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Abstract Public administration institutions increasingly

use business process management (BPM) to innovate

internal operations, increase process performance and

improve their services. Research on private sector com-

panies has shown that organizational culture may impact an

organization’s BPM and this culture is often referred to as

BPM culture. However, similar research on public

administration is yet missing. Thus, this article assesses

BPM culture in Germany’s municipal administration. 733

online survey responses were gathered and analyzed using

MANOVA and follow-up discriminant analyses to identify

possible determinants of public administration’s BPM

culture. The results indicate that the employees’ profes-

sional experience and their responsibility influence the

assessment of BPM culture, as does the size of a munici-

pality. Based on these findings, the article proposes

testable relationships and an agenda for further research on

BPM culture in public administration.

Keywords Business process management � Organizational

culture � BPM culture � Explorative research � Public

administration � Local government

1 Introduction

After decades of reform and modernization, one of the

current challenges for public management is digital trans-

formation. Most current jobs will likely be affected,

changed, digitalized, automated or even become obsolete

(Frey and Osborne 2017). Additionally, the various stake-

holders of public administration expect new ways to

interact with the administration and more efficient

encounters (Dunleavy et al. 2006; Lindgren et al. 2019).

The digital transformation therefore requires and entails

fundamental changes to business processes (Denner et al.

2018; Legner et al. 2017; Mendling et al. 2020). For a

successful transformation, technical and organizational

changes must go hand in hand (Indihar-Štemberger and

Jaklič 2007). Business process management (BPM) pre-

sents a comprehensive management approach to handle an

organization’s processes and has proven to have a positive

influence on organizational performance (Hammer 2015;

Rosemann and vom Brocke 2015). As in most fields of

management research, the context of BPM is of great

importance for its success (Johns 2017; Zelt et al. 2018).

Previous work acknowledges that the industry is one of the

typical contextual factors of BPM that shapes the config-

uration of approaches, methods and models (vom Brocke

et al. 2016; vom Brocke et al. 2021). As BPM gained

popularity in the public sector, scholars have investigated

the specificities of public administration that may impact

BPM tools and methods (e.g. Indihar-Štemberger and

Jaklič 2007), the public sector’s BPM capabilities (e.g.
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Niehaves et al. 2013) and more specific topics, such as

business process verification in the public sector (e.g.

Corradini et al. 2015). However, the influence of organi-

zational culture on BPM initiatives has only been subject to

sector-independent studies and the specifics of public

administration have not been analyzed in depth.

The importance and influence of culture on information

systems and on BPM is recognized by the research com-

munity (Heinzl and Leidner 2012). While current research

often focuses on BPM methods such as process modelling,

lean management and Six Sigma, less attention has been

paid to the impact of an organization’s culture on its BPM

success (vom Brocke and Sinnl 2011). So far, the few

scholars who have systematically studied the relationship

between BPM and organizational culture suggest that cul-

ture has a significant influence on BPM (Weber and Dacin

2011). To address this issue, Schmiedel et al. (2014)

developed a framework of BPM culture and a standardized

questionnaire to measure process-oriented culture in orga-

nizations, the BPM Culture Assessment. This instrument

was tested with respondents from various industries such as

information technology, banking & financial services and

engineering & construction (Schmiedel et al. 2014, 2020).

However, only a very small number of public sector

respondents was included and the results were not analyzed

with regard to the different sectors and contexts. Thus, we

address the question: ‘‘How and by which determinants is

BPM culture shaped in public administration?’’ To explore

this application domain in more detail, this RQ is subdi-

vided into three important aspects, which is why we

address the following specific research objectives (RO):

RO1: Test the applicability of the BPM Culture

Assessment in the public sector.

RO2: Identify determinants for the eight dimensions

of BPM culture in public administration and propose

testable relationships between BPM culture and

external determinants.

RO3: Propose a research agenda for BPM culture in

the public sector.

Thus, this article seeks to test both the applicability of

the instrument in a public sector context regarding more

formal aspects, such as wording and use of technical terms,

and the content-related adequacy of the instrument. Fur-

thermore, the study assesses the eight dimensions of BPM

culture in public administration as proposed in the frame-

work by Schmiedel et al. (2014) and is focused on under-

standing how and by which factors this culture could be

shaped. Our research therefore is explorative in that we

adapt and transfer a validated, yet not extensively used

instrument to a new context. As explorative research can be

followed by explanatory research (Flynn et al. 1990), we

propose testable relationships and a research agenda as

results of our study.

By addressing the above outlined research question and

objectives, this study offers three central contributions to

current debates in both BPM- and public sector-related

research. First, we apply the BPM Culture Assessment to

the public sector context. In doing so, we advance

knowledge on BPM culture by offering an adjusted

instrument, the BPM Culture Assessment for Public

Administration. The refined instrument can be used by both

researchers and practitioners to benchmark and investigate

BPM culture in public administration. Second, the empir-

ical analysis reveals insights that are specific for the public

sector context addressed in this study. Inter alia, the results

emphasize that many private sector logics cannot be

applied one-on-one to public administration. Research on

BPM in general and BPM culture in particular needs to

consider the context in which organizations operate and

treat public administration as an application domain of its

own. Third, we derive an agenda for future research on

BPM culture in public administration that can serve as

basis for advancing knowledge in this still nascent research

field.

We start this article by summarizing existing research on

organizational and BPM culture. In Sect. 2, we also take a

closer look at the research into organizational and BPM

culture in the public sector. Section 3 introduces the

instrument and summarizes the research design and method

(online survey). Results of the survey are presented in

Sect. 4 and subsequently discussed in Sect. 5. We conclude

this article with a short summary.

2 Research Background

2.1 Business Process Management Culture

According to Schein (1996), culture describes ‘‘shared

norms, values and assumptions’’ which can be observed in

a group or organization. Measuring organizational culture

has been subject to research for decades (Hofstede et al.

1990). The manifold values of an organization can be of

different interest levels depending on the research focus.

While scholars have investigated the organizational culture

in public agencies in general (Zhang and Feeney 2020),

less attention has been paid to the organizational culture in

relation to BPM. Thus, this study specifically targets BPM

culture which describes an organization’s ability to support

BPM (Armistead et al. 1999; Zairi 1997).

BPM can be defined as a ‘‘body of methods, techniques,

and tools to identify, discover, analyze, redesign, execute,

and monitor business processes in order to optimize their

performance’’ (Dumas et al. 2018). In public
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administration, many process change initiatives fail or do

not achieve the planned results (Radnor and Osborne

2013). Organizational culture is one of the commonly

identified factors that contribute to those setbacks (Baird

et al. 2011; Radnor and O’Mahoney 2013). Research on the

influence of organizational culture on the success of BPM

initiatives in general has intensified during the past

20 years (Indihar Štemberger et al. 2018; Leidner and

Kayworth 2006; Zu et al. 2010). Several studies confirm

positive effects of process-orientation on financial as well

as non-financial performance in private sector companies

(McCormack and Johnson 2001; Škrinjar et al. 2008).

However, research on the characteristics of BPM culture in

the public sector remains scarce.

Only few scholars have actually measured organiza-

tional culture in relationship to BPM. Alves et al. (2018)

tailored their research towards BPM and used interviews to

analyze the extent of BPM values within an organization.

In contrast to Alves, Hribar and Mendling (2014) used the

Competing Values Framework (CVF), a very traditional

and popular instrument to measure organizational culture

in general. Additionally, they combined it with an BPM

adoption analysis. Their findings show that of the four CVF

culture types, the clan culture correlates best with a high

level of BPM adoption. However, the hierarchy culture,

which can be assumed to be dominant in public adminis-

tration (Calciolari et al. 2018; Cameron and Quinn 2011;

Grau and Moormann 2014), was found to be connected to

the lowest level of BPM adoption. The study of Indihar

Štemberger et al. (2018) followed a similar approach and

also applied the CVF to analyze the relationship between

different organizational culture types, introduction strate-

gies and BPM adoption success.

A quite different approach was chosen by Schmiedel

et al. (2014) who did not refer to an existing framework on

organizational culture to investigate BPM culture but

developed a completely new instrument that specifically

focusses on BPM culture. They define BPM culture as ‘‘an

organizational culture that supports BPM’’ (Schmiedel

et al. 2014) and developed an instrument to measure this

support. With a global Delphi study (Schmiedel et al.

