity factors, dendrogram can be used and it shows that Managing 
employees provides synergy effects if change of factor Organisational changes is 
provided. 

The results of correlation analysis show that achieving high maturity level of 
Information technology is followed by high state of business process management 
maturity. Also, Strategic alignment and Managing employees have strong positive 
correlation with business process management maturity. 

The influence of the observed factors on business process management maturity 
may be evaluated based on regression analysis. Managing employees has greatest 
individual contribution to business process management maturity. This factor is one of 
most developed factors in researched companies and between it and maturity business 
process management is significant strong positive correlation. Also, Managing 
employees has strong correlation with other maturity factors (Organisational changes, 
Continuous improvement, Business culture, etc.). According to that, this factor can be 
considered as critical for electronic industry improvement. 
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This paper is an attempt to identify the key factors of the achieved level of 
business process management development in electronics industry. The authors 
tried to determine if they are matched with maturity factors that are marked as 
critical in the Roseman and de Bruin model (2005). One of the maturity factors 
(Managing employees) deserves special manager’s attention, based on the degree 
of development, strength of correlation with other factors and in terms of 
contribution to increasing the maturity of business process management. The main 
recommendation for managers in the electronic industry refer to the necessity of 
improving the main lagging maturity factors, as they are marked as factors with a 
significant contribution to increasing the maturity of business process management. 

For further research in the field of business process management maturity, a 
wide framework of business process management factors can be used. By applying 
this set of maturity factors framework in selected industrial areas in our country, it 
would be possible to compare the identified critical factors and the achieved level 
of business process management maturity in order to create a framework of factors 
characteristic for developing countries. 
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IDENTIFIKACIJA I ANALIZA KLJUČNIH FAKTORA 
UPRAVLJANJA POSLOVNIM PROCESIMA 

Rezime: U uslovima sve oštrije konkurencije na tržištu, kompanije mogu 
ostvariti konkurentsku prednost jedino bržom ponudom kvalitetnijih i jeftinijih 
proizvoda/uslga. U tom cilju, kompanije moraju izvršavati inovativne i 
delotvorne poslovne procese i upravljati njima adekvatno. U tom smislu, 
značajno je identifikovati faktore koji se mogu smatrati kritičnim za 
poboljšanje upravljanja poslovnim procesima. Cilj ovog rada je identifikacija i 
analiza ključnih faktora upravljanja poslovnim procesima u jednoj od zemalja u 
razvoju, na primeru elektronske industrije. Rezultati istraživanja pokazuju da 
faktori koji su obično prihvaćeni kao najvažniji za povećanje zrelosti 
upravljanja poslovnim procesima nisu prepoznati kao dominantni u okviru 
elektronske industrije. Jedan od zaključaka istraživanja otkriva kao glavne 
zaostajuće faktore četiri od šest najvažnijih faktora za uspješnu implementaciju 
poslovnih procesa. Na osnovu rezultata istraživanja, kao najznačajniji faktor 
zrelosti za kompanije iz oblasti elektronske industrije otkriveno je Upravljanje 
zaposlenima, stoga je predlog dalje unapređenje u ovoj oblasti. 

Ključne reči: procesna orijentacija, upravljanje poslovnim procesima, faktori 
zrelosti,elektronska industrija  
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