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1. Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1. Background and Overview 
 
The radical changes information technology and the telecommunication market 
means that companies are required to innovate and adapt to respond to the 
market demand and competition.  
 
Competition and other business pressure on large organisation made quality 
improvement and incremental process improvement no longer sufficient, a new 
revolutionary approach to business performance improvement is needed, to view 
business not just as function, divisions and product, but as of key processes. This 
approach is called process innovation, which combine the new process-oriented 
view business and using innovation to key process. (Davenport, T. H. 1993). This 
study was conducted in 1990s, when major computer usage in business 
revolutionizes business and industry. In the last 5 years, a new wave of major 
changes in Big Data, Artificial Intelligence, IT Security bring the need to do further 
study in this area. 
 
In addition to the process change, the changing business landscape also requires 
major review of organization. Organizational change and reconfiguration are 
usually realised by conducting transformation programmes to develop new 
capabilities and increase performance. These are driven by pressing need of 
action based on compelling case to change, which can be either external or 
internal (Saliunas, 2007).   
 
Another way for companies to maintain their competitive advantage is by using 
dynamic capabilities approach (Teece, 1994). It refers to shifting character of 
environment as wells as emphasizes the key role of strategic management in 
adapting, integrating and reconfiguring internal and external organizational skills, 
resources and functional competence. 
 
In order to develop high-performance processes, companies need to offer 
supportive environments, meaning that they must possess or develop 
organizational capabilities (Hammer, 2007). Process and Enterprise Maturity 
Model (PEMM) to assess the organizational readiness, however Hammer’s 
model doesn’t make connection between maturity models and business outcome 
(Power, 2007), which provide more opportunity to do more study on this topic. 
 



Transformation programmes and organizational change are broad in scope and 
impact (usually spanning a large part of the organisation), and typically 
conducted in parallel with ongoing operations. Hence, when evaluating the 
success of the process innovation and transformation programme, the potential 
impact on the ongoing operations also needs to be considered. 
 

1.2. Problem Definition 
 
The key problem that will be studied in this thesis to understand how 
organisational change, process innovation and organization maturity can 
contribute to organization success in adapting change due external driver, mainly 
market competition and technology transformation. It will be done by investigating 
and creating customised maturity model that can be used to link the success of 
organizational change and transformation and organisational maturity. PEMM 
framework will be used as the basis of the custom model, adapted with the 
transformation programme management perspective.  
 

1.3. Problem Formulation and Purpose 
 

The focus of this thesis is on technology firms in United Kingdom and Sweden, to 
understand the connection of process innovation, organization change, and 
dynamic capabilities approach combined with customised PEMM model to the 
success or business outcome of an organization 
 
Four variables which consist of leadership, culture, expertise and governance will 
be investigated with regards to how their enterprise maturity level impact the 
organizational readiness to conduct organizational change and technology 
transformation. These variables are adapted from the Process and Enterprise 
Maturity Model (PEMM) framework developed by Hammer, 2007, which are used 
to assess organizational readiness. 
 
In addition, business process innovation and dynamic capabilities framework will 
be used for theoretical analysis. It covers the initial analysis of markets and 
strategic capabilities. Thereafter, several classes of factors that determine a 
firm’s dynamic capabilities will be discussed, Teece organize them into three 
main categories, i.e process, positions and paths.   
 
In this thesis we will attempt to customise the PEMM model and investigate 
theoretical analysis from previous researches in dynamic capabilities, process 
management and innovation to attempt to define the relationship between 



maturity model and business outcome as well as validate confirm the relationship 
with previous research in the process management and innovation and its impact 
to the success of organizational change and technology transformation. 
 

1.4. Delimitation 
 

This thesis does not investigate and analyse in details other major challenges 
such as scope, financial, time to completion and ongoing operational impact. 
Furthermore, the conducted study contains data regarding the perception of 
transformation success capability (not data regarding actual transformation 
initiatives). 

1.5. Thesis Structure 
 

The thesis begins with a literature review of previous researches on process 
innovation, dynamic capabilities framework, organizational change and 
transformation, its relationship with organizational, people, culture and leadership 
aspects as well as Process and Enterprise Maturity Model (PEMM).  

 
It is followed by a review of impact of leadership, culture, expertise and 
governance aspects to the organizational readiness to conduct a successful 
organizational change and transformation. 
  
The thesis will focus on the area which are not address previously in those 
studies. Which lead to hypotheses which will link the previous studies to the 
desire outcome of this thesis. 

 
In addition to theoretical investigations, a questionnaire has been sent out to 
investigate the impact of several variables on the organizational readiness to 
conduct organizational change and transformation. The result of the study will be 
discussed in the results chapter, followed by conclusion which summarise and 
validate the hypotheses of the thesis and provides recommendation of further 
research. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

2. Chapter 2: Theory  
 

In this chapter, we will study and investigate the link between Business Process 
Innovation, Dynamic Capabilities and Transformation with the PEMM Enterprise 
readiness model from Hammer. One of the main critiques of PEMM model is that 
it does not make connection between maturity models and business outcome 
(Power, 2007).  
 
Therefore, the key areas of focus for study would be the relevance of PEMM 
framework to measure successful outcome, including which factors from the four 
area “leadership”, “culture”, “expertise” and “governance” most important to 
assess the outcome (Hammer, 2007).  
 
The study also will provide hypothesis of the most relevant customised PEMM 
model. Another key area for study is which area that needs constant attention for 
transformation, or in other world most susceptible to change. Lastly how the 
organization change, and transformation can be delivered by programme and 
project management delivery mechanism. 

2.1. Business Process Innovation 
 

Increased competition and other business challenges on large organizations 
made incremental process improvement no longer sufficient. New approach with 
radical levels of change needed. The revolutionary approach must take into 
account both how business viewed and structured, as well as how it is improved. 
Business must not be viewed in traditional way as functions, divisions and 
products, but move the focus on the key processes (Davenport, T. H. 1993). 
 
This new approach is called process innovation which combined adoption of 
process view of business with the use of innovation to improve key processes 
(Davenport, T. H. 1993). 

2.2. Dynamic Capabilities 
 

 
Dynamic capability can be described as the firm’s ability to integrate, build, and 
reconfigure internal and external competences to address rapidly changing 
environments (Teece, 1994). 

 



Dynamic capabilities can be differentiated from operational capabilities, which 
focus on the current operations of an organization. Dynamic capabilities, on the 
other hand, means the capacity of an organization to purposefully create, extend, 
or modify its resource base (Helfat et al., 2007). The basic assumption of the 
dynamic capabilities framework is that core competencies should be used to 
modify short-term competitive positions that can be used to build longer-term 
competitive advantage. 
 