2013), four BPM values were identified that best capture

BPM culture within organizations: customer orientation,

excellence, responsibility, and teamwork. Each value in

turn consists of two so-called BPM culture dimensions that

serve as basis for our study. These eight BPM culture

dimensions, their respective BPM values and definitions of

the values are presented in Table 1. Schmiedel et al. (2014)

operationalized the eight dimensions of BPM culture with a

total of 40 survey items, the BPM Culture Assessment, on

which this study’s empirical analysis is based.

During the preparation of this article’s study, we care-

fully tested both the CVF and the instrument of Schmiedel

et al. (2014) in a pilot study (Kregel 2018). We found the

CVF to be too general and with limited insights. The CVF

allows for the analysis of an organizational culture by

classifying an organization proportionally into four stan-

dard culture types: clan, adhocracy, hierarchy, and market

culture. These culture types, however, are too broad to

capture the specifics of BPM values and only deliver lim-

ited insights in relation to BPM topics. In direct compar-

ison, the BPM Culture Assessment was able to deliver

more informative value and provide a better analysis of

different cultural aspects related to BPM.

2.2 Connecting BPM Culture to Public Management

Theory

The BPM Culture Assessment was developed with the goal

of cross-sector validity. However, public administration

differs from private sector organizations in many ways

(Lyons et al. 2006; Marschollek and Beck 2012), for

example with regard to BPM and organizational culture

(Syed et al. 2018). While many private sector organizations

have been surveyed for the instrument validation, only very

few public servants found their way into the sample

(Schmiedel et al. 2014). Thus, a perfect fit of the instru-

ment in the public sector context is not per se given. This

section gives a brief overview of how the eight BPM cul-

ture dimensions could be shaped in a public sector context

and highlights major differences to private organizations

regarding BPM culture.

The first BPM value ‘‘customer orientation’’ is differ-

entiated into the two BPM culture dimensions internal and

external customer orientation. Both dimensions prevail in

the public sector though to differing degrees. Although

customer orientation is a well-known concept in public

management literature, the stakeholders and customers can

be quite different from those in the private sector, which is

why the term ‘‘customer’’ has not been without critique

(Jos and Tompkins 2009). Scholars mainly point out that

those who interact with public administration commonly

assume many different roles in interactions with public

bodies. These range from being customers who passively

consume a service to being co-producers of services and

citizens who are actively involved in public services

delivery (e.g. Distel and Lindgren 2019; Jos and Tompkins

2009; Thomas 2013). Similarly, businesses interacting with

public administration can be customers but interact also as

taxpayers and increasingly also as co-producers of services.

Nuances of these kinds ultimately lead to expectations held

by stakeholders that are different from those of private

sector customers. These differences mainly refer to per-

formance and value integration on both the public admin-

istration’s and the public’s side that need to be considered

when using the term customer in a public sector context
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(Jos and Tompkins 2009). Consequently, there are different

types of typical external customers of local governments

and they frequently interact with public administration in

more than one role. Internal customers also form a critical

element of BPM that often gets less attention. Processes

commonly pass through different organizational units until

they reach their final customer and end point. The internal

customer dimension is analyzed in an effort to shed light on

the multi-unit process chain, exchange of information and

quality of cooperation. In public administration, due to its

strong hierarchical organization, the silos of separated

departments are more common. Improvements therefore

can be restricted locally and the communication and

exchange across the units can be too scarce (Weerakkody

et al. 2011). These hierarchies and silos can lead to a weak

internal customer orientation, which also typically influ-

ences another BPM culture dimension, the innovation

capabilities (Hurley and Hult 1998; Salge and Vera 2012).

Many process improvement philosophies and method-

ologies, such as Lean Management, Total Quality Man-

agement and Six Sigma, also include customer orientation

as a key concept (Detert et al. 2000; Vanwersch et al.

2016). Together with innovation, continuous improvement

forms the second BPM value, ‘‘excellence’’. The combined

analysis of both dimensions is known as organizational

ambidexterity (Benner and Tushman 2003; Raisch et al.

2009), the importance of which is also discussed for public

sector management (Gieske et al. 2020a, b). Process in-

novation is one of the major innovation types identified in

the public management literature (de Vries et al. 2016;

Walker 2014). When pursuing innovation strategies, man-

agers must consider the organizational culture to choose

either innovation or imitation strategies (Naranjo-Valencia

et al. 2011). Typical barriers for innovation in public

administration include short-term planning horizons, poor

skills in change management, few incentives for innova-

tion, and a culture of risk aversion (Albury 2005). Public

administration institutions that encourage experiments,

motivate improvements and maintain regular feedback and

discussions seem to have a significantly higher likelihood

of successful innovations (Demircioglu and Audretsch

2017). The importance of continuous improvement for the

public sector has long been known (Berwick 1989) and has

been a constant issue in the debates on public sector

reforms. The term ‘‘continuous improvement’’ is used in

different contexts and with different meanings. In this

study’s context, we use the definition of Bhuiyan and

Baghel (2005), considering continuous improvement ‘‘as a

culture of sustained improvement targeting the elimination

of waste in all systems and processes of an organization’’.

Many projects using continuous improvement methods

(e.g. Lean Management or Lean Six Sigma) fail in the

public sector when they do not consider sector-specific

characteristics, such as organizational culture and business

logic (Kregel and Coners 2018; Radnor and Osborne

2013). Especially radical organizational changes lead to

strong resistance within public administration (McNulty

and Ferlie 2004). For this reason, recommendations for

successful continuous improvement in public administra-

tion include top management support, the provision of

training and creation of a supportive organizational culture

(Fryer et al. 2007).

The BPM value ‘‘responsibility’’ is represented by the

two BPM culture dimensions ‘‘accountability’’ and ‘‘com-

mitment’’. The respective concept of organizational com-

mitment can be divided into three major forms for showing

an employee’s attitude (Meyer and Allen 1991). For our

study, the affective commitment is the most important,

describing the ‘‘relative strength of an individual’s identi-

fication with and involvement in a particular organization’’

(Mowday et al. 1979). For the public sector, a positive

influence of its special characteristics, such as a safe

environment, could be found for continuance and norma-

tive commitment, but no significant effect on the affective

Table 1 Eight BPM culture dimensions and corresponding BPM values (Schmiedel et al. 2014)

BPM culture dimensions BPM value Definition (Schmiedel et al. 2014)

External customer

orientation

Customer

orientation

The proactive and responsive attitude towards the needs of process output recipients

Internal Customer

Orientation

Continuous improvement Excellence The orientation towards continuous improvement and innovation to achieve superior process

performanceInnovation

Accountability Responsibility The commitment to process objectives and the accountability for process decisions

Commitment

Formal structures Teamwork The positive attitude towards cross-functional collaboration

Informal structures
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commitment was shown (Suzuki and Hur 2020). In con-

trast, the findings of Boyne (2002) describe a lower orga-

nizational commitment in the public sector than in the

private sector.

Accountability is prominently analyzed in public man-

agement literature and can be discussed with manifold foci

(Mulgan 2000). With regard to BPM culture, this dimen-

sion targets the stakeholders to account for process per-

formance, which in our context includes process owners,

managers and the managing board. A study of Boyne

(2002) concludes that public sector managers tend to be

less materialistic than their private sector counterparts and

therefore could be less motivated by financial rewards,

such as performance-related pay. Managerial reforms in

European countries are often targeted at ‘‘increase[ing]

efficiency, responsiveness and accountability of public

managers’’ (Romzek 2000). These targets include man-

agement of results, a higher importance of performance

measurement, and the question of managerial autonomy

(Bezes and Jeannot 2018). How to identify the right goals

and motivate and steer managers in the right directions is

discussed critically in the literature, reporting that ideas

from the private sector often do not lead to the best results

(Heinrich 2002; Lewandowski 2019).

