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Abstract—Business process management (BPM) is a well-known
holistic discipline focused on managing business processes with the
intention of achieving higher level of BPM maturity and better
organizational performance. In recent period, traditional BPM faced
some of its limitations like model-reality divide and lost innovation.
Following latest trends, as an attempt to overcome the issues of
traditional BPM, there has been an introduction of applying the
principles of social software in managing business processes which
led to the development of social BPM. However, there are not many
authors or studies dealing with this topic so this study aims to
contribute to that literature gap and to examine the link between the
level of BPM maturity and the usage of social BPM. To meet these
objectives, a survey within the companies with more than 50
employees has been conducted. The results reveal that the usage of
social BPM is higher within the companies which achieved higher
level of BPM maturity. This paper provides an overview, analysis
and discussion of collected data regarding BPM maturity and social
BPM within the observed companies and identifies the main social
BPM principles.

Keywords—Business process management, BPM maturity,
process performance index, social BPM.

I. INTRODUCTION

PM is a management discipline focused on improving

organizational performance by managing its business
processes [1]. This definition is just one of the many BPM
definitions existing nowadays, ranging from technically
oriented to the ones referring to BPM as a holistic discipline
[2], [3]. Various authors agree that BPM should be studied as
a holistic discipline, stressing out its multidisciplinary nature
[2], [4]-[6]. In that sense, it is important to include different
aspects (technological, managerial, social, cultural, etc.) into
BPM studies. However, there is still a literature gap regarding
the studies which include more than managerial or technical
aspects into investigating BPM.

The concept of BPM refers to the design, improvement,
measurement and management of all important processes in
the organization. Nowadays, business processes are
understood as a core part of an organization, and there is
growing number of those organizations which are aware of the
importance of their processes. Moreover, there are several
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empirical confirmations of BPM positively effecting
organizational performance (e.g. [7], [8]). Numerous
organizations are embracing BPM as a path towards
improving their processes and their overall organizational
performance. However, not all initiated BPM implementation
projects end in a successful way. Although there are many
studies dealing with the success of BPM implementation
initiatives (e.g. [9]), there are still underinvestigated areas.
One of those areas is development of a new discipline focused
on using social software when managing business processes of
a company. This new discipline is called social BPM. The
main purpose of approaching BPM following the social
software principles is to overcome the limitations which occur
with the traditional BPM approach. For example, those
limitations refer to the model-reality divide, loss of
innovation, lack of information fusioning and information
pass-on threshold [10].

This research has been fully supported by Croatian Science
Foundation under the PROSPER (Process and Business
Intelligence for Business Performance) project (IP-2014-09-
3729). One of the objectives of the PROSPER project is to
define the concept of social BPM and to investigate to which
extent this concept has been accepted within the organizations
in Croatia and Slovenia. Moreover, it is important to see if
there is a link between the usage of social BPM within the
organization and its BPM maturity.

With the purpose of achieving the stated objective, a
quantitative survey has been carried out and the data on BPM
maturity and usage of social BPM has been collected. The aim
of this paper is, therefore, to give an overview of the data
collected in Croatia.

In order to achieve the stated aim, in the next section of the
paper a short theoretical background regarding BPM maturity
and SBPM is given, following by description of the research
methodology in the third part of the paper. Next, an overview
of the research results and discussion are presented followed
by the short conclusion.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

A.BPM Maturity

Maturity models comprise of a certain number of levels
where each has its set of requirements that need to be fulfilled
in order to evolve from a current to a higher one. A
considerable amount of literature has been published on many
different models for assessing BPM maturity. Moreover, there
are some papers giving literature review of existing maturity
models. For example, [11] gives an overview of 14 BPM
maturity models, while [12] analyzes a sample of 10 BPM
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maturity models providing their systematic in-depth review.
The most recent literature review on this topic is given by [13]
who, based on the search of BPM maturity studies from 1990
to 2014, selected 61 out of 2899 studies for their study and
concluded that the use of maturity models in practice is
limited in spite of the large number of existing models [13]. In
2010, Rosemann and vom Brocke selected nine BPM maturity
models with the purpose of identifying the core elements of
BPM [14].