Dynamic capabilities approach is derived from Schumpeterian, however it 
focuses more on the firm’s internal organizational process than Schumpeter 
approach (Teece, 1994) 
 
There are several factors that will help determine a firm’s dynamic capabilities. 
They are categorized into three aspects: process, positions and paths. Dynamic 
capabilities are the subset of competences/capabilities which allow the firm to 
create new products and processes, and respond to changing market situation 
(Teece, 1994). 
 

2.1.1. Organizational and Managerial Processes 
 

Three dynamic capabilities are necessary in order to meet new challenges. 
Organizations and their employees need the capability to learn quickly and to 
build strategic assets. New strategic assets such as capability, technology, 
and customer feedback have to be integrated within the company. Existing 
strategic assets have to be transformed or reconfigured. 
Teece’s concept of dynamic capabilities essentially says that what matters for 
business is corporate agility: the capacity to (1) sense and shape 
opportunities and threats, (2) seize opportunities, and (3) maintain 
competitiveness through enhancing, combining, protecting, and, when 
necessary, reconfiguring the business enterprise’s intangible and tangible 
assets (Teece, 1994). 

 
2.1.2. Positions 
 
The strategic positioning of an organization is determined not only by learning 
process and by the coherence of its internal and external process but also by 
location in relation to its business assets. Business assets in this context are 
the hard-to-buy intellectual asses as well as reputation and relational assets. 
These are very important for position in market share and firm profitability 
(Teece, 1994). 
 
2.1.3. Paths 
 



Where an organization can go is depend on the its current position and the 
path ahead. It is also influenced by the path that was taken before. It is 
important to recognize the dependencies, such as changes in produces, 
prices, technology and costs (Teece, 1994). 
 
Technology opportunities are important factor in deciding future path because 
it will give firms options with regarding to research and development activity 
and investment that they should consider. In addition, the past experiences 
can be used as lesson learned for the management to help the future path 
decision and options (Teece, 1994). 
 
2.1.4. Assessment 
 
Firm’s strategic capability needs to be assessed, as a function of the 
organization’s process, position and path. Firm performance needs to be 
assessed, as well as the threat to the firm due to environment or loss of staffs.  
It is important because the impact of the shift in environment is more serious 
compared to the loss of an individual employee. In addition, dynamic 
capabilities approach view suggests that replicating behaviour and 
performance of a particular firm may be hard to replicate (Teece, 1994). 
 
In later sections, PEMM that can be used to assess the organization 
readiness for a change or transformation, will be discussed. It will also be 
used as the basis of our questions. 
 
 
2.1.5. Replication 

 
Replication involves transferring and reimplementing competences owned by 
the organization from previous economic to the new ones. However 
organizational capabilities are not easy to replicate, it can be a unique 
competitive advantage but also need to be carefully considered when 
planning change.  
 
There are two types of strategy value flow from replication, firstly the ability to 
support geographic and product expansion. Secondly, the ability to replicate 
indicating that the firm has foundation in place for learning and improvement 
(Teece, 1994). 
 
 
 



2.3. Transformation 
 

Disruptive technology innovation in IT and telecommunication area, regularly 
forces the companies and industry to renew their technological strategy and 
adapting their business model and their organization (Christensen, 1997). 

 
Transformation revolves around the need to create new value (Deloitte, 2016). It 
requires rethinking of how value is created today and, in the future, – unlocking 
new opportunities, driving new growth and delivering new efficiencies. 
Incremental improvement is not sufficient in the fast-moving business 
environment, but reinvention is required to ensure long term success. 

 
The objective of transformation is not just to execute a defined change, but to 
reinvent the organization, change culture and behaviors, and discover a new way 
of working based on a vision for the future (Saliunas, 2007).  It is usually driven 
by a sense of urgency, span a major portion of the organization and have a 
significant impact. Examples of transformation initiatives include major 
technology deployment, significant changes in business processes and major 
organizational restructuring.  

 
The difference between change and transformation is the size of the scope and 
level of reinvention. Change is about finite initiative which may cut across the 
organization. Focus is on executing a well-defined shift in the way things work, 
applying well-known principles and tools.  

 
Boston Consulting Group has developed a proven framework for helping to 
execute transformation initiatives (Faeste, 2016). The framework consists of 
three critical components: funding the journey, winning in the medium term and 
organizing for sustained performance. Funding the journey is about achieving 
short term wins by delivering rapid results. This establishes momentum by 
energizing the organization and generates buy-in from managers and employees. 
Furthermore, capital is freed up to fuel new growth initiatives.  

 
Winning in the medium term is about making a more profound change in the 
legacy operations and business model. These include rewiring of the way a 
company delivers product and services to its customers. The company may even 
have to rethink their core business model and reevaluate the value proposition 
they offer. Organizing for sustained performance focuses on the people needed 
to sustain the transformation. Without a strong focus on the company´s team, 
organization and culture, the transformation will not be successful. Senior 
management need to commit to the transformation initiative, HR need to serve as 
partner and the right culture to support high performance need to be developed.  
 



2.4. Transformation Programme  
 
A transformation program is usually used to deliver the major change to 
technological transformation and its related aspects, such as organization, 
business model, culture, and process. 
 
Transformation initiatives present some special challenges in program 
management (Saliunas, 2007). Firstly, transformation programs are conducted in 
parallel with ongoing operations, leading to a high risk for resource conflicts. 
Secondly, managing and understanding the impact the transformation may have 
on the employees, including the ones taking active part in the program is 
essential. There is a natural human tendency to resist change. Thirdly, the scale 
and magnitude of transformation programs means that there most likely are 
diverse stakeholders with varied and possibly competing interests. The 
mentioned challenges can be addressed through structures, processes and 
approach used to managing the transformation program. 
 
Transformation management cannot simply focus on a small number of well-
defined shifts but must focus on a larger number of interdependent initiatives. It is 
characterized by its criticality to the strategic development of the firm and to 
company performance (Soderlund, 2010). A transformation program typically 
involves many people, numerous knowledge bases and technologies, complex 
contractual structures with external partners on client and supplier sides, and a 
wide range of development and restructuring activities. It has unique goals, 
complex and uncertain processes and outcomes, several separate but 
interrelated sub-programs, severe time limits, investments over several years, 
and high risk for top management. 
 
Several factors contribute in maximizing and sustaining the benefits obtained by 
a transformation program. These include establishing a burning platform for 
change, setting a clear end-date vision, addressing all factors that build an 
organization´s capabilities and developing a roadmap for change using a life 
cycle approach (Saliunas, 2007).  

 
For a transformation program to be initiated, a burning platform for change should 
be understood, validated and communicated. If there is not a significant case for 
action, improvement projects are most likely a more appropriate course (cost vs 
benefit). The burning platform may include both internal and external factors.  

 
A clear end-state vision needs to be established early in the transformation 
program. It should include the overall benefits as well as a high-level description 
of the end-state capabilities. Furthermore, all key factors enabling the capabilities 
of the organization need to be addressed. These include changes to people, 



process, technology and physical infrastructure dimensions of the organization. 
Ideally, all dimensions are evaluated concurrently, so that trade-off decisions can 
be made correctly. Without a sensible vision, the transformation initiative may 
dissolve into a list of confusing and incompatible projects that will not bring the 
company in the right direction, which is a recipe for failure. 