The fourth and last BPM value is ‘‘teamwork’’ and

consists of the BPM culture dimensions ‘‘formal struc-

tures’’ and ‘‘informal structures’’ for collaboration. Man-

agement practices such as New Public Management have

tried to shift public administration more into

entrepreneurship-thinking and private sector types of

weaker and more flexible hierarchies. Despite these efforts,

strong hierarchies are still a major characteristic of public

administration (Diefenbach and Sillince 2011; Raharjo and

Eriksson 2017). Formal and informal structures can be

differentiated, but both are essential for a functioning

organization. For the BPM culture perspective, the col-

laboration between different organizational units is espe-

cially important. Many processes cut across several units

and can only be managed in the best way if the complete

process can be analyzed and improved from end-to-end.

Formal structures include creating cross-functional goals

and conducting meetings to discuss shared topics, coordi-

nating tasks and sharing knowledge. Aspects of informal

structures include the collaboration with colleagues from

other organizational units and institutions as well as the

individual’s identification with them (Schmiedel et al.

2014). In our application within municipal administration,

this aspect focuses on the collaboration between different

teams and departments and typically includes a range from

feeling like a ‘‘family’’ to autonomous units that barely

communicate and collaborate with others. It can also

include building networks with partners outside of the own

institution to achieve higher performance (Berardo 2009).

High-quality workplace relationships have also been

observed to increase commitment to the organization

which demonstrates a link to the commitment dimension

(Caillier 2017).

We therefore conclude that all eight BPM culture

dimensions are relevant to public administration as well.

However, their manifestation may vary from that in private

sector organizations. At times, these differences may be

considerable as the discussion on the customer-orientation

in public administration as a specific industry context (vom

Brocke et al. 2016) exemplarily shows. The different

manifestation of the eight BPM culture dimensions in

public administration, as discussed from a theoretical per-

spective in this section, needs to be translated to the

empirical assessment of BPM culture (see Sect. 3).

3 Research Methodology

In this section, we present our research design and

methodology. Before using the instrument, we evaluated it

with regard to its suitability for public administration and,

where necessary, adapted it to this specific context (vom

Brocke et al. 2016, see Sect. 3.1). We then provide details

on the data collection and analysis (Sect. 3.2).

3.1 Instrument Refinement

Public administration differs substantially from private

organizations in many respects. Researchers have identified

four general differences that pertain to the environment in

which public and private organizations operate, their

respective goals, to structural differences and to differences

in managerial values (Boyne 2002). In particular, public

administration’s structures are reported to be more

bureaucratic and allowing for less managerial autonomy

(Boyne 2002). Moreover, public administration is less

driven by values for money and instead more focused on

the public good, while at the same time showing less

organizational commitment. Thus, the original instrument

needed to be evaluated regarding its fit to the public sector

context. Schmiedel et al. (2014) operationalized the eight

dimensions of BPM culture with 40 items, five per

dimension. In addition, we decided to add questions cap-

turing the public sector context (vom Brocke et al. 2016;

vom Brocke et al. 2021). The necessary refinements of the

instrument and its contextualization with our additional

questions were undertaken in several iterations.

First, the forty original items were individually dis-

cussed with four experienced information systems and

e-government researchers and furthermore with two public

servants to better understand current realities in public

administration regarding process management and
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organizational culture. In both cases, we went through the

list of items and discussed each one. Additionally, we

reviewed the overall structure of the survey. The feedback

from both discussion meetings was recorded in form of

protocols and subsequently qualitatively analyzed regard-

ing the question of how representative and comprehensible

the culture-related items and other questions are for the

public sector context. Only then were results from both

analyses compared and consolidated; the insights served as

basis for the next iteration in our refinement process.

Second, as a result of the experts’ feedback and its

subsequent analysis, the questionnaire was amended with

the additional context-related questions. Specifically, we

included questions regarding the respondents’ employment

status, their professional experience and their perceptions

of process management in their organization in general.

Our experts highlighted the need to better differentiate the

respondents based on their status within the organization

and their professional experience since these aspects may

impact the respondents’ perceptions of BPM culture. More

importantly though, we added informational texts, which

were not included in the instrument as designed by Sch-

miedel et al. (2014), on how the questionnaire should be

filled out and included explanations of the terms business

process and business process management as these are less

commonly used in public administration.

Third, the resulting draft of the survey was pre-tested

with a selected group of participants from a German

municipal administration (n = 43), representing ten dif-

ferent departments in total with an emphasis on the orga-

nizational and personnel department. The aim of this step

was to gather more information on the comprehensibility of

items and the overall representativeness of the survey

instrument for the public sector because some of the items

refer to organizational structures that characterize for-profit

organizations, such as reward systems and opaque salary

structures, that may not represent public sector realities.

Thus, in addition to the closed questions of the BPM

Culture Assessment, respondents of our pilot study were

provided the opportunity to give detailed feedback on the

formulation of items, their accuracy of fit to the public

sector and other aspects for improvement. The data set was

analyzed with regard to the overall distribution of answers

as well as the scales’ reliability using Cronbach’s alpha

(see Anonymized 2018). More importantly, though, we

analyzed the textual feedback of the 43 respondents which

highlighted difficulties with some of the used terms. In

particular, the respondents criticized the use of customer,

business process, business process management and best

practice in the original culture-related items. Although this

version of the instrument already included a short expla-

nation for business process and business process manage-

ment, the use of the word business seemed to trigger a

private sector orientation of the survey in the respondents’

perception. Moreover, respondents felt unable to assess the

items for the whole organization or the whole department

as public administration institutions tend to be rather large

and fragmented even in small municipalities.

Fourth and finally, as a result of this pilot study, five of

the more general context-related questions, such as

employee contract types, were dropped as they turned out

to be irrelevant. Therefore, only questions regarding the

respondents’ professional experience measured by years,

their current responsibility within their organization and

their field of work were retained.

Moreover, we decided to change the reference of all

original culture-related items from organization and de-

partment to organizational unit as the test respondents had

pointed towards the strong departmentalization and diver-

sity of their institutions. For example, employees of a youth

welfare office would hardly be able to evaluate the culture

of distanced departments such as building and living or

safety and order. With this perspective, we followed the

view of Hickson et al. (1971) to assess intra-organizational

power and decisions as being highly influenced by orga-

nizational sub-units. Additionally, the wording of all cul-

ture-related items was changed from business process to

either administrative process or simply process. Some-

times, single words such as process colleague and best

practices needed an explanation that was added in brackets

to the item.

Finally, some respondents noted that many items are

clearly geared towards structures of the private sector and

reduced the understandability of the survey. Therefore, we

decided to retain the informational texts on processes and

process management and to also include the concept or-

ganizational unit in these texts. In Table 2, we provide

examples of the information texts that were added and of

how we adapted items.

The first part of the final survey aims at capturing the

specific context, i.e., the public sector, and consists of

items measuring independent variables with a potential

influence on the eight dimensions of BPM culture. These

are the classification of the participant’s work field into

standardized categories such as internal administration,

youth and family aid or building and housing. Further

questions address the number of years the participants have

worked in their current role, in their current organization

and in public administration in general (professional

experience). The second and main part of the survey con-

tains the adapted BPM culture items (Schmiedel et al.

2014) and consists of eight blocks with five items each to

measure an organization’s cultural support for the external

and internal customer orientation, continuous improve-

ment, innovation, accountability, commitment, formal

structures and informal structures (see Table 1).
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3.2 Sample Design

All items were measured on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1

(total disagreement) to 7 (complete agreement). For each

item, respondents were provided with the opportunity to

skip an item and choose the option, ‘‘I cannot answer this

question’’. Participation in the survey was voluntary and

completely anonymous.

The adapted instrument was programmed as an online

survey and distributed amongst seven municipalities in

Germany’s most populous state, North Rhine-Westphalia.

The participating municipalities were selected using con-

venience sampling, varied in size and included munici-

palities with a central function in their region as well as

smaller ones in more rural areas. While convenience

sampling is not without critique, the chosen approach is

considered appropriate as this research aims at proposing

relationships rather than testing hypotheses (Pinsonneault

and Kraemer 1993). We based our decisions on suggestions

by Speklé and Widener (2018), who argue that for the

purpose of generalizing to theory (Lee and Baskerville

2003) – which is this study’s aim – rather than to a given

population, representative samples are not necessary.

However, a convenience sampling strategy needs to

account for potential errors in coverage and non-response.

To address these issues, instead of distributing the sur-

vey randomly across the whole public sector, we contacted

chief information officers, chief digitalization officers and

operations managers of various municipalities and asked

them to distribute the survey within their organizations.

