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ABSTRACT 

In this paper we seek to elaborate on a recent understanding that 
successfully inducing business process change is highly 
dependent upon the knowledge management capabilities of an 
organization. From this perspective, we believe that the current 
methodological basis for business process management lacks 
transparency and, very often, fundamental justification. Most 
methodological support advanced in the literature is taken too 
often for granted, and does not seize business process change as a 
knowledge creation effort. As a consequence, many business 
process professionals fail to mobilize, exploit and capitalize on 
the organizational knowledge base, which is needed for inducing 
business process change. In this paper, we will explain some of 
these methodological shortcomings, and offer the SPARTA 
framework for developing a far more inclusive, integrative and 
adaptive approach to the field of business process knowledge 
management. The framework reflects our belief that successful 
business process change highly depends on a degree to which 
some key dimensions fit together harmoniously. Moreover, the 
paper will elaborate on how this concept of methodological fit can 
be applied at various conceptual levels. Illustrations from the 
Financial Services Industry will accompany our understandings. 

1. BUSINESS PROCESS CHANGE 

Despite a decade of experience with the business process 
phenomenon, certain fundamental problems still beset its 
successful application, and cause concern to practitioners. 
Considering the enormous financial and intellectual investments 
made in the ‘business process issue’, it is no surprise that the 
prime conceptual quest for BPR advocates - and critics - has been 
focused around this aspect. The result is an ever-growing 
bibliography of research findings from authors, each with their 
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own list of pitfalls, success factors and avoidance strategies for 
successfully implementing redesigns [ 1 l][ 16][19][20][26][36] 
[38][39]. Amongst many others can be cited the difficulties in 
ensuring top management commitment or the technical problems 
involved in developing a responsive workflow management 
system. 

Although we understand the importance of this stream of research, 
we are convinced that there is another critical aspect that has been 
largely ignored in the business process debate so far. Our 
reasoning is based on the belief that most implementation 
problems are the result of defective knowledge management or a 
lack of a supportive methodological architecture that enables 
organizational learning. Many fail to develop, exploit and 
capitalize on the organizational knowledge for inducing business 
process change. Unfortunately, the effectiveness of a vast number 
of ‘classical’ BPR methodologies has mostly been taken for 
granted. 

Overall, we feel that current characterizations of the business 
process phenomenon and its methodologies are too narrow in 
focus. They reflect a highly normative, mechanical perspective on 
business reality whereby IT has been elevated to the role of 
primary, or even sole change vector. The current rhetoric largely 
assumes that business processes can be ‘@Iled apart and 
redesigned like Lego” [32]; an influence partly inherited from 
Software Engineering approaches [15][17][22][27][32][34]. 
Despite caveats to the contrary in the early writings of BPR 
advocates, that warned against ‘throwing computers at problems’, 
classical BPR can still be found deficient in its own terms. 
Furthermore, there is the paradox that many guiding concepts of 
the business process movement retain large ‘Tayloristic’ 
influences, and many enthusiastic ‘reengineering czars’ 
mistakenly assume that business processes have been engineered 
in the first place. All this leads to a contradiction between the 
practice and recent research [4][8][ 11][32][44]. 

We believe there is a need to broaden both the context and 
concept of business process change and to reconsider some of its 
basic underlying principles. Simply stated, managing business 
processes involves questioning the validity of existing working 
practices (cf. the ‘AS-IS’ picture) and justifying potential changes 
(cf. the ‘TO-BE’ picture). Moreover, the process changes that are 
conceived and ultimately implemented should add value to the 
customer. In knowledge management circles, it is commonly 
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accepted that value creation is highly dependent on ideas and 
innovation [12][23]. We therefore qualify business process 
change as an exercise in organizational learning. It implies an 
element of knowledge creation, which is manifested into that 
basic insight of ((working smarter, not just faster or harder >>. It 
therefore pays off to inquire to which extent elements of the 
knowledge management community can be integrated into 
methodological developments for business process change and/or 
to highlight the fundamental similarities between both concepts. 