 
A roadmap should be developed to show how the transition from current state to 
end-state will take place (Saliunas, 2007). It should include both the broad life 
cycle phases that will be used to organize the overall transformation effort as well 
as sequencing of individual initiatives and projects that comprise the program. To 
obtain success, it is important to systematically planning for and creating short-
term goals and wins (Kotter, 1995). Otherwise, some of the involved people may 
become demotivated and actively start to resist change. In a successful 
transformation, managers actively look for ways to obtain clear performance 
improvements, establish goals in the yearly planning system, achieve the 
objective and reward the people accordingly.  

 
Furthermore, commitments to produce short-term wins help keep the urgency 
level up and force analytical thinking that can clarify and revise visions. However, 
it is important not to celebrate victory for the entire transformation activity too 
early. Instead of ramping down the transformation activities following a short-term 
win, the afforded credibility can be used to tackle even bigger problems.  

 
It is also critical for a transformation program to promote effective stakeholder 
management, including creating ownership, communication and involvement of 
support organizations (Saliunas, 2007).  

 
Ownership is created by ensuring awareness/understanding of the burning 
platform, the end-state vision and the roadmap from current state to end-state. 
This can for instance be obtained through change management communications 
and training. Furthermore, the transformation program structures and processes 
also are essential for promoting ownership through inclusion in steering groups, 
program/project contributors, etc. An effective two-way communication with each 
key stakeholder group is required throughout the transformation. This can be 
accomplished through an early identification of key stakeholders, and 
development of a communication plan and stakeholder engagement strategy.  

 
It is essential to not only involve business owner organizations, but also support 
organizations (such as HR and security) in the transformation initiative. It creates 
broad ownership, aligns the transformation with ongoing operations and other 
initiatives, and may also reduce the workload at the transformation office. 

 
Critical success factors to promote effective governance for transformation 
programs include engagement of senior leadership, role of leadership and taking 



a data-driven approach (Saliunas, 2007).  Leadership input, sponsorship and 
involvement is needed to ensure that the end vision supports the organization´s 
mission as well as that appropriate resources are received and that the program 
is moving in the right direction. It is often said that major change is impossible 
unless the head of the organization is an active supporter.  
 
For a transformation initiative to be successful, support from only the head of the 
organization is not sufficient, but a powerful guiding coalition needs to be formed 
(Kotter, 1995). This guiding coalition typically includes members both inside and 
outside the senior management ranks. A high level of urgency within senior 
management will help in putting the guiding coalition together.  
 
Successful transformation management requires leadership to make tough 
decisions, including handling competing stakeholder interests, resource conflicts, 
performance issues, etc. The basis for major decisions shall be well documented 
and data-driven to make it easier for stakeholder groups to understand the 
reasoning behind made decisions. Furthermore, good documentation will 
promote the implementation of the decision in later phase transformation efforts. 
 
Renewal requires the removal of obstacles (Kotter, 1995). In many cases, the 
vision is understood, and the people would like to help out, but an obstacle is 
blocking the path. Examples of obstacles include organizational structure, 
performance-appraisal systems that make the people choose based on self-
interest and refusal to change among management. No organization will be able 
to remove all obstacles instantly, but the larger ones must be confronted and 
removed. 
 
It is difficult to achieve success for the transformation if the changes are not 
anchored in the company culture (Kotter, 1995). Otherwise, the new desired 
behavior will be subject to degradation as soon as the pressure for change is 
removed. People need to be shown how new approaches, behaviors and 
attitudes have helped improve performance. Secondly, it need to be ensured that 
the next generation of top management personify the new approach. 
 

2.5. Organization, People, Culture, and Leadership Aspect of 
Transformation Programme 

 
Organizations are frequently structured in different units such as business units, 
functional units or geographical units (Turner, 2014). 
 
Those structures are designed to meet efficiency and effectiveness. Based on the 
size, and the complexity and characteristics of the tasks, we can find simple 



design that is characterized by flexible relationships and almost no hierarchy, or 
functional design with departments based on specialization, logical similarity of 
the work, related or interdependent work tasks, and common goals. In IT & 
Telecommunication industry, examples are design, planning, development, 
programme & project management, testing and operations (Medina, 2014). In big 
companies, each one of those departments can frequently be considered as an 
organization itself and warrant its own analysis and study (Hatch and Cunliffe, 
2006). 
 
One of the key challenges in transformation programme is to understand and 
manage the impact of the transformation to organization, people and process, as 
the transformation programme may result in changes in organizational structure, 
human resources skills/knowledge/competencies need and business process. It 
is a natural human tendency to resist change, therefore addressing the human 
side of change will be key in ensuring the success of the programme (Salinas, 
2007).  A significant gain can be obtained by the effort to engage, educate and 
involve the workforce. 

 
The key questions are how to define success with clear objective and key 
performance indicators on organizational, people and process aspects, measure 
the benefit realization and value of the objective and analyse how these aspects 
contribute to the overall success or failure of a transformational programme. 
 
It is imperative to clearly define benefit, vision and overall scope of the 
transformation program to address all key factors needed to deliver the 
capabilities of the organization (Saliunas, 2007). 
 
There are two key main organizations area that play key role in delivering major 
technology transformation, namely project organization and operational 
organization. 
 
In organizations conducting projects, the project context as such could be seen 
as different systems with projects as “organizations within organizations” where 
the projects could have different structures than the parent organization 
(Shenhar, 2001, p. 395). Those different structures could lead to competing 
contextual demands in various levels of the organization (Bresman and Zellmer-
Bruhn, 2013). 
 
Operational organizations will also be key to the success of transformation, 
mainly to ensure smooth transition from existing technology to new technology 
without any major impact to the business. In the operational organizations, the 
impact of transformation programme will be mainly on people and process. The 
people might need to be retrained and competence managed properly to ensure 



business continuity. New process also needs to be developed to support the new 
technology efficiently. 
 
Involving employees early and making them aware of the need for change are 
critically important for further development of corporate culture in a highly 
dynamic world (Jetter, 2009). If people are not motivated by the communicated 
material, the transformation program is likely to fail due to the cooperation of 
many individuals that is required to obtain success. More than 50% of the failed 
transformation initiatives observed by (Kotter, 1995) has failed in this phase. Lack 
of patience, underestimation of how difficult it is to drive people out of their 
comfort zones and overestimation of the achieved level of urgency are three 
common reasons for failure in this phase of the transformation initiative. 
 