This approach was based on reflections by King and He

(2005) on how to overcome potential coverage errors that

may occur in convenience sampling. This way, we were

able to collect the opinions of employees of several orga-

nizational units, which we deemed necessary as we are

interested in phenomena observable at the level of orga-

nizations and organizational units, wherefore having

respondents from a few selected organizations is desirable

(Pinsonneault and Kraemer 1993). Furthermore, the close

collaboration with selected managers enabled us to gather a

considerable number of responses from employees with

various backgrounds and different levels of responsibility.

As this research is rather explorative, we were interested in

collecting perceptions and opinions of as many different

employees as possible rather than creating a representative

sample. The variety of administrative units, with a varying

degree of responsibility and a varying degree of citizen

contact is important to this study as organizational culture

in general and BPM culture in particular refer to values

shared and shaped by all employees.

3.3 Data Analysis

In total, we gathered 733 fully answered surveys. However,

the number of respondents for each municipality varied

considerably (see Table 3).

Table 2 Examples of changes undertaken in relation to the original instrument

Original survey (Schmiedel et al. 2014) Adaptation

n/a Example of an information text (What is a process?)

As a process we understand the content-related, chronological and logical sequence of

activities that are necessary to process an organizationally relevant object. In this case,

objects can be, for example, applications or invoices that you receive and are processed

by you or your colleagues. According to this understanding, a process includes all

typical work procedures in a public administration, for example, the entire application

from receipt to approval of the application. It is not only about the entire process, but

also about sections, for example, the examination of the content of an application

Continuous improvement Continuous improvement

Our organization regularly implements best practices

that improve business processes

Our organizational unit regularly implements best practices (success stories)? that

improve processes
? The term best practice, also known as success method, success model or recipe for

success, comes from Anglo-American business administration and describes proven,

optimal or exemplary methods, practices or procedures in a company

Table 3 Participating municipalities

Inhabitants (rounded) Respondents Percent

Municipality 1 250,000 244 33.3

Municipality 2 190,000 139 19.0

Municipality 3 75,000 123 16.8

Municipality 4 30,000 43 5.9

Municipality 5 310,000 129 17.6

Municipality 6 30,000 34 4.6

Municipality 7 50,000 21 2.9

Total 733 100.0
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Although the survey instrument was already tested by

Schmiedel et al. (2014) and in our project tested with a

pilot study, we decided to check the scale’s reliability again

with our final sample due to the changes undertaken and

the new context in which the instrument was applied. The

reliability analysis indicates robust results with Cronbach’s

alpha ranging between a = 0.719 (responsibility) and

a = 0.854 (innovation). All items, scales and alpha values

are reported in the appendix (available online via https://

link.springer.com).

The data set was analyzed using descriptive statistics,

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and, as a

follow-up analysis, discriminant analysis (DA). The origi-

nal model proposed by Schmiedel et al. (2014) – designed

to benchmark an organization’s culture – is reflective-for-

mative and, thus, requires the use of analysis methods such

as structural equation modelling. In contrast, this article

seeks to explore BPM culture in public administration by

describing the nature of each of the BPM culture dimen-

sions (first-order constructs). Then, we aim at understand-

ing which factors potentially determine these dimensions.

Instead of benchmarking or comparing single organizations

– as suggested as a practical use case by Schmiedel et al.

(2014) – this analysis aims at exploring whether the eight

dimensions of BPM culture differ with regard to certain

external and structural variables that are detached from, for

example, managerial decisions or the individuals’ skills

and attitudes. Conducting MANOVAs for the relationships

of interest was deemed an appropriate procedure because

we are mainly interested in finding group differences, for

example differences between medium sized and small

cities. In order to better understand the potential relation-

ships between the dimensions of BPM culture and other

variables, we decided to follow this step with DAs. While

MANOVA can reveal statistically significant differences

between groups based on means, DA can reveal the vari-

ables on which these groups differ (Field 2009; Tabachnick

and Fidell 2007). Thus, we are not only able to identify

relevant antecedents to BPM culture, but also highlight the

dimensions on which BPM culture probably differs for

certain groups. Both analyses require several assumptions

to be met (see Field 2009; Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).

Here, we report only on those that either were not con-

sidered or that turned out to be problematic. We checked

whether values in our data set were missing completely at

random using Little’s test, which turned out to be signifi-

cant (Chi2 = 11,320,710; DF10703; p\ 0.000). Thus,

missing data in the data set may cause problems. To

address this issue and in order to reduce the influence of

missing values, we decided to impute these values. As they

were scattered through cases and variables, deletion of

single cases was deemed ineffective. The mean imputation

was not based on means for the whole sample, because the

dataset is made up of respondents from various munici-

palities. Instead, we decided to replace values with means

from the respective municipality from which the affected

cases originated. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) also hint

researchers at the problem of unequal sample sizes. How-

ever, this issue is of lesser importance in our study as our

groups occur naturally – as opposed to experimental groups

– and, thus, we formed the sub-groups used in our analyses

based on quartiles, wherefore they all have similar sample

sizes.

Using Mahalanobi’s Distance, we detected five multi-

variate outliers in our sample, which may also impact the

results of both analyses. These cases could be excluded

from further analyses. Before reducing the size of the

sample through this step, we decided to run all analyses

with and without outliers and compared the results for

substantial differences. As these did not occur, the analyses

reported in Sect. 4 are based on the full sample (n = 733).

Finally, we needed to decide on a criterion to test the

significance of our effects. Commonly, four statistics are

provided by current statistic software, i.e., Pillai’s trace,

Wilk’s lambda, Hotelling’s trace and Roy’s largest root. Of

these, the first one is deemed to be the most robust, espe-

cially in cases where assumptions for MANOVA are not

perfectly met (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007), wherefore we

use this value to test the significance of our main effects.

We did not test several independent variables in one

model but decided to run several MANOVAs to better

estimate the influence of particular variables on the

dimensions of BPM culture in public administration. For

the eight BPM dimensions, mean-based indices were cal-

culated and used as variables in these analyses. We tested

group differences for relationships between the employees’

work experience, their responsibility and the size of the

municipality on the one hand and the eight BPM culture

dimensions on the other hand. Research on BPM and

change in public administration suggests that these orga-

nizations are strongly shaped by rigid hierarchies and for-

mal structures (e.g. Indihar-Štemberger and Jaklič 2007).

Thus, we assume that a long experience within the public

sector increases employees’ obedience to these structures

and, thus, their assessment of the BPM culture dimensions.

Furthermore, scholars argue that employee turnover may

‘‘generate fresh viewpoints and broaden the experiences of

key personnel’’ (Meier and Hicklin 2008). The obedience

to hierarchical structures, thus, may become even more

pronounced when employees are members of the same

organization for a long time. As such, we assume that not

only the affiliation with the public sector in general but also

the experiences with one particular administration and one

particular role within the organization impact the

employees’ assessment of the BPM culture dimensions.

We measured the employees’ respective experience in

123

208 I. Kregel et al.: Business Process Management Culture in Public Administration..., Bus Inf Syst Eng 64(2):201–221 (2022)

https://link.springer.com
https://link.springer.com


terms of the years they have worked in the public sector, in

their current organization and in their current role.

Repeatedly, authors point to the importance of managers’

role in and commitment to organizations and change pro-

cesses (e.g. Indihar-Štemberger and Jaklič 2007; Peccei

et al. 2011). Thus, we assume that employees with more

responsibility assess the BPM culture dimensions differ-

ently than employees with less or no management

responsibility. Finally, we test whether the size of the

municipality (in terms of its inhabitants) has a relationship

with the public sector employees’ assessment of the eight

BPM culture dimensions. The organization size in has been

identified in previous studies as an important contextual

factor for process performance, process awareness, quality,

innovation and the adoption of e-government (Jayaram

et al. 2010; Knott and Vieregger 2020; Moon and Norris

2005; Ongena and Ravesteyn 2020).

4 Results

The following sections report the results of our data anal-

ysis. The first section sheds light on the applicability of the

instrument in the public sector (addressing RO1), whereas

Sect. 4.2 describes the nature of the eight dimensions of

BPM culture for the surveyed public administration. In

Sect. 4.3, we explore which factors might impact these

dimensions in public administration (addressing RO2).