One of the numerous BPM maturity models which is widely
used today is Process Performance Index (PPI). It was
developed in 2004 by Rummler-Brache Group as a descriptive
model for assessing BPM maturity. This model is based on ten
statements given to respondents in order to state their level of
agreement with each statement. The statements refer to ten
BPM success factors, namely: (1) alignment with strategy, (2)
holistic approach, (3) process awareness by management and
employees, (4) portfolio of process management initiatives,
(5) process improvement methodology, (6) process metrics,
(7) customer focus, (8) process management, (9) information
systems and (10) change management [15]. According to PPI,
there are three levels of BPM maturity. First BPM maturity
level is called “process management initiation” where the
organizations are just at the beginning of using BPM. In the
second one, organizations are aware of their processes but
there could be still many improvements done and it is the
“process management evolution” stage. The third and highest
BPM maturity level refers to the “process management
mastery” where BPM is highly used within the organizations
like a way of life [16].

B. Social BPM

In recent period, there have been a rising number of papers
referring to a new term - social BPM. Over the time, several
issues regarding traditional approach to BPM have been
indicated. Most authors emphasize the model-reality divide as
the main issue of traditional BPM (e.g. [10]). This issue refers
to employees acting different in practice from the model. A
company could have well designed and structured processes
and BPM models, but there is a great possibility that
employees would not follow the rules and procedures as stated
in those models. This often happens in cases where employees
are not satisfied with the models designed and presented by
the third party (management, BPM department or consultants)
and they execute them the way they are used to or find more
convenient than the officially designed. This issue could be
avoided if all relevant stakeholders are included in the process
and models design, which is one of the main principles of
social software, since it allows a greater integration of all
stakeholders into the life cycle of business processes [17].
Further to this topic, there is also lost innovations as another
major traditional BPM related issue [17]. Sometimes
knowledge which could be used to improve processes exists
within the organization. However, in traditional BPM
approach, this knowledge is often lost due to the fact that
process owner or the person responsible for BPM is not aware
of its existence [17].

Both model-reality divide and lost innovations could find
their causes in two other related BPM issues like lack of
information fusioning and information pass-on threshold issue.
Lack of information fusioning is an issue which deals with
absence of employees’ involvement into BPM [10]. It causes
employees to feel like they must follow the designed process
without being asked about them which leads to employees’
sense of force and imposition. The barriers for information
fusioning exist mostly in organizations where process
modeling is done through formalized modeling tool or
stakeholders are excluded from it by organizational means
[17].

Similar, information pass-on threshold is an issue which
refers to difficulties in submitting the ideas for process
improvement to those responsible of BPM. This happens for
multiple reasons like too much effort and lack of self-
confidence of the improvement proposer or its concerns about
further suggestion processing [10]. Also, information pass-on
threshold issue appears in organizations with strong hierarchy
and regulations where proposing an idea takes too much time
and effort due to many approval stages and restrictions [17].

Besides the stated causes, the model-reality divide can also
appear as an issue in those organizations where employees do
not properly understand the designed processes and BPM
models due to inappropriate unification of terms.

Social BPM can, therefore, be understood as an attempt to
overcome stated issues of standard, traditional BPM by
introducing usage of social software and following the
principles of social software in BPM. According to [18], it is
the intersection of BPM and social software with the purpose
of integrating social features through different BPM stages,
where user engagement is the key factor.

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

For the purpose of meeting the goals of the PROSPER
project, the research group did an extensive literature review
and based on that developed a questionnaire containing,
among others, questions for assessing BPM maturity and the
level of SBPM usage.

BPM maturity has been assessed by using PPI [15], as
described earlier in the paper. PPI uses a Likert scale from 1 to
5, with 1 meaning the respondent strongly disagrees with the
statement and 5 meaning the respondent strongly agrees with
the statement. PPI is calculated on the basis of grades given to
each of the ten statements in a way that the overall sum of
those grades is organization’s PPIL. If the overall score is
between 10 and 25, the organization is at the “process
management initiation” level. If the PPI is between 26 and 40,
the organization is at the middle, “process management
evolution” level, and if the score is between 41 and 50, it
means that the organization has achieved the highest, “process
management mastery” level of BPM maturity.

The assessment of the usage of social BPM within the
organization has been made by using the constructs developed
by the PROSPER research group. The constructs development
has been based on the broad literature review of the area after
which total of four statements have been made. Following the

1150



International Journal of Business, Human and Social Sciences
ISSN: 2517-9411
Vol:11, No:5, 2017

state-of-the-art literature [10], [17], [19]-[21], the PROSPER
research group indicated the main principles of social BPM,
which were further elaborated through statements of the
questionnaire. These main social BPM principles are: (1)
egalitarianism, (2) collective intelligence, (3) self-organization
and (4) social production. Table I presents the main social
BPM principles along with the statements used in
questionnaire for assessing the level of usage of social BPM in
companies according to those principles.