2. KEY DIMENSIONS OF A KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGEMENT ARCHITECTURE 

If business process change could be considered as the result of 
learning and if learning is achieved by design, “rhen there must be 
an ‘architecture’ to support it” [21]. In other words, we should 
develop a platform which fosters knowledge creation, which 
enables organizational stakeholders to conceive new ways of 
working that ultimately add value to the business and its 
customers. This is highly similar with what Nonaka and Konno 
suggest with their concept of “Ba” as a “shared space that serves 
as a foundation for knowledge creation” [30]. 

We believe that a comprehensive methodological platform lays at 
the basis of a similar foundation or architecture for advancing 
knowledge. We consider a methodology to be a prescriptive 
device that guides our actions and decisions towards knowledge 
creation. As such, a methodology could be a generic and highly 
formal concept such as the ‘Process Driven Change (PDC) 
methodology’ of PricewaterhouseCoopers, or an informal and 
largely tacit mental model used by a single organization. 
Regardless of the exact form in which a methodology appears in 
reality, three key dimensions should be integrated: 

- The ‘Formalism’ dimension refers to the necessity of having 
access to key data and information about business processes 
as the ‘raw material’ for knowledge creation. In particular, 
the Formalism focuses explicit knowledge, which “can be 
expressed in words and numbers and can be easily 
communicated and shared in the form of hard data, scientific 
formulae, codified procedures or universal principles” [30]. 
This dimension therefore suggests to integrate a set of 
knowledge codification schemes into process methodologies. 

- The ‘Organism’ dimension refers to the necessity of having 
the required competencies, skills, ‘mental attitudes’ and 
organizational roles that tend to foster knowledge creation. 
Its inclusion as a basic component of any methodological 
construct towards knowledge creation is based on the often 
overlooked finding that “interplay among individuals 
appears essential to the innovation process” [25] This 
dimension stresses the importance of connecting people with 
people in knowledge process innovation contexts. In 
particular, the Organism comes towards the concept of tacit 
knowledge, which is “highly personal and hard to formalize. 
Subjective insights, intuition and hunches fall into this 
category ofknowledge” [30]. 

As 

The ‘Algorithm’ dimension refers to the necessity of having 
a proper decision making discipline or a set of rules that 
structures the process of knowledge creation. This dimension 
on its turn suggests the importance of dialoguing, discussing, 
sharing or questioning explicit and tacit knowledge in 
business process change settings. Algorithm components of a 
process methodology should comply with the universal 
knowledge creation processes of socialization, 
externalization, combination and internalization, commonly 
referred to as the SEC1 Model [29][30]. 

such, any methodology which claims to support business 
process change should embed essential knowledge management 
features. Further, these key dimensions imply the important 
understanding that knowledge management is much more than 
solely managing information and data (Formalism). It demystifies 
the widespread idea that knowledge management is about 
providing a flexible access to information, all or not supported by 
a sophisticated information system such as an Intranet-based 
document retrieval system [9]. Obviously, much more is needed 
to make knowledge management happen. Knowledge is not some 
sort of static ‘stock-concept’ to be contained within a database 
[13]. Rather, we believe that knowledge is a dynamic construct 
and highly context sensitive. What could be qualified as 
knowledge today could no longer be true tomorrow or apply in 
another organizational setting. 

Organizational knowledge is synergistic in the sense that it 
constitutes the comprehensive whole of information (Formalism), 
action (Algorithm) and people (Organism). The intellectual assets 
of a company are not inasmuch the mere collection and 
distribution of reports, documents or information in an 
organization. Neither is it the set of procedures, guidelines or 
methodologies that are embedded within organizational practice. 
Neither is it the individuals with their believes and values 
themselves. Rather, intellectual assets are the combination of 
these three dimensions above. We believe that successfully 
conceiving business process change depends on the degree to 
which the Formalism, Algorithm and Organism dimensions fit 
together harmoniously in a specific organizational setting. 

3. THE SPARTA FRAMEWORK 

However, current methodologies, claiming to support business 
process change, reflect a high degree of technological 
determinism. This deficiency derives from the assumptions that 
many early BPR advocates have made, often almost blindly, from 
Software Engineering practice. It has been argued many times that 
BPR methodologies do not distance themselves from the 
methodologies developed for Software Engineering; furthermore 
many BPR tools are simply CASE-tools in new guises [4][37]. A 
key issue is whether this similarity can be justified. 