4.1 BPM Culture Assessment for the Public Sector

The first research objective is partly achieved by adapting

the overall setting, formulation of specific items and the

introduction of examples and explanations within the

questionnaire to better guide the respondents through the

survey. Despite the changes applied to the instrument after

interviewing public sector experts, the descriptive analysis

of our final sample revealed that one construct in particular

caused problems. The dimension internal customer orien-

tation stands out due to the high number of missing values.

One item was particularly striking with a total of 27.4% of

the answers missing (‘‘Our organization defines internal

customers for all processes’’). The other items also showed

an above average number of missing values (more than

13%). In order to better understand why so many respon-

dents were unable to assess this dimension, open comments

collected after each block of items were analyzed and

reveal several content-driven reasons for this observation.

These reasons and consequences of the high number of

missing values on the dimension internal customer orien-

tation are discussed in detail in Sect. 5.

4.2 Summarizing the BPM Culture in Public

Administration

To present the descriptive results of the study and create a

picture of the overall nature of BPM culture in public

administration, we follow the suggestions by Schmiedel

et al. (2014) for this kind of evaluation. The first part of the

study includes questions about job characteristics and

participants’ experience. The largest groups of participants

are formed by the following fields of work: Internal

Administration (22%), Children, Youth and Family Sup-

port (16%), Safety and Order (12%) and Housing and

Urban Development (10%). On average, the respondents

showed a slight tendency towards more operational roles

within their organizations (mean: 3.47, median: 3, min: 1,

max: 7). When asked about the frequency of contact with

citizens, companies or other external stakeholders, 47%

stated they had contact to them on a daily basis. With a

mean of 5.21 (median: 6) on a scale from never (1) to daily

(7), a large majority of the participants had very regular

contact with external stakeholders. When looking at the

median values, the average study participant works for

21 years in public administration, for 12 years in the cur-

rent institution and for 5 years in the same job role.

The results of the eight BPM culture dimensions for all

733 survey participants are summarized in Fig. 1. The

mean values for the BPM culture dimensions range

between 3.57 for continuous improvement and 4.34 for

external customer orientation. The overall results for all

municipalities show that the participants tend to evaluate

the customer orientation and teamwork values more posi-

tively than the others. However, the excellence value,

including innovation and continuous improvement, in

comparison, received the lowest evaluations. We also

compared the different municipalities with each other (see

Fig. 2) and will take up this topic in the discussion section.

4.3 Determinants of the Dimensions of BPM Culture

in Local Governments

The second research objective is to identify possible

determinants of the dimensions of BPM culture in munic-

ipal administration.

The first relationship we tested is between the BPM

culture dimensions (dependent) and the number of years an

employee has been active in the public sector. We asked

the respondents to estimate the number of years they have

been working in the public sector (see appendix) and then

formed four roughly equally sized groups using the quar-

tiles to define the groups.

There was a significant effect (Pillai’s trace) of years in

the public sector on the dimensions of BPM culture,

V = 0.076, F(24, 2154) = 2.33, p\ 0.001. However,
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separate univariate ANOVAs on the outcome variable

(BPM culture dimensions) revealed non-significant effects

for all but three BPM culture dimensions, namely inno-

vation, F(3, 723) = 3.4, p = 0.017, continuous improve-

ment, F(3, 723) = 3.0, p = 0.03 and internal customer

orientation, F(3, 723) = 2.8, p = 0.04. The follow-up DA

revealed three discriminant functions, of which the first

explained 76.9% of the variance (canonical R2 = 0.058).

The three discriminant functions together differentiate the
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groups (i.e. the number of years spent in the public sector),

with K = 0.925, v2(24) = 55.9, p\ 0.001.

The structure matrix (see Table 4) suggests that inno-

vation and continuous improvement (the excellence

dimension) highly correlate with the first variate, whereas

the second variate correlates highly with internal customer

orientation and commitment and the third correlates highly

with informal structures. These variables presumably are

the best predictors for distinguishing employees with less

experience from those with more experience. Finally, we

also considered the group centroids plotted in Figure A1

(Appendix), indicating that the employee group with the

least experience (up to 7 years of experience) is discrimi-

nated by variate 1 (i.e., by the excellence dimension), and

group 2 (up to 21 years of experience) is discriminated by

variate 2 (i.e., by internal customer orientation and com-

mitment) from the other groups.

The second relationship we tested was between the BPM

culture dimensions (dependent) and the number of years an

employee has been working in the current organization.

Again, we asked the respondents to estimate the number of

years they have been working in their organization and

then formed four roughly equally sized groups using the

quartiles to define the groups. There was a significant effect

of years spent in the organization on the BPM culture

dimensions, V = 0.067, F(24, 2154) = 2.035, p\ 0.01.

However, separate univariate ANOVAs on the outcome

revealed non-significant effects for all but two dimensions,

namely formal structures, F(3, 723) = 2.792, p\ 0.05 and

internal customer orientation, F(3, 723) = 4.03, p\ 0.01.

Again, this analysis was followed by a DA, which revealed

three discriminant functions of which the first explained

67.9% of the variance (canonical R2 = 0.045). The three

discriminant functions together differentiate the groups

(i.e., the number of years spent in the public sector), with

K = 0.935, v2(24) = 48.74, p\ 0.01.

The structure matrix (see Table 5) reveals that the first

variate and continuous improvement highly correlate. The

second variate highly correlates with the dimension inter-

nal customer orientation and, to a far lesser degree, also

with formal structures. The third variate correlates fairly

with continuous improvement and innovation (excellence

value).

The group centroids shown in Figure A1 (Appendix)

indicate that the employee group with the most experience

(more than 26 years) is discriminated by function 2 (in-

ternal customer orientation, formal structures), whereas

function 1 (continuous improvement) discriminates the

group with the least experience in the public sector.

We also tested whether the number of years in the

current role influenced the dimensions of BPM culture, but

the MANOVA did not suggest such an influence

(V = 0.045, F(24, 2154) = 1.373, p[ 0.05).

Next, we analyzed whether the employee’s function

from a purely operative function to being in a purely

leading role had an influence on the BPM culture dimen-

sions. There was a significant effect of an employee’s

function on BPM culture dimensions, V = 0.103, F(16,

1412) = 4.786, p\ 0.001. Separate univariate ANOVAs

on the outcome, revealed only two non-significant effects

for accountability and formal structures. Thus, the con-

trasts also show significant group differences for those

Table 4 Structure matrix for the BPM culture dimensions and

employees’ experience in the public sector

Structure matrix

Function

1 2 3

Innovation .457* .285 .263

Continuous improvement .445* .091 -.202

Internal customer orientation .359 .517* .083

Commitment .298 .494* -.204

Accountability -.259 .359* .274

Formal structures -.291 .311* -.152

External customer orientation .222 -.306* -.151

Informal structures .122 .049 .423*

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables

and standardized canonical discriminant functions

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function

*Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any dis-

criminant function

Table 5 Structure matrix for the BPM culture dimensions and

employees’ experience in the respective organization

Structure matrix

Function

1 2 3

Continuous improvement .423* .174 .395

External customer orientation .063* .011 -.049

Internal customer orientation .336 .830* -.063

Formal structures -.374 .524* .299

Commitment .271 .360* .127

Innovation .353 .228 .376*

Accountability -.233 .338 .360*

Informal structures .106 .228 -.330*

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables

and standardized canonical discriminant functions

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function

*Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any dis-

criminant function
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employees with operative roles as compared to those in

positions with more responsibility for all dimensions but

accountability and formal structures. The same pattern can

be observed when comparing those employees in leading

positions with those employees with medium responsibil-

ity, except that there are two further non-significant dif-

ferences for internal customer orientation (p = 0.287) and

commitment (p = 0.071).

The follow-up DA revealed two discriminant functions

of which the first explains 78.5% of the variance (canonical

R2 = 0.079) and the second 21.5% of the variance

(canonical R2 = 0.023). Both functions together differen-

tiate the groups significantly K = 0.899, v2(16) = 75.467,

p\ 0.001 and K = 0.98, v2(7) = 16.612, p\ 0.05.