Analysis on the relationship between corporate culture and success conducted in 
follow-up studies produced partially inconsistent results. In later research, it 
became clear that there is no universally best corporate culture and that 
successful corporate cultures are clearly industry-specific and context dependent 
(Christensen and Gordon 1999)  
 
Based on this hypothesis, significant changes in business process, such as the 
transformation from a legacy telecom platform to a cloud-based architecture, 
should be followed by major changes in terms of a new corporate culture that 
supports the new model to the best possible degree. Adjusting a company’s 
culture is an essential tasks of change management (Kotter 1995). 
 
Transformational leadership play a very important role in all of these changes and 
is integrated aspect of the organizational, people and culture transformation. It 
focuses on both the leader accomplishment and personal characteristic and his 
or her relationship with organization members (DuBrin, 2012). Developing and 
transforming people is the essence of transformational leadership (Shashkin, 
2003). Transformational leader brings major and positive changes by moving the 
organization members to achieve organizational goal beyond their self-interest 
(DuBrin, 2012). 
 
 

2.6. Process in Process & Enterprise Maturity Model (PEMM) & 
Dynamic Capabilities Framework 

 
Michael Hammer developed a framework called Process and Enterprise Maturity 
Model (PEMM) which helps companies plan and execute process-based 
transformations. Redesigning business processes can lead to dramatical 
performance improvements. Two distinct groups of characteristics needed for 



business processes to perform well are identified. Process enablers apply to 
individual processes and determine how well a process can function over time. 
Enterprise capabilities apply to the entire organization and is about the 
preparedness to put the right enablers in place. 
 
There are five process enablers: design, performers, owners, infrastructure and 
metrics, and four enterprise capabilities: leadership, culture, expertise and 
governance. Four levels of process enabler strengths (P-1, P-2, P-3 and P-4) and 
enterprise capabilities (E-1, E-2, E-3, E-4) are used to enable evaluation of the 
maturity level of each strength/capability. Tables with descriptions are provided in 
the paper to enable identification of the current levels of a certain 
process/organization. In order to develop high-performance processes, 
companies need to offer supportive environments, meaning that they must 
possess or develop organizational capabilities (Hammer, 2007). 
 
Process also plays a very important role in dynamic capabilities framework. 
Three dynamic capabilities are necessary in order to meet new challenges. 
Organizations and their employees require the capability to learn quickly and to 
develop strategic assets. New strategic assets such as capability, technology, 
and customer feedback need to be integrated within the company. Existing 
strategic must be either transformed or reconfigured. 
 
In Teece’s concept of dynamic capabilities corporate agility is the thing that 
matter most: the capacity to (1) sense and shape opportunities and threats, (2) 
seize opportunities, and (3) maintain competitiveness through enhancing, 
combining, protecting, and, when necessary, reconfiguring the business 
enterprise’s intangible and tangible assets. 
 
 

2.7. Hypotheses on transformation success and positive business 
outcome 

 
H1: Process Innovation and Transformation are very closely interlinked and will 
influence each other. PEMM model can be enriched by adding and combine 
questionnaire related to transformation programme 
 
H2. The maturity level of organization by using customised PEMM model 
positively related to the perceived transformation success and business outcome. 
 
H3. Leadership is positively related to transformation success and business 
outcome 
 



H4. Culture is positively related to transformation success and business outcome 
 
H5. Expertise is positively related to transformation success and business 
outcome 
 
H6. Governance is positively related to transformation success and business 
outcome 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3. Chapter 3: Methodology 
 
In this chapter, we discuss about the research methodology used in this thesis. It 
includes theoretical model, data collection, and data analysis.  

 

3.1. Expanded Theoretical Model 
 

Multiple regression, factor analysis, multivariate analysis of variance and 
discriminant analysis are all powerful tools but share one common limitation. 
Each technique can examine only a single relationship at a time. This means that 
even the techniques that include support for multiple dependent variables only 
can examine a single relationship between the dependent and independent 
variables. Researcher are frequently faces with a set of interrelated questions, 
meaning that there is a need for a technique capable of considering all possible 
information. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) can examine a series of 
dependence relationships simultaneously and is powerful in testing theories 
containing multiple equations involving dependence relationships (Hox 1998 and 
Hair 2010). 
 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) examines the structure of interrelationships 
expressed in a series of equations, similar to a series of multiple regression 
equations. SEM can be viewed as a combination of factor analysis and 
regression or path analysis. It originated in the first half of the twentieth century 
out of needs to find causal relationships between variables in the genetics and 
economics research fields. The mathematical complexity of SEM limited its 
application until computers and software became widely available. SEM´s 
foundation lies in two familiar multivariate techniques: factor analysis and multiple 
regression analysis. SEM models are distinguished by three characteristics (Hair 
2010): 
 

 Estimation of multiple and interrelated dependence relationships 
 An ability to represent unobserved concepts in these relationships and 

account for measurement errors in the estimation process 
 Define a model to explain the entire set of relationships 

SEM estimates a series of separate, but interdependent, multiple regression 
equations simultaneously by specifying the structural model used by the 
statistical program. As input, it needs to be distinguished which independent 
variables that predict each dependent variable. The proposed relationships are 
thereafter translated into a series of structural equations for each dependent 



variable. The unique feature of SEM is that does not only allow a single 
relationship between dependent and independent variables. 
 
The interest in SEM is often on theoretical constructs, which are represented by 
latent factors. A latent variable is a hypothesized and unobserved concept that is 
measured indirectly by examining consistency among multiple measured 
variables. The relationships between the theoretical constructs are represented 
by regression or path coefficients between the factors. Usage of latent variables 
allows better representation of theoretical concepts by using multiple measures of 
a concept to reduce the measurement error of that concept. Furthermore, it 
improves the statistical estimation of the relationships between concepts by 
accounting for the measurement error in the concepts. 
 
A model is a representation of a theory and should not be developed without 
some underlying theory. Theory is a systematic set of relationships providing a 
consistent and comprehensive explanation of phenomena. It must be the 
foundation of even the simplest models, because variables could always be 
linked to one another in multiple ways. A complete SEM model consisting of 
measurement and structural models is usually represented in a set of matrix 
equations, and can be quite complex. Hence, it is often more convenient to 
portray the model in a visual form, also known as path diagram. It displays 
specific conventions both for the constructs and measured variables as well as 
the relationships between them. Constructs are typically represented by ovals or 
circles, and measured variables are represented by squares or rectangles. Figure 
1 illustrates the path diagram of the theoretical SEM model. 

 
 

Figure 1. Path Diagram of the SEM Model 



 
In some instances, relationships are strictly specified, and the objective is a 
confirmation of the relationship. The relationships may also be loosely 
recognized, and the objective is the discovery of relationships. The most 
direct application of SEM is a confirmatory modeling strategy, where a single 
model composed of a set of relationships is specified. SEM is used to assess 
how well the model fits the data. In a competing models strategy, the 
estimated model is compared with alternative models. The aim is to identify 
and test competing models that represent plausible structural relationships. In 
a model development strategy, the purpose of the modeling efforts to improve 
the framework through modifications of the structural or measurement 
models. 
 