TABLEI
MAIN SOCIAL BPM PRINCIPLES [10], [17], [19]-[21]

Social BPM principle Statement used in questionnaire

Our BPM approach relies highly on the idea of giving
all participants the same rights to contribute to
business process design and change.
Business processes are designed and modified based
on the ideas and knowledge of a group (collective)
rather than individual experts or external influence.
Employees are self-organized and interactively design
and change business processes in bottom-up rather
than top-down fashion.

Stakeholders use social software and Enterprise 2.0
tools (e.g. blogs, wikis, social networks, Lync,
Yammer) to suggest and create process content and
context.

Egalitarianism

Collective intelligence

Self-organization

Social production

Like in the PPI part of the questionnaire, the usage of social
BPM set of questions also uses the Likert scale from 1 to 5,
with 1 representing strong disagreement, while 5 represents
strong agreement with each statement. The overall level of
social BPM usage is calculated as the average of the grades for
the social BPM group of statements. Higher overall average of
the social BPM score refers to a higher level of usage of social
BPM within the surveyed organization.

The questionnaire has been sent to the organizations in
Croatia with more than 50 employees in paper form and as an
online survey. The sample selection frame was a Registry of
business entities, a service offered by Croatian Chamber of
Economy [22]. Total of 101 responses have been received
which have been purified so that all questionnaires with more
than 5 missing values have been excluded from the further
analysis. This left 79 responses for the analysis.

In the end, our sample consisted of 45.57% companies with
more than 50 and up to 249 employees, 21.52% with number
of employees between 250 and 1000 and 32.91% companies
with more than 1000 employees. When looking at the sales
revenue in 2015, 22.78% of the surveyed companies had up to
and including 10 million euros of sales revenue in 2015,
21.25% of them had more than 10 million and up to and
including 50 million euros of sales revenue in 2015, while
40.51% had more than 50 million euros of sales revenue in
2015. 15.19% of the surveyed companies did not want to give
an answer to this question.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of this research was to examine the link
between the level of BPM maturity and the usage of social
BPM within the companies operating in Croatia. The first set
of questions and analyses examined the PPI of the observed

companies. Overall average PPI score for Croatian companies
in this research is 36.16, which means that Croatian companies
are in the middle phase of BPM maturity according to [15],
called “process management evolution” level of BPM
maturity. The results of the PPI index through BPM maturity
stages are presented in Table II. Minority of the surveyed
companies, only 8.86% of them are still in the first phase of
BPM maturity — initiation, while majority of them, 58.23% is
at the second stage — evolution, which is in line with the
overall average PPI score for Croatia. A great number of
Croatian companies, almost 33% is at the highest BPM
maturity level — process management mastery. These results
indicate shift towards higher BPM maturity in Croatia. Also,
these results show that Croatian companies understand the
benefits of implementing and using BPM in a proper way and
with the purpose of exploitation of the benefits offered by
reaching the higher BPM maturity phase.

TABLEII
BPM MATURITY IN CROATIAN COMPANIES THROUGH MATURITY PHASES
BPM maturity phase N %
1-process management initiation 7 8.86
2-process management evolution 46 58.23
3-process management mastery 26 3291

If we look at the average scores through each of the BPM
success factor, it is visible that average score for every
statement is between 3 and 4, as it is presented by Fig. 1. In
Croatian companies, the lowest average PPI score is achieved
in ,,process improvement methodology*, where the calculated
average PPI score is 3.32. There are two BPM sucess factors
where achieved average PPI scores are the highest calculated.
Those are ,customer focus“ and ,portfolio of process
management initiatives” (for both factors the average PPI is
3.95), followed by ,alignment with strategy where the
average PPI is 3.89. Those scores indicate that Croatian
companies recognised customers as high business success
factors and are concentrated on creating value for customers
when manufacturing their products or providing services as
well as in analysing and designing their processes. High score
of ,,portfolio of process management initiatives indicates that
many Croatian companies prioritize their  process
improvement efforts according to their connection with
current issues and also according to the process needs.
However, there is room for improvement as there is a great
number of Croatian companies which do not act this way.

High score of ,,alignment with strategy factor is a good
sign for Croatian companies since it means they are on the
good path towards aligning their strategies with their business
processes, which is one of the key aspects of successfull
business. It is not enoguh only to have a good strategy but it is
also neccessery that this strategy is linked with the business
processes since they are the core of every business nowdays.
According to [23], PPI score in this category is higher as more
business processes are linked to the strategy of the company
and have clear performance goals. On the other side, relatively
low score of ,,process improvement methodology indicates
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that standard approach in process analyis and design is used
by process management teams only to a certain extent in

Change management

Information systems

Process management

Customer focus

Process metrics

Process improvement methodology

Portfolio of process management initiatives

BPM success factor

Process awareness by management and employees
Holistic approach

Alignment with strategy

Croatian companies.