The structure matrix (Table 6) reveals that the first

variate and innovation highly correlate. Lower but still

considerable correlations occur for continuous improve-

ment, informal structures and external customer orienta-

tion. The second variate correlates highly with external

customer orientation, followed by commitment and inter-

nal customer orientation. As shown in Figure A1 (Ap-

pendix), function 1 (innovation, informal structures,

external customer orientation) discriminates the employees

in leading positions from those with less responsibility,

whereas the second function (external customer orienta-

tion, commitment, internal customer orientation) discrim-

inates the second group with medium responsibility.

Within public administration, these are employees leading

smaller teams while at the same time reporting to a higher

hierarchy level.

Finally, we tested whether the size of a municipality (see

Table 3 for municipality sizes) has an effect on the

dimensions of BPM culture. For this analysis, we built

three groups: Group 1 contains municipalities 4, 6 and 7,

which are the smallest with 50,000 or fewer inhabitants.

Group 2 is made up of municipality 3 with 75,000 inhab-

itants. Group 3 consists of only municipality 2 with more

than 75,000 but less than 200,000 inhabitants. Finally,

group 4 comprises the two largest municipalities (1 and 5)

with 250,000 and 310,000 inhabitants. The MANOVA and

DA were run with these four groups.

There was a significant effect of municipality size on the

BPM culture dimensions, V = 0.097, F(24, 2154) = 3.0,

p\ 0.001. The separate univariate ANOVAs revealed

significant effects for all but two dimensions, i.e., ac-

countability and external customer orientation. The sub-

sequent DA revealed three discriminant functions of which

the first explains 54.2% of the variance (canonical

R2 = 0.052). The second function explains 34.8% of the

variance (canonical R2 = 0.034), while the last function

explains only 11.0% of the variance (canonical

R2 = 0.011). The first three functions differentiate the

groups significantly with K = 0.906, v2(24) = 71.369,

p\ 0.001 and the second and third functions differentiate

the groups with K = 0.955, v2(14) = 32.927, p\ 0.01. The

structure matrix (Table 7) indicates that variate one and

formal structures, continuous improvement, internal cus-

tomer orientation and informal structures highly correlate,

whereas innovation correlates well with the second variate.

The third variate correlates fairly with the dimension

commitment.

Table 6 Structure matrix for the BPM culture dimensions and

employees’ responsibility in the organization

Structure matrix

Function

1 2

Innovation .750* -.110

Continuous improvement .582* .381

Informal structures .575* -.054

Accountability .126* .008

External customer orientation .564 .592*

Commitment .423 .465*

Internal customer orientation .304 .444*

Formal structures .078 .132*

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables

and standardized canonical discriminant functions

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function

*Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any dis-

criminant function

Table 7 Structure matrix for the BPM culture dimensions and

municipality size

Structure matrix

Function

1 2 3

Formal structures .783* -.013 .358

Continuous improvement .563* -.034 .128

Internal customer orientation .543* .257 -.190

Informal structures .541* .154 .330

External customer orientation .388* -.034 .314

Innovation .659 .665* .027

Accountability .090 .280* .224

Commitment .335 .455 .577*

Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables

and standardized canonical discriminant functions

*Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any dis-

criminant function

Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within function
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As evident from Figure A1 (Appendix), function 1 dis-

criminates the municipalities in groups 2 and 4 from groups

1 and 3, whereas the second function discriminates group 2

(medium-sized municipalities) from all other

municipalities.

5 Discussion

This article set out to explore the BPM culture of municipal

administration and its determinants. To this end, we set

forth the research question of how and by which determi-

nants is BPM culture in public administration shaped and

divided it into three research objectives, which are

addressed and discussed in the subsequent sections. Based

on this discussion, we furthermore derive an agenda for

future research on the topic of BPM culture in public

administration and highlight limitations that should be

considered when interpreting the findings of this study.

Regarding the overarching research question, our study

indicates that BPM culture in public administration is

observable, yet some of the dimensions are not exploited to

the full extent (see Sect. 5.1 for a more detailed discus-

sion). Furthermore, we find that BPM culture in public

administration is influenced by several external variables

such as employees’ experiences and responsibility (see

Sect. 5.2 for a more detailed discussion).

5.1 Research Objective 1: Applicability of the BPM

Culture Assessment Instrument

In general, we find considerable differences between the

participating organizations about their employees’ assess-

ment of the eight BPM culture dimensions. Overall, ex-

ternal customer orientation, informal structures and

commitment were evaluated comparably positive. The by

far lowest score was given to the continuous improvement

dimension (see Fig. 1). The remaining dimensions inno-

vation, accountability, formal structures and internal cus-

tomer orientation were evaluated very averagely. The

participating municipalities seem to be able to manage

their processes but could adjust their capabilities regarding

continuous improvement to create a stronger BPM culture.

The average of 4.03 of all eight dimensions taken together

demonstrates a quite mixed evaluation of the BPM culture.

Even though an ideal BPM culture with maximum values

in all dimensions is neither realistic nor reasonable to

achieve, the dimension continuous improvement requires

particular attention as the currently low ratings might

indicate significant challenges for managing the ongoing

digitalization (Mendling et al. 2020).

The comparison of the municipalities’ BPM cultures

exhibits large differences. Municipality 3 with only 75,000

citizens shows one of the most developed BPM cultures

with the highest scores on the dimensions innovation and

commitment, whereas the largest municipality (municipal-

ity 5) evaluates continuous improvement and customer

orientation best. Municipalities 4 and 6 have about the

same number of citizens but show very different cultures.

These large differences lead us to the analysis of BPM

culture determinants (the corresponding discussion is pre-

sented in Sect. 5.2).

Our objective to apply and test the BPM Culture

Assessment instrument by Schmiedel et al. (2014) in the

public sector refers to both more formal aspects, such as

the understandability of items and terms, and more content-

related aspects, such as the adequacy of the constructs and

items. Regarding the first aspect, discussions with public

sector experts and researchers (see Sect. 3.1) revealed that

some items had to be rephrased to be better understood by

respondents from the public sector. The discussions also

showed that BPM-related vocabulary does not necessarily

fit the employees’ day-to-day professional experiences.

Both aspects were also mirrored by the pre-test which we

conducted, wherefore we added informative texts to some

of the items and slightly adapted their wording. The

resulting BPM Culture Assessment for Public Adminis-

tration was then used in a large-scale online survey.

Despite the careful adaptions and the overall fit of the

adjusted instrument to the public sector context, the anal-

ysis of our final data set revealed a high number of missing

values on one dimension, i.e., the internal customer ori-

entation. In order to better understand why this dimension

was hard to assess, we examined open comments from the

survey respondents. After each set of questions, respon-

dents were given the chance to comment the questionnaire.

A closer evaluation of these comments reveals four

potential reasons for why the BPM culture dimension in-

ternal customer orientation does not entirely fit public

sector realities.

(1) Lacking process documentation and process man-

agement. Despite the amount of research on process

management in public administration (Houy et al. 2010)

and an abundance of process management initiatives in

these organizations, many respondents declared that pro-

cesses were neither documented nor properly managed in

their organizations and organizational units. For example,

one respondent stated that ‘‘Instructions or flowcharts [for

processes] are largely unknown to me.’’ Taking into con-

sideration that understanding who internal customers are

requires the employees to work in properly managed and

documented processes (Schmiedel et al. 2013), this could

be one explanation for why so many respondents were not

able to answer the questions on this dimension.

(2) Frequent, unstandardized process changes. Other

respondents reported that in addition to a lack of process
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documentation and management, internal processes tend to

be changed frequently (e.g., ‘‘My workflows and processes

have been subject to constant change since I started

working here.’’). One explanation for this reaction might be

a significant resistance to change (Bannister 2001; Indihar-

Štemberger and Jaklič 2007). However, it might also be

difficult for public sector employees to properly define who

their internal customers are when processes, and thus

responsibilities and tasks, are changed without

documentation.

(3) Organizational unit too broad and no cooperation

across departments. Although we carefully adapted the

questionnaire to public administration and discussed and

tested the items with public sector experts, some respon-

dents still considered the focus on the organizational unit as

too broad. These respondents then stated that instead they

answered all questions in relation to their area of respon-

sibility: ‘‘In a relatively large municipality it is difficult to

get an overview of the processes in other organizational

units. There are not always interfaces available or neces-

sary in my role. Furthermore, there are also divisions into

subject areas in organizational units. I have therefore

answered the questions for my area.’’ This assessment,

though anecdotal evidence, is in line with prior research.