SEM can be described through the use of a six-stage decision process (Hair 
2010): 
 

1. Defining individual constructs. Tests involving the structural 
relationships among constructs will be no more reliable than the 
measurement model explaining how these constructs are constructed. 

2. Developing the overall measurement model. Each latent construct 
to be included in the model is identified and the measured indicator 
variables are assigned to latent constructs.  

3. Designing a study to produce empirical results. Here, the data to 
be analyzed, the impact and remedies for missing data, and impact of 
sample size are considered. Furthermore, model structure and 
estimation techniques are considered. 

4. Assessing the measurement model validity. A level of goodness-of-
fit for the measurement model is obtained. It is evaluated how well the 
observed and estimated covariance matrix is reproduced by the 
specified model. Furthermore, specific evidence of construct validity is 
evaluated. 

5. Specifying the structural model. The structural model is specified by 
assigning relationships from one construct to another based on the 
theoretical model.  

6. Assessing structural model validity. The validity of the structural 
model and its corresponding hypothesized theoretical relationships is 
tested. 

The statistical goal of SEM is to test a set of relationships representing 
multiple equations. Hence, it does not seek to explain relationships in a single 
equation. A measure of fit or predictive accuracy of the overall model is 
needed. Model fit is determined by the correspondence between the observed 
covariance matrix (derived from a series of measures depicting how well the 
theory explains the input data) and an estimated covariance matrix that 
results from the proposed model.  



 
If the proposed model properly estimates all of the substantive relationships 
between constructs and the measurement model adequately defines the 
constructs, it should be possible to estimate a covariance matrix between 
measured variables that closely matches the observed covariance matrix. It is 
important to be aware of the sample sizes needed to have confidence in the 
obtained results. 
 
One of the strongest type of theoretical inference that can be drawn is a 
causal inference. A causal inference involves a hypothesized cause-and-
effect relationship. By understanding the causal sequence between variables, 
it can be explained how some cause determines a given effect. Note, that this 
is an area subject to interpretation errors, so it is crucial to interpret the 
obtained results in the right manner.  

 
 

3.2. Variables 
 

Variables adapted from PEMM framework used for the model and questionnaire 
as follow: 
 

3.2.1. Leadership 
a) Awareness 
b) Alignment 
c) Behaviour 
d) Style 

 
3.2.2. Culture 

a) Teamwork 
b) Customer focus 
c) Responsibility 
d) Attitude toward change 

 
3.2.3. Expertise 

a) People 
b) Methodology 

 
3.2.4. Governance 

a) Process Model 
b) Accountability 
c) Integration 

 



3.3. Factors 
 
The factor in our model is: 

 
3.3.1. Organization Change and Transformation Readiness 

a) Leadership 
b) Culture 
c) Expertise 
d) Governance 

 

3.4. Questionnaire 
 

The enterprise maturity model presented by Hammer (Hammer, 2007) was used 
for deriving 52 questions for the categories leadership (16), culture (16), expertise 
(8) and governance (12). In addition, 5 questions were used to measure the 
perception of organizational readiness for transformation. 

  
The survey was sent mainly to employees of EE in the UK and Tieto in 
Scandinavia. Furthermore, the survey was sent out to our linkedin networks and 
the distribution list in MBA student programme, as well as other relevant 
respondents spread across different geographical region and business sector. A 
web-based online form together with paper-based questionnaire (where 
appropriate) where used to collect the input. 
 
The full questionnaire can be found in Appendix A. 
 

3.5. Respondent to the Survey 
 

101 responses have in total been received. In the survey, respondents were 
asked about the level of their work experience, role in the company, number of 
employees and business sector. In Figures 2-5, the results of the background 
questions are shown. The typical respondent to the survey is an experienced 
(85.1% of the respondents have more than 10 years of experience) employee in 
a managerial role (more than 60% of the respondents are working in a 
managerial role). Around 50% of the respondents are working in companies with 
more than 5000 employees, and slightly more than 70% are working in the 
information technology or telecommunications sectors.  

 



 
                                 Figure 2. Work Experience 
 
 
 

 
                                Figure 3. Job Type 
 



 
Figure 4. Organization Size 

   
 

 

 
 
                                 Figure 5. Business Sector 

 
  

3.6. Data Analysis 
 

Data gathered was consolidated and exported to SPSS tool for analysis. Initial 
data was validated and tested and then Structured Equation Modelling (SEM) 
technique was used to review and analyse the responses from the survey.  



4. Chapter 4:  Results 
 

4.1. Results 
The data from the survey responses was analysed using SPSS. Pearson 
correlation coefficients and dimension reduction were used to obtain an initial 
variable set for the subsequent CFA analysis phase. Different construct and 
question combinations were tested, and the CFA model achieving the best fitness 
was identified. SEM models based on the obtained CFA model were evaluated. 
 
The selected SEM model (obtaining highest model fitness) shows that a higher 
maturity level of leadership awareness & style, customer focus & attitude towards 
change, and governance accountability have a positive effect on the readiness of 
organizational change and transformation. 

4.2. Analysis 
Pearson correlation coefficients were derived for the entire data set. Each 
question in the questionnaire is equivalent to one specific variable in the analysis. 
Out of the 57 variables, it was determined that 35 had at least one Pearson 
correlation coefficient higher than 0.7 and thereby suitable to keep in the model. 
Due to the high number of remaining variables, it was decided to use dimension 
reduction in SPSS to determine how many and which variables to keep in the 
model. When executing and checking the total variable explained table shown in 
Table 1, it can be seen that 16 variables shall be selected and that these explain 
92% of the model. In Figure 6, it can be confirmed that the eigenvalues of 
components 17-35 are lower than 1, meaning that it is OK to remove them from 
the model. 
 



 
 

Table 1. Total Variance Explained 
 

 

 
Figure 6. Screen Plot 

 
 
Table 2 shows the rotated component matrix. The 16 questions marked in yellow 
contained the largest values and were the initial variable set used for the CFA 
analysis phase. 
 