0,00

1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 5,00

Average PPl score

Fig. 1 PPI scores through BPM success factors in Croatian companies

The next section of the survey was concerned with the
usage of social BPM within the observed companies. The total
average of the social BPM scores for Croatian companies is
3.0 which clearly states that Croatian companies are
somewhere in the middle of accepting, implementing and
using social BPM. Since the usage of social BPM has been
assessed through 5-point Likert scale, for the purpose of this
research, those grades have been classified into three levels:
(1) average rounded grades 1 and 2 are representing low level
of social BPM usage, (2) average rounded grade 3 is the
middle level of social BPM usage, while (3) average rounded
grades 4 and 5 are representing high level of social BPM
usage in a company. When looking at the observed
companies’ individual assessment of the social BPM usage,
most of the companies (41.77%) have average grades above 3,
which puts them in high level group of grades. This means
that most of the surveyed companies in Croatia follow social
software principles in their BPM practices. Average scores
through levels set for this research are shown in Table III.

TABLE IIT
SOCIAL BPM USAGE IN CROATIAN COMPANIES

Social BPM average score N %
Low level (average grades 1 & 2) 23 29.11
Middle level (average grade 3) 23 29.11
High level (average grades 4 & 5) 33 41.77

The average usage of social BPM scores across the BPM
maturity levels are presented by Fig. 2. It is clearly visible
how the average scores for the usage of social BPM in
Croatian companies progressively increases from the lowest
BPM maturity phase to the highest BPM maturity phase.
Companies which are at the process management initiation
level have an average usage of social BPM score of 2.14,
which is the lowest among the three BPM maturity levels. On
the other hand, companies which are at the process
management mastery level have the highest calculated average
score in usage of social BPM, which is 3.67. These results
reveal that the companies which achieved the higher BPM

maturity level also have higher scores in using social BPM.
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Fig. 2 Average usage of social BPM across BPM maturity levels

TABLE IV
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS FOR THE USAGE OF SOCIAL BPM THROUGHOUT
BPM MATURITY LEVELS
Social BPM Sumof ;o Mean Sig.
Squares Square

Between Groups 4,870 2 2435 2923 0.060
Within Groups 63,317 76,833
Total 68,187 78

Further, a one-way ANOVA statistics has been used for
examining if there are statistically significant differences
between average usage of social BPM scores throughout the
BPM maturity levels. Before conducting a one-way ANOVA,
the collected data have been tested for normality of
distributions by Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) and for the
homogeneity of variance by Levene’s test. Since the
assumptions for parametric test have been confirmed in both
tests, a one-way ANOVA has been used for further data
analysis. The results revealed that there are statistically
significant differences at 10% level between different BPM
maturity levels regarding the usage of social BPM, as it is
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presented in Table IV.

V.CONCLUSION

This research investigated the level of BPM maturity and
the usage of social BPM in Croatian companies. The results
indicated that majority of Croatian companies are at the
middle stage of BPM maturity — “process management
evolution” phase which still leaves enough room for
improvement and making efforts towards reaching the
“process management mastery” phase. However, although
total average score for the usage of social BPM indicates
majority of Croatian companies use social BPM to some
extent in managing their processes, the average scores
throughout levels of social BPM reveal that there is a growing
number of those companies which follow principles of social
software in analyzing, designing and managing their business
processes. Moreover, based on extensive literature review, this
study has identified the main social BPM principles.

Although this research extends the body of knowledge
regarding the development of social BPM and its link to the
BPM maturity, it also has some limitations. Since the study
was limited to analyzing the data collected from companies
operating in Croatia, one should be careful in generalizing the
results. Furthermore, a relatively small size of the sample is
another limitation of this study.

In order to overcome the limitations of this study, a further
studies need to be carried out. It would be interesting to
expand the research to other countries and compare the results
obtained from Croatian companies with those obtained in
other countries. Additionally, more research should be done
with the purpose of investigating the causal relationship
between the usage of social BPM and the BPM maturity level.
It should be examined whether the usage of social BPM
supports the company in achieving the higher BPM maturity
level. Finally, further analysis needs to be done to establish
what and where are the differences between the levels of
social BPM usage across different BPM maturity levels.
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