Public sector reforms such as NPM and the ongoing digital

transformation are considered a means to overcome the

Weberian bureaucracy paradigm and, thus, the strong

departmentalization of public administration (Bannister

2001; Ho 2002; Roberts 2011). However, many public

administration institutions are still characterized by strong

hierarchies and organizational silos, in particular with

regard to digitalization efforts such as the interoperability

of systems (Klischewski 2004) and open governmental data

(Young 2020).

(4) No recognition and no existence of internal cus-

tomers. Finally, some respondents referred to internal

customers in their comments without recognizing them as

such, e.g. ‘‘In our unit, no one has contact to customers.

Mostly, it’s contacts, with the district administration or

state ministries.’’. Others explicitly stated that their orga-

nizational unit has no internal customers, e.g. ‘‘In my

opinion, our unit has no internal customers.’’ and ‘‘Our task

area includes only external customers.’’. This pattern

highlights a major problem with the instrument: External

customers are easily identified as citizens, businesses or

even other governmental/administrative agencies, even

though the term ‘‘customer’’ might be evaluated as inade-

quate. This might be interpreted as a result of public sector

reforms such as NPM that adapted the private sector logic

of conceptualizing citizens as customers (Aberbach and

Christensen 2005; Dunleavy et al. 2006; Wynen and Ver-

hoest 2015). In contrast, many employees across all hier-

archical levels have difficulties in applying the customer

concept to internal stakeholders and recipients of process

outputs. As the statements above indicate, this might be

due to a lack of appropriate process documentation and

management. Furthermore, the analysis of the open com-

ments suggests that the customer logic underlying the

original instrument might not reflect public sector realities

in that internal customers are not perceived as such but

rather as entities of a hierarchy that either prescribe tasks or

have to fulfil certain tasks.

While we may conclude that the instrument is generally

applicable to the public sector, the high number of missing

values on the internal customer orientation dimension has

implications for the overall instrument that should be

addressed by future research. First, the comparison of the

BPM value customer orientation with the other three val-

ues becomes more difficult, as the results may be biased.

Especially for those employees with only infrequent con-

tact with external stakeholders, the assessment of this BPM

value might become difficult. Second, and likely more

important, this finding indicates that the traditional cus-

tomer logic does not fit with the strict hierarchies of public

administration and their oftentimes legally driven pro-

cesses. Third, we find that many municipalities in Germany

are just introducing process management to their organi-

zations. Thus, with the increasing professionalization of

process management in public administration, under-

standing who internal customers are might become clearer

and more present in the employees’ individual perceptions.

Therefore, we suggest that the internal customer orienta-

tion dimension should continue to be queried, as it is likely

that the increasing professionalization of process manage-

ment in the public sector will result in fewer missing values

and a more precise assessment of this dimension by the

respondents. But we also suggest to further adapt the

instrument and this particular dimension to the public

sector, e.g., by not using the word ‘‘customer’’ as is sel-

domly fits the public administration realities. Furthermore,

we deem more information or examples throughout the

questionnaire as helpful for respondents to better grasp the

dimensions of external and internal customer orientation.

5.2 Research Objective 2: Exploring Determinants

of the BPM Culture Dimensions in Public

Administration

The second research objective was to explore potential

determinants of BPM culture in the public sector. We

specifically investigated the influence of the employees’

experience with the public sector and their responsibility in

their organizations on BPM culture. The results indicate

that the experience an employee has with the public sector

may have an influence on the assessment of BPM culture.

However, we see that this influence could be most
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important for the innovation, continuous improvement and

internal customer orientation dimensions. The DA sug-

gests that the group separation can be best explained in

terms of one underlying dimension. In this context, we

assume that this dimension could be the first-year group

(those who entered the public sector last). The contrast

results obtained through the MANOVA show a significant

relationship for years and above listed dimensions when

contrasting the first and the last year groups. However, it

does not show any significant influence for the other con-

trasts. Cautiously interpreted, we might assume that the

years one has been employed in the public sector might

affect the BPM culture. But this relationship is strongest for

those with the least experience and highest for the BPM

culture dimensions innovation, continuous improvement

and internal customer orientation. We therefore propose

the following relationships (R):

R1. There is a negative relationship between the years

one has been employed in the public sector and the

perceptions of the dimensions of BPM culture.

R2. Less experienced employees assess their organi-

zations’ excellence (innovation and continuous

improvement) more positively.

With regard to the effect of employees’ experience with

their current organization on the assessment of the BPM

culture dimensions, our results were less unequivocal.

Several scholars confirm the influence of employee turn-

over on the overall organizational performance (Meier

and Hicklin 2008). Wynen et al. (2019) concretized this

relationship by analyzing tasks with a high ‘‘process

conformance’’ (prescribed standards and rules), an aspect

that is very similar to BPM culture. Their results show an

inverted U-shaped relationship, summarizing that too high

and too low employee turnover negatively affects the

organizational performance. Our data suggests that both

the employees with the least and the most experience

seem to put less emphasis on formal structures than those

with medium experience (8–21 years), but not exclu-

sively. The employees with less experience also focus on

innovation and continuous improvement, whereas

employees with medium to high experience focus on

dimensions such as internal customer orientation, com-

mitment and accountability. Against this background, we

propose a relationship between employees’ experience

within an organization and BPM culture assessment.

However, more research into this particular relationship is

needed regarding both the direction of the effect and the

effect for the BPM culture dimensions.

R3. There is a relationship between the employees’

experience with their current organization and their

assessment of the BPM culture dimensions.

Our findings suggest a relationship between an

employee’s responsibility and assessment of BPM culture

in that leaders in public administration are more focused on

the excellence dimension (innovation and continuous

improvement) than those employees with less responsibil-

ity. Those employees with medium responsibility seem to

be more focused on external and internal customer ori-

entation, commitment and formal structures, leading us to

propose the following relationship:

R4. There is a positive relationship between the

employees’ degree of responsibility and their

assessment of the BPM culture dimensions.

R5. Employees in leading positions evaluate the

organization’s excellence (innovation and continuous

improvement) more positively than those with less

responsibility.

Finally, we analyzed the municipality size (number of

citizens) as a potential determinant for BPM culture, as it

determines the respective size of public administration and,

thus, may have an impact on the assessment of the

dimensions of BPM culture. Our results suggest that

smaller municipalities significantly differ on most BPM

culture dimensions as compared to larger municipalities.

However, for the medium-sized municipalities, there is a

positive relationship with two dimensions, innovation and

commitment, as compared to the larger municipalities.

Thus, we propose the following relationship:

R6. Municipality size may impact BPM culture in that

employees of smaller municipalities assess the BPM

culture dimensions worse than employees of larger

municipalities.

5.3 Research Objective 3: Proposing an Agenda

for Future Research on BPM Culture in Public

Administration

By discussing the results of our analyses in the preceding

sections, our study contributes to both IS and public sector

research. These contributions are summarized in the fol-

lowing paragraphs in form of an agenda for research on

BPM culture in public administration. We demonstrate that

our study covered aspects that so far did not receive much

scholarly attention and need to be addressed by further

research. Thereby, we advance the original work of Sch-

miedel et al. (2014), first by proposing the BPM Culture

Assessment for Public Administration as a means to

benchmark and investigate BPM culture in a public sector

context; and, second, by uncovering context-sensitive

determinants of BPM culture in the public sector. While

Schmiedel et al. (2014) focus their suggestions for further

research on BPM culture as an independent variable
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influencing other phenomena, we offer insights into how

BPM culture is shaped within public administration. Thus,

this research can form the basis for both researchers and

practitioners to better understand the formation and active

management of process-oriented cultures. The contribu-

tions of our study are summarized in three central research

questions that should be addressed by future research

activities (see Table 8, research agenda).

Firstly, we propose to investigate the question What is

the nature of BPM culture in public administration? Our

research partially addresses concerns of prior research to

better account for the characteristics of public administra-

tion in BPM research (Niehaves et al. 2013; Syed et al.

2018) by proposing the BPM Culture Assessment for

Public Administration. Yet, there is a clear need for both

more theoretical and empirical research in this area. Sch-

miedel et al. (2014) developed their original framework

detached from any specific sector and subsequent research

into this topic did not account for context-sensitivity either.