 



Rotated Component Matrixa 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

L3 ,786 ,326 ,233 ,004 ,049 

L4 ,776 ,105 ,313 ,067 ,106 

TL1 ,714 ,182 ,392 ,144 ,192 

TC1 ,703 ,154 ,347 ,261 ,170 

L14 ,693 ,306 ,096 ,358 ,167 

L11 ,595 ,309 ,188 ,298 ,355 

L10 ,592 ,464 ,137 ,269 ,067 

TE1 ,585 ,230 ,422 ,333 ,103 

L12 ,568 ,405 ,222 ,391 ,202 

L8 ,566 ,351 ,141 ,190 ,270 

L9 ,487 ,328 ,117 ,417 ,227 

C11 ,485 ,312 ,361 ,301 ,320 

G5 ,215 ,766 ,199 ,275 ,094 

G6 ,408 ,731 ,138 ,058 ,089 

G8 ,275 ,691 ,173 ,209 ,312 

G7 ,419 ,682 ,140 ,048 ,288 

G10 ,211 ,662 ,277 ,242 ,155 

E7 ,195 ,657 ,309 ,270 ,217 

E8 ,261 ,607 ,411 ,393 ,120 

G12 ,144 ,586 ,306 ,428 ,335 

E6 ,203 ,531 ,304 ,458 ,350 

C15 ,237 ,232 ,790 ,220 ,135 

C16 ,291 ,171 ,755 ,047 ,264 

C14 ,392 ,102 ,684 ,331 ,084 

G4 ,237 ,552 ,651 ,218 ,076 

G3 ,265 ,518 ,630 ,121 ,096 

G2 ,154 ,530 ,602 ,251 ,200 

TG1 ,463 ,309 ,554 ,145 ,213 

E3 ,289 ,349 ,307 ,738 ,113 

E2 ,275 ,325 ,210 ,733 ,142 

E5 ,383 ,268 ,466 ,505 ,106 

C6 ,249 ,200 ,155 ,169 ,834 

C7 ,108 ,235 ,126 ,067 ,820 
 

C12 ,423 ,187 ,400 ,141 ,565 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a 

Rotation converged in 10 iterations.a 

Table 2. Rotated Component Matrix 



 
 
In order to obtain a good overall model fitness, questions with high c.r values were 
discarded. According to (Bentler 2005) and (Byrne 2009), c.r values > 5.0 indicate 
non-normality and connected questions shall be deleted. Furthermore, loading 
weights and modification indices were used to determine questions to discard from 
the model. Significant time were spent on testing the outcome of different construct 
and question combinations. The CFA model displayed in Figure 7 is the model found 
that achieved the best model fitness. The figure includes the name of the constructs 
as well as the included variables/questions. Table 3 shows a description of the 
questions included in the model. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 7. Selected CFA Model (Constructs and Questions) 
  
 

Transformation 
Success 

 (TL1, TC1) 

Leadership 
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(L3, L4, L13) 
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Change 
(C7, C15, C16) 

Governance 
Accountability 
(G5, G6, G7) 



 
 

Table 3. Questions Included in the Selected Model 
 
 
The model fit summary shown in Table 4 satisfies almost all of the typical 
goodness acceptance criteria. P-value of 0,036 (>0,05), RMSEA-value of 0,067 
(<0,095), GFI-value of 0,913 (>0,9), NFI-value of 0,921 (>0,9), CFI-value of 0,973 
(>0,9) and TLI-value of 0,961 (>0,9).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 28 55,122 38 ,036 1,451 
Saturated model 66 ,000 0   
Independence model 11 695,988 55 ,000 12,654 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model ,079 ,913 ,849 ,526 
Saturated model ,000 1,000   
Independence model ,581 ,289 ,147 ,241 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 CFI 

Default model ,921 ,885 ,974 ,961 ,973 
Saturated model 1,000  1,000  1,000 
Independence model ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model ,067 ,018 ,104 ,226 
Independence model ,341 ,319 ,364 ,000 

Table 4. CFA Model Fit Summary 
 
The correlation values between different constructs were derived. The values vary 
between 0.79 (largest) for the transformation success and leadership awareness & 
style pairing and 0.24 (smallest) for the customer focus & attitude towards change 
and governance accountability pairing, see Table 5. 
 
 
 

 
Table 5. Construct Correlation Coefficients of Selected CFA Model 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8. Selected SEM Model (Constructs and Questions) 
 
Different SEM models based on the CFA model in Figure 7 were evaluated. The 
selected SEM model (obtaining highest model fitness) is displayed in Figure 8. 
The model fitness, as displayed below in Table 6, satisfies most of the typical 
goodness acceptance criteria. P-value of 0,016 (>0,05), RMSEA-value of 0,074 
(<0,095), GFI-value of 0,906 (>0,9), NFI-value of 0,914 (>0,9), CFI-value of 0,967 
(>0,9) and TLI-value of 0,953 (>0,9). Table 7 shows the path regression factor of 
the SEM model. 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 
Default model 27 60,198 39 ,016 1,544 
Saturated model 66 ,000 0   
Independence model 11 695,988 55 ,000 12,654 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 
Default model ,072 ,906 ,841 ,535 
Saturated model ,000 1,000   
Independence model ,581 ,289 ,147 ,241 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 CFI 

Default model ,914 ,878 ,968 ,953 ,967 
Saturated model 1,000  1,000  1,000 

Transformation 
Success 

 (TL1, TC1) 

Leadership 
Awareness & Style 

(L3, L4, L13) 

Customer Focus & 
Attitude Towards 

Change 
(C7, C15, C16) 

Governance 
Accountability 
(G5, G6, G7) 



Model NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 CFI 

Independence model ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 
Default model ,074 ,032 ,109 ,145 
Independence model ,341 ,319 ,364 ,000 

Table 6. Model Fit Summary 
 

 
 

Table 7. SEM Model Path Regression Factor 

4.2.1. Transformation Success 
 

In the transformation success construct, the questions included are TL1 and 
TC1. These questions are about having the right leadership and culture in the 
company to be successful in technology transformation.  

 
The inclusion of leadership and culture questions in the obtained 
transformation success construct shows that for our conducted survey the 
leadership and culture capabilities were more central elements than the 
expertise and governance capabilities with regards to perceived 
transformation success. This is aligned with the conclusions in (Hammer 
2010) as capabilities that are more difficult to improve are assigned a higher 
importance. According to (Hammer 2010), urgent efforts to enable process 
management work have to be undertaken if not all the four capabilities 
(leadership, culture, expertise and governance) are in place. Developing 
leadership is considered to be the most challenging, as it typically requires a 
patient and careful intervention of a catalyst. Reshaping culture does also 
take a lot of time and energy, while the efforts required to make progress in 
expertise and governance areas are less difficult. 

 
The selected SEM model indicates that the questions included in the other 
three constructs (leadership awareness & style, customer focus & attitude 
towards change, and governance accountability) have a direct dependency 
towards transformation success, satisfying hypothesis H1 and H2 in chapter 



2.7. This is aligned with the statement in (Hammer 2007), that to offer 
supportive environments to develop high-performance processes, companies 
must possess or develop organizational capabilities in four areas: leadership, 
culture, expertise and governance. It implies that there is a direct dependency 
between the perception of these organizational capabilities and the perception 
of transformation success.  

4.2.2. Leadership Awareness & Style 
 

In the leadership category, the questions selected are L3, L4 and L13. L3 is in 
the leadership subcategory awareness (stage 3 in enterprise maturity) and is 
about the leadership team viewing the enterprise in technology transformation 
terms as well as having a vision connected to this aspect. L4 is in the same 
subcategory (stage 4 in enterprise maturity) and is about leadership seeing its 
own work in technology transformation terms and perceives transformation 
programs as a way of transforming the company business. L13 is in the 
leadership subcategory style (stage 1 in enterprise maturity) and is about the 
leadership team shifting from a top down approach to an open collaborative 
style. In summary, the included questions in the obtained model contain that 
the leadership team has a vision regarding transformation, sees its own work 
in transformation terms and are embracing an open collaborative leadership 
style.  