Two fundamental principles of business process change, as a form 
of knowledge creation, work against this similarity. Firstly, 
process professionals face decision situations that are highly 
unstructured. Therefore, before ever willing to develop business 
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process change, the problem has to be fitted into a ‘frame’. It has 
been argued that “an application of tacit knowledge is to the 
framing of problems” [25]. We refer to the principle of dynamic 
complexity that stresses the need of grasping a deep understanding 
on the ‘wholeness’ and the relatedness of process problems [3.5]. 
This knowledge creation concept is distinct from the principle of 
detail complexity in Software Engineering, where the practice is 
quite correctly focused on the technicalities of the potential 
solutions. Secondly, changing business processes emanates from a 
refusal to accept any facet of organizational existence as 
immutable, without first seeking clarification of core processes 
and key assumptions [6]. We refer to this as the principle of 
discontinuity. Again, similar forms of inquiry are not fundamental 
for Software Engineering practice. 

As such, whereas Business Process Change addresses elements of 
discontinuity and dynamic complexity in working practice, 
conventional Software Engineering and process methodologies 
focus on issues of stability (cf. the need for a stable data-model) 
and detail complexity (cf. the stepwise refinement principle). 
Overall, a methodology for business process change should be 
thought of more as an organizational double-loop learning device 
for acquiring the crucial understanding of ‘why? a business 
process exists in the first place rather than a tool for solely 
describing the details of ‘how?’ a business process operates in 
itself. Process professionals too often have only described 
business process into infinite detail without really understanding 
them. They were not able to make the fundamental distinction 
between explicit and tacit knowledge about their business 
processes and to animate an interaction between both forms. 

Moreover, the above suggests the need to validate and integrate 
findings from different disciplines into comprehensive 
methodological support. Therefore, developing effective 
methodologies should be founded on an inter-disciplinary basis. 
Proponents claim that Systems Theory offers a viable foundation 
for integrating elements of various disciplines [l, 5, 71. We 
approach Systems Theory as a language that can be used to 
describe all sorts of phenomena. Consequently to describe a 
phenomenon such as Business Process Change as a ‘system’ 
means that a model, stated in systems terms, needs to be created. 
We have developed a similar model that contains 6 fundamental 
building blocks of a generic knowledge management architecture 
for business process change [40][41][42]: 

Solicitor: a methodology should facilitate the ‘soliciting’ of 
basic information with respect to an underlying business 
process, which leads to an appreciation of process breadth. 

Processor: a methodology should facilitate the ‘processing’ of 
information in terms of the dynamics of business processes 
(‘Why?) instead of aiming for the infinite details (‘What?‘) . 

Acceptor: a methodology should facilitate the ‘acceptance’ of 
different and contradictory interpretations of the same 
problem situation instead of expressing an early judgement, 
which too often leads to a limited number of change options. 
Resistor: a methodology should facilitate the ‘resistance’ 
towards taking for granted seemingly familiar and obvious 

elements that underlay business processes and to develop a 
‘deep explanation’ of existing working practices. 

Trafficator: a methodology should facilitate the identification 
of change directions (‘a trafficator’) and business process 
change levers as a means to break commonly accepted frames 
of references. 

Assessor: a methodology should facilitate the ‘assessment’ of 
the nature and validity of a proposed business process change, 
leading to a consensus and a proper level of ambition, which 
is shared by a critical mass of organizational stakeholders. 

In order to provide the framework minimum required prescriptive 
power, we have tried to formalize how each functional component 
can be translated in terms of the Formalism, Algorithm and 
Organism dimension. In other words, a meta-model should be 
developed that formalizes the outlook of each component and how 
the are related to constitute a comprehensive whole. On its turn, a 
similar r&a-model could furthermore be used as a conceptual 
data-schema for tool builders to organize ‘knowledge 
repositories’. Below, we provide a brief overview of this exercise 
in meta-modeling’. Since a detailed account of the meta-modeling 
strategy lies beyond the scope of this paper, we will focus on the 
interpretation of some meta-model concepts. We could represent 
the set of meta-concepts as follows: 

’ We have adopted the M.E.R.O.DE. methodology to st~cture our meta- 
modelling effort [ 10][43]. 
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4. THE SPARTA FORMALISM 

As suggested, the SPARTA Formalism addresses a set of 
codification schemes to render tacit knowledge explicit for 
communication and discussion. Process professionals traditionally 
use a variety of modeling techniques to communicate and to 
represent these key data and information on their business 
processes. Others stick to plain textual descriptions (i.e. a special 
type of model). 