However, our work suggests that at least the customer

orientation dimensions of BPM culture are of less impor-

tance in public administration. The results of our research

indicate that public sector employees have difficulties in

unambiguously identifying the internal customers of their

organizational unit and, more generally, expressed con-

cerns regarding the fit of the customer concept with the

public sector context. Thus, the two customer dimensions

of BPM culture might not be the most appropriate for a

public sector context, neither theoretically nor as opera-

tionalized in the BPM Culture Assessment. On the one

hand, we see a need for further studies that shed more light

on the characteristics of these two dimensions and their

overall fit for public administration. These studies should

be empirical, quantitative assessments of the actual shape

of all BPM culture dimensions in public administration,

i.e., benchmarking studies. On the other hand, there is a

clear need for more theoretical endeavors that explore

potentially relevant, yet unrevealed dimensions that could

shape BPM culture in public administration (as opposed to

process-oriented culture in for-profit organizations). For

example, Syed et al. (2018) argue that with regard to BPM,

the culture in public administration is more strongly shaped

by its environment than in for-profit organizations, in

particular by political decisions. Hence, environment-ori-

entation could be a relevant dimension for BPM culture in

public administration.

In addition, there is a need to better reflect public

administration as a context in the concept of BPM culture

by developing and using sector-specific vocabularies. The

influence of the employees’ experience with their respec-

tive role on their assessment of BPM culture was

insignificant. With regard to the early stage of process

management in (German) public administration, we

assume that most employees do not have a clear under-

standing of their role within specific businesses processes.

Apparently, BPM-related terms such as ‘‘role’’ or ‘‘internal

Table 8 Research agenda

Suggested research question Suggested research activities

What is the nature of BPM culture in public

administration?

Close examination of the customer dimensions of BPM culture in public administration

Quantitative assessment of all BPM culture dimensions in public administration

(benchmarking)

At different administrative levels (local, regional, national, international)

In different cultural settings

Theoretical and explorative studies to assess the importance and adequacy of the eight

BPM culture dimensions in public administration

Theoretical and explorative studies to uncover further, potentially important dimensions

of BPM culture in public administration

Development and use of a public sector-specific BPM vocabulary

What shapes BPM culture in public administration? Quantitative testing of the proposed relationships with cross-sectional data

Qualitative and/or explorative research to uncover further determinants of BPM culture in

public administration

Quantitative and/or qualitative assessment of the long-term effects of the determinants on

BPM culture with longitudinal designs

What is the impact of BPM Culture within and

outside of public administration?

Explore the relationship between BPM culture and the digital transformation of public

administration

Analyze how BPM culture influences public service delivery

Analyze how BPM culture influences service delivery within public administration

Advance research about integrating BPM culture assessments in BPM maturity models
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customer’’ are harder to assess in public administration as

they – so far – have not been part of the professional canon

in these organizations. While terms such as these may

become more prevalent with the increasing professional-

ization of BPM in public administration, we should

develop new vocabularies that take into consideration the

specific characteristics of public administration and address

them adequately.

Secondly, we suggest investigating the question What

shapes BPM culture in public administration? As a result

of this study, we suggest several determinants that poten-

tially impact BPM culture in public administration, but

these determinants need to be tested with further (quanti-

tative) studies as well as with longitudinal research designs.

The relationships proposed in this article should be tested

with further studies to confirm, refine or reject them. For

example, we find a significant contribution of the munici-

pality size to the employees’ BPM culture assessment

which leads to the assumption that further untested factors

play at least an additional role: for example, economic

wealth of a municipality, disposability of resources, loca-

tion and leadership may have a larger influence than

municipality size alone.

In order to understand the long-term impacts of our

identified and further factors on BPM culture, future

research should use multiple points in time to assess the

changes in BPM culture. In the context of public admin-

istration, Schmiedel et al. (2020) suggest a direct impact of

BPM methods on process performance that is only partially

mediated by BPM culture and they argue that ‘‘the adher-

ence to respective techniques may leave no room for

interpretation in contexts that follow strict operating pro-

cedures’’ (p. 9). With the call for and adoption of more

agile methods (Mergel et al. 2020) in public administration

and the ongoing digital transformation as witnessed in the

public sector (Mergel et al. 2019), we assume changes in

process management and execution as well and – conse-

quently – a changing role of BPM culture. Whereas this

study focusses on external and mostly static variables such

as municipality size and employee characteristics, there is a

need to consider the formation of BPM culture in relation

to other general phenomena such as digitalization or

workforce up-skilling as well as in relation to BPM-related

phenomena such as BPM maturity. It is reasonable to

assume that public administration, with an established

tradition of process management also have a BPM culture

different from organizations that are just about to introduce

or recently introduced professional process management in

their organizations (Shafagatova and Van Looy 2021; Van

Looy and de Backer 2013). Hence, our finding that

employees of smaller administration institutions assess

their organizations’ BPM culture worse than those of larger

institutions might also indicate a difference in their process

management maturity. Smaller organizations could have

less resources available for the establishment of BPM and

an according BPM culture.

Thirdly, we suggest investigating the question What is

the impact of BPM culture within and outside of public

administration? Schmiedel et al. (2014) proposed future

research avenues that mainly address the relationship of

BPM culture with an organization’s success in terms of

increased efficiency. In line with Fischer et al. (2020) and

Mendling et al. (2020), we assume a close relationship

between BPM and the digital transformation of organiza-

tions. The eight dimensions of BPM culture may impact

the digital transformation of public administration, for

example through a more pronounced customer orientation

and an increased focus on process innovation and

improvements. Thus, in the context of public administra-

tion, it might be worthwhile to also consider how much

BPM culture affects service delivery to citizens and busi-

nesses, but also how interorganizational service delivery is

affected. The interdependency of a distinct BPM culture

and digitalization efforts is a promising field of further

research and should be addressed both empirically and

theoretically.

While the interrelation between BPM culture and digi-

talization may affect both internal and external service

delivery, we also suggest studying the relationship between

BPM culture dimensions and BPM maturity within public

administration. The effects of changing BPM culture on

internal process management and maturity (and: vice

versa) might be a considerable element of maturity

assessments.

5.4 Limitations

This explorative study analyzed data from seven munici-

palities in one German state. Thus, the results of our study

are limited in scope to the German culture and the German

administrative system. As we collected data from only one

of the federal states, our proposed relationships need to be

tested with a broader sample, reflecting the variety of

public administration throughout Germany. Any result of

this study should be interpreted against this background,

and carefully transferred to other contexts. However,

despite these limitations, we deem the study’s results

generalizable to the extent that we propose testable as-

sumptions that can be used both to empirically investigate

BPM culture in public administration and to deepen our

theoretical understanding of the impact of BPM culture.

Furthermore, we transferred the BPM Culture Assess-

ment instrument and proposed ways to better fit with the

overall public-sector context. Again, this transfer is highly

context-sensitive in that it addresses peculiarities of the

German administrative system. While we show a way to

123

I. Kregel et al.: Business Process Management Culture in Public Administration..., Bus Inf Syst Eng 64(2):201–221 (2022) 217



transfer the instrument to the public sector and aspects that

need to be considered before using the instrument, scholars

should carefully consider the country-specific context

before applying the changes to the instrument as proposed

in this article.

6 Conclusions

Our study followed an overarching research question and

three detailing research objectives. First, we tested the

BPM Culture Assessment instrument for its applicability in

a public sector context. We distributed our survey to seven

German municipalities and received 733 completed ques-

tionnaires. Most parts of the instrument proved applicable,

but we also identified that the items for internal customer

orientation led to many missing answers and low reliabil-

ity. Our second objective was to analyse determinants for

the BPM culture. Based on the data analysis, we suggest

that employees’ experience, their responsibility and the

municipality’s size are all determinants of BPM culture in

public administration. Finally, we generated an agenda for

research on BPM culture in public administration that

highlights a need for additional, for in-depth, and for the-

ory-driven research into this matter.

The results of this study are an important contribution to

both research on BPM and research on public administra-

tion as it advances our understanding of how BPM is

shaped by an organization’s culture. The study also high-

lights differences between the public and private sectors

that have to be addressed when implementing BPM in

public administration.
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