 
Since the path regression factor between leadership awareness & style and 
transformation success is positive, see Table 7, leadership awareness & style 
enterprise maturity has a positive effect on the readiness of organizational 
change and transformation (Hair 2010), satisfying hypothesis H3 in chapter 
2.7. This is supported by (Hammer 2007), where it is stated that there is a 
positive correlation between the maturity level of the organizational 
capabilities and the potential of developing/adopting high-performance 
processes. Since the path regression factor is larger for the leadership 
awareness & style construct compared to the other constructs, these 
leadership questions can be considered as the most important questions for 
predicting perceived transformation success. This is aligned with the research 
by Hammer (Hammer 2010), stating that leadership is the enabler (of the four 
organizational capabilities) that is most difficult to improve and hence the one 
that is most important to have in place. 

 
Leadership vision and commitment have been identified as the most important 
success factors for business process management (Grover 1995, Hammer 
1995). Out of the four subcategories in Hammer´s leadership capability 
(awareness, alignment, behaviour, style), awareness is the one that mostly 
resembles vision, while all the other three touch upon commitment towards 



business process management. Hence, inclusion of the awareness 
subcategory in the obtained SEM model is aligned with the most important 
success factors listed by (Grover 1995, Hammer 1995). Out of the other three 
subcategories (alignment, behaviour, style), style is included in the obtained 
model. One reason for this could be that the questions of the other two 
subcategories (alignment and behaviour) mainly focus on senior leadership, 
while the respondent of our survey mainly consist of technical and lower 
management roles. The questions in the style subcategory include more 
involvement outside senior leadership area, which indicate that the quality of 
the responses has been higher for this area. 

4.2.3. Customer Focus & Attitude Towards Change 
 

In the customer focus & attitude towards change construct, the questions 
included are C7, C15 and C16 of culture subcategories customer focus and 
attitude towards change. C7 is in the subcategory customer focus (stage 3 in 
enterprise maturity) and is about the employees understanding that customers 
demand uniform excellence and a seamless experience. C15 and C16 are in 
the subcategory attitude towards change (stage 3 and 4 in enterprise 
maturity) and is about employees being ready for major dimensional change 
and embrace it as a regular phenomenon. 
 
Since the path regression factor between customer focus & attitude towards 
change and transformation success is positive, see Table 7, customer focus & 
attitude towards change enterprise maturity has a positive effect on the 
readiness of organizational change and transformation (Hair 2010), satisfying 
hypothesis H4 in chapter 2.7. This is supported by (Hammer 2007), where it is 
stated that there is a positive correlation between the maturity level of the 
organizational capabilities and the potential of developing/adopting high-
performance processes. The path regression factor for this construct, 
belonging to the culture area, is the second largest. The obtained value is 
smaller than the value of the leadership construct but larger than the value of 
the governance construct. This is aligned with the findings in (Hammer 2010), 
where it is claimed that culture is the second most important capability to have 
in place as it is more difficult to develop than the expertise and governance 
capabilities. 
 
The constituting values of the business process management are described in 
(Schmiedel 2015): customer orientation, excellence, responsibility and 
teamwork. They are also mapped to the established cultural framework, called 
Competing Values Framework (CVF) (Cameron 2015 and Mulder 2017).  
 



The customer focus and attitude towards change subcategories in our survey 
correspond to the customer orientation and excellence constituting values in 
(Schmiedel 2015). The pairing corresponds to an adhocracy organizational 
culture in CVF. This is typical for organizations where innovation is key, which 
would be the case for a majority of the affiliations of our survey respondents. 
More than 70% of our respondents are working in telecommunication or 
information technology companies, where typically innovation is crucial. 
Hence, the subcategories of the culture area questions in the obtained SEM 
model are aligned with the organizational culture of our typical survey 
respondent. 
 

4.2.4. Governance Accountability 
 

In the governance accountability construct, the questions included are G5, G6 
and G7 of governance subcategory accountability. They correspond to stages 
1, 2 and 3 in enterprise maturity, and are about the accountability of especially 
functional managers, program managers and delivery owners.  
 
In (Spanyi 2010), governance accountability is mentioned together with 
models and metrics as important for success of large-scale business process 
management initiatives. These mentioned areas map both to the 
accountability subcategory questions and the process model subcategory 
questions in our survey. Considering the role distribution among the 
population answering the survey and the way the actual questions are 
phrased, we believe we have received more quality input with regards to the 
accountability area than the process model area. For instance, the process 
model questions refer mainly to an enterprise process model used to support 
technology transformation, which probably is not well known among the 
technical staff and lower level managers answering the survey. The 
accountability questions are more on a generic program/project level, 
enabling most survey recipients to provide high quality input. This could be 
the reason for the accountability questions to be included in the obtained SEM 
model.  

 
The path regression factor between governance accountability and 
transformation success is negative, see Table 7, indicating that they are 
negatively correlated. However, all selected governance accountability 
questions have a significant positive correlation towards all transformation 
success questions. Furthermore, if the selected model is executed without the 
leadership awareness & style and customer focus & attitude towards change 
constructs, the path regression factor between governance accountability and 
transformation success becomes positive. This means that governance 



accountability enterprise maturity has a positive effect on the readiness of 
organizational change and transformation (Hair 2010), satisfying hypothesis 
H6 in chapter 2.7. However, a better overall model fitness is obtained by 
assigning larger positive values to the path regression factor of the other 
constraints. This is supported by (Hammer 2010), where it is stated that the 
status of the leadership and culture capabilities are the most important ones 
to have in place as they are more difficult to develop than the expertise and 
governance capabilities. There may also be a trade-off between the 
involvement of the leadership and the accountability of the program managers 
/ delivery owners. In case the leadership takes accountability from the 
transformation efforts, the appointed program managers / delivery owners 
may be assigned a narrower scope.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



5. Chapter 5: Conclusions 
 

In this thesis, it has been investigated how organisational change, process 
innovation and organization maturity can contribute to organization success. 
This has been achieved by evaluating the linking between the PEMM maturity 
model and the success of organizational change and transformation and 
organisational maturity. The PEMM framework was adapted with the 
transformation programme management perspective. Four variables which 
consist of leadership, culture, expertise and governance were investigated 
with regards to how their enterprise maturity level impact the organizational 
readiness to conduct organizational change and technology transformation.  

 
A theoretical model was designed and evaluated using Structural Equation 
Modelling (SEM). A questionnaire was sent out to collect data, which was 
analysed using SPSS. The typical respondent had more than 10 years of 
experience and currently worked in a technical or lower management level job 
in a large IT/telecommunication company.  