A basic component of any codification scheme is what we call a 
‘business process dimension’. This represents different ways to 
look at business processes, whereby each dimension addresses a 
specific type of information to be captured within a (model) 
representation. Clearly, we can address a business process in a 
number of ways; the logical sequence of its activities, the 
information structures they act upon, the people who execute the 
business process activities, and so on. Further, considering the 
cognitive and information processing limitations of humans, 
modeling theory has argued that one should beware of combining 
multiple process dimensions into one single model representation 
[26][45]. It is neither possible nor desirable to gather all the views 
in one and the same model. Therefore, each representation or 

communication technique should be based on a “unique basic 
model” that consists of a basic entity type and a basic connector 
type. For instance, the widely known technique of ER- 
diagramming is based on the data-entity/relationship/data-entity 
basic model. Expressing similar basic codification primitives is 
the objective of the SPARTA Formalism meta-model. 

Overall, we have identified 7 basic entity types, which are a 
minimum for business process change: business process activity 
(Activity), activity flow (Flow), intended organizational state 
(State), underlying intention (Intention), actual organizational 
state (State-‘), new intention (Intentiod’) and new business 
process activity (Activity-‘). A combination of the above, results 
in 6 modeling primitives. Since the latter concerns meta- 
constructs, they could be implemented or ‘instantiated’ in 
different ways, depending upon the specifics of a decision 
situation. As such, a Data-Flow diagram (DF’D), a Process 
Flowchart or an IDEFl map are implementations of the FAF 
generic meta-construct; they represent a business process in terms 
of a logical flow of activities. 

We also integrated the notion of Intention as a basic modeling 
variable. With the latter, we like to refer to the implicit and 
explicit assumptions and rationales that people assume for their 
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working practice. Simply stated, they focus the ‘why?’ questions 
underlying organizational action. For instance, an intentional 
statement of the form “... in order to identify typing errors” 
(INTENTION) might well constitute an intention underlying the 
existence of “a reviewed report” (STATE). Moreover, we suggest 
the use of systems diagrams to model intentional structures in a 
similar way, as is proposed by [35]. For instance, the +SIS generic 
meta-construct refers to the identification of a reinforcing loop 
amongst a set of explicit and implicit intentions. The existence of 
a similar positive feedback loop explains why people stick to a 
specific working pattern. We equally used the notion of the 
inverted version of a basic modeling variable. With the latter, we 
refer to any meaningful alternative to an original modeling 
statement. For instance, an intentional statement “. . . in order to 

divest myself of my responsibilities” (INTENTIONAL) might well 
be an inverted version of the original intention ‘in order to 
identify typing errors” (INTENTION) that underlies the existence 
of “a reviewed report” (STATE). Overall, inversion could vary 
from formulating a simple negation to a ‘less mathematical’ 
alternative of an original modeling statement. It is basically a 
mechanism to build-in a degree of “divergence” in process 
innovation settings [25]. Moreover, the set of inverted entity 
types, integrated into codification schemes, enables us to grasp the 
elements of discontinuity in Business Process Change efforts. 
They reflect the discontinuity with respect to an original 
representation. Overall, we have formalized similar the Formalism 
meta-constructs as a conceptual object-relationship diagram: 

Figure 1. The SPARTA Formalism meta-model 

Below is provided an illustration of how a similar Formalism importance ‘because it only takes a couple of seconds to 
me&model was “instantiated” in a real-life banking case. The verify customer cash positions’ (INTENTION’). This 
latter concerned a business process change effort along an asset insight resulted in the new working pattern that customer 
management process. A simplified account of this ‘business securities orders were directly entered into the system by 
process story’ is provided below: 