 
The obtained SEM model showed that there is a positive correlation between 
the maturity level of the four PEMM capabilities (leadership, culture, expertise 
and governance) and perceived organizational change and transformation 
success. Out of the six hypotheses stated in the theory part of the thesis, five 
were shown to be satisfied in the analysis part, while the sixth could not be 
evaluated. The leadership and culture capabilities were shown to be more 
important in this aspect than the expertise and governance capabilities, which 
is aligned with the theoretical research in this area (Hammer 2010). It was 
also concluded that the subcategories represented in the leadership, culture 
and governance constructs in the SEM model seems to be dependent upon 
the business sector and job type of the investigated population. In the survey 
analysed in this thesis, a majority of the population worked in an innovative 
business sector in technical or lower managerial role. It is suggested that the 
included questions/subcategories in the obtained SEM model ought to be 
different for a population from less innovative business sectors and/or with 
executive roles.  

 
It has been suggested that the questions included in some of the constructs in 
the obtained SEM model are dependent on the business sectors and job 
types of our respondents. I would be interesting (as further research) to 
evaluate this theory by increasing the number of respondents, so that it would 
be possible to divide the entire population into subpopulations with different 
business sectors and job types and make separate analysis for each 
subpopulation. 

 



Due to limitations in time and scope, the thesis focuses on the perception of 
success of transformation rather than actual measurable KPI of 
transformation success. It would be an interesting area for further research to 
analyse the result of the hypotheses to the actual measurable transformation 
success.  
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7. Appendix: Questionnaire 
 

 
 

Category Questionnaire
Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Not sure Agree
Strongly 
Agree

Leadership Awareness
The enterprise’s senior leadership team recognizes the need to 
improve operational performance but has only a limited understanding 
of the power of technology transformation

At least one senior leadership deeply understands the technology 
transformation concept, how the enterprise can use it to improve
performance, and what is involved in implementing it. 
The senior leadership team views the enterprise in technology 
transformation terms and has developed a vision of the enterprise and 
its processes. 
The senior leadership team sees its own work in technology 
transformation terms and perceives transformation program 
management not as a project but as a way of transforming the 
company's business 

Alignment
The leadership of the technology transformation program lies in the 
middle management ranks.
A senior leadership has taken leadership of, and responsibility for, the 
technology transformation program management. 

There is strong alignment in the senior leadership team regarding
the technology transformation program. There is also a network of
people throughout the enterprise helping to promote the technology 
transformation efforts. 
People throughout the enterprise exhibit enthusiasm for
technology transformation management and play leadership roles in 
transformation
efforts. 

Behaviour
A senior leadership endorses and invests in operational improvement

A senior leadership has publicly set stretch performance goals in 
customer terms and is prepared to commit resources, make deep 
changes, and remove roadblocks in order to achieve those goals
Senior leaderships operate as a team, manage the enterprise through 
its processes, and are actively engaged in the transformation program.

The members of the senior leadership team perform their own work as 
transformation center strategic planning on transformation,
and develop new business opportunities based on high-performance 
processes. 

Style
The senior leadership team has started shifting from a topdown, 
hierarchical style to an open, collaborative style
The senior leadership team leading the process program is passionate 
about the need to change and about technology transformation as
the key tool for change. 

The senior leadership team has delegated control and authority to 
technology transformation owners and technology transformation 
performers. 
The senior leadership team exercises leadership through vision and 
influence rather than command and control.



 
 

 
 

Category Questionnaire
Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Not sure Agree
Strongly 
Agree

Culture Teamwork Teamwork is project focused, occasional, and atypical. 

The enterprise commonly uses cross-functional project teams for 
improvement efforts. 
Teamwork is the norm among technology transformation performers 
and is commonplace among managers. 
Teamwork with customers and suppliers is commonplace. 

Customer Focus There is a widespread belief that customer focus is important, but there 
is limited appreciation of what that means.
There is also uncertainty and conflict about how to meet customers’ 
needs
Employees realize that the purpose of their work is to deliver 
extraordinary customer value. 
Employees understand that customers demand uniform excellence and 
a seamless experience. 
Employees focus on collaborating with trading partners to meet the 
needs of final customers. 

Responsibility Accountability for results rests with managers. 

Frontline personnel begin to take ownership of results. 

Employees feel accountable for enterprise results

Employees feel a sense of mission in serving customers and achieving 
ever-better performance. 

Attitude toward 
change

There is growing acceptance in the enterprise about the need to make 
modest change. 
Employees are prepared for significant change in how work is 
performed. 
Employees are ready for major multidimensional change. 

Employees recognize change as inevitable and embrace it as a regular 
phenomenon. 
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Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Not sure Agree
Strongly 
Agree

Expertise People
A small group of people has a deep appreciation for the power of 
technology and process transformation
A cadre of experts has skills in process redesign and implementation, 
project management, communications, and change management. 

A cadre of experts has skills in large-scale change management and 
enterprise transformation. 
Substantial numbers of people with skills in process redesign and 
implementation, project management, program management, and 
change management are present across the enterprise. A formal 
process for developing and maintaining that skill base is also in place

Methodology

The enterprise uses one or more methodologies for solving execution 
problems and making major technology transformation program

Process redesign teams have access to a basic methodology for major 
technology transformation program
The enterprise has developed and standardized a formal program 
management methodology for technology transformation and has 
integrated it with a standard process for program delivery

transformation program management and process redesign have 
become core competencies and are embedded in a formal system that 
includes
environment scanning, change planning, implementation, and process-
centered innovation. 
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Governance Process Model
The enterprise has identified some business processes to support 
technology transformation program
The enterprise has developed a complete enterprise process
model to support technology transformation program, and the senior 
leadership team has accepted it. 
The enterprise process model has been communicated throughout the 
enterprise, is used to drive project prioritization, and is linked to 
enterprise-level technologies and data architectures
The enterprise has extended its process model to connect with those of 
customers and suppliers. It also uses the model in strategy 
development. 

Accountability
Functional managers are responsible for performance, program 
managers for transformation and improvement project 
Program management & delivery owners have accountability for 
individual projects, and a steering committee is responsible for the 
enterprise’s overall progress with technology transformation

Program management & delivery owners share accountability for the 
enterprise’s performance.
A program management council operates as the most senior 
management body; performers share accountability for enterprise 
performance; and the enterprise has established steering committees 
with customers and suppliers to drive interenterprise transformation 
program.

Integration
One or more groups advocate and support possibly distinct operational 
improvement techniques.
An informal coordinating body provides needed program management 
while a steering committee allocates resources for process redesign 
projects. 

A formal program management office, headed by a chief process 
officer, coordinates and integrates all process
projects, and a process council manages interprocess integration 
issues. The enterprise manages and deploys all process improvement 
techniques and tools in an integrated manner
Process owners work with their counterparts in customer and supplier 
enterprises to drive interenterprise process integration. 