*( The moment a customer places (ACTIVITY) a securities 
purchase order (FLOW), the account manager sends 
(ACTIVITY) a hand-written order notification (FLOW) to 
the middle-ofice for customer cash position control 
(ACTIVITY) before sending an order validation (FLOW) 
to the back-ofice for final settlement of the transaction 
(ACTIVITY). The fact that the order notification forms 
arrive at the middle-ofice (STATE) was, amongst others, 
justified ‘because account managers should not deal with 
administrative control work’ (INTENTION). The fact that 
account managers did not effectuate this type of control 
(STATE) however was offset by the fact that, in reality, 
they actually had real-time access to this type of customer 
information (STATE’). This new observation gained in 

the account manager (ACTIVITY’) for automatic cash 
position control. Y 

In the above banking case, the ACTIVITY and FLOW constructs 
(cf. FAF) were presented and communicated along a flowchart 
model of the securities business process. The STATE and 
INTENTION constructs (cf. IS, ISI, SIS) were described and 
analyzed within a simple MS Excel spreadsheet form and with ‘a 
type of conceptual mapping technique, used during workshops. 
Finally, the alternative working pattern (AIA-‘) was formalized 
and discussed by means of a more textual ‘model’. 
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5. THE SPARTA ALGORITHM 

We have conducted a similar meta modeling exercise along the 
Algorithm dimension. In meta modeling terms, the latter basically 
represents the overall activity of inquiring into the core Formalism 
meta-model. As already suggested, learning is about developing, 
interpreting, inspecting and communicating the information 
contained within the Formalism meta-objects to such a degree that 
decisions can be taken. As such, whereas the SPARTA Formalism 
me&model defines the type of information that is considered as 
important, the SPARTA Algorithm defines how this information 
is created, how it evolves over time and how it ‘materializes’ into 
knowledge. Metaphorically speaking, the Algorithm components 
of decision-making activities ‘give life’ to the Formalism meta- 
objects. Following the architectural components of SPARTA, we 
distinguish between 6 different decision making activities: 
Observation, Introspection, Diversion, Discursion, Deracination 
and Conversion. 

Again, it concerns meta-constructs that can be implemented along 
different decision making techniques such as structured 
interviews, brainstorm sessions or group workshops. Also, 
depending on the type of business process change effort (BPR, 
TQM, streamlining,. ..), some Algorithm components gain or 
loose in importance. As such, the Discursion activity, having the 
objective of ‘leaving no stone unturned’, will be more important 
in traditional reengineering settings than is the case for a simple 
process automation effort. Even more, depending on the culture of 
the organization, the Algorithm components can vary in terms of 
formal rigor and procedural prescriptions. For instance, the 
Diversion activity, an externalization process aiming at 
uncovering the implicit knowledge’ that underlies a specific 
working pattern, might well be organized in a series of structured 
workshops - while using techniques such as Nominal Groups - 
and be given the label of ‘The Discovering Phase’ in the overall 
project. In turn, the ‘Conversion’ activity, an internalization and 
socialization process aiming at arriving at an acceptance and 
consensus on a process change idea, might be organized along a 
set of open discussions, while using a technique such as Force 
Field Analysis, and be given the label of ‘The Validation Phase’ 
in the overall project. 

From a meta-modeling perspective, we have integrated the 
SPARTA Algorithm meta concepts as ‘information functions’ that 
enact upon the Formalism meta-objects. In other words, we 
conceive, for instance, the Observation activity as a function, 
which will represent solicited information from its environment in 
terms of business process activities and flows: 

2 cf. t< why do we do what we do at all ? ,) 

Figure 2: The Algorithm Feedback mechanism: Observation 

The Observation activity as modeled above could be identified in 
the banking case as follows: 

Q From the moment the securities management business 
process had been identified for analysis, the initial step 
consisted in acquiring a first overall picture of what the 
business process looked like (i.e. the OBSERVATION 
activity). This decision-making activity was labeled as 
‘the process description phase’ in the overall process 

project. Furthermore, the activity had been organized 
along structured group interviews with a particular stress 
on open-ended questions about the logical process jlow 
(e.g. ‘What are the most important activities you consider 
in this process?‘). The objective of this phase was to get a 
quickmap picture of the business process while identifying 
the major business process steps and the ways in which 
they are connected (cf instances of ACTIVITY and FLOW 
objects). As a result, multiple N:M relationships had been 
identified between instances of the ACTIVITY and the 
FLOW meta-objects. This quickmap served as the focal 
point for all members of the project team and enabled 
them to arrive at a common definition of the business 
process before proceeding with further analysis (cf 
INTROSPECTION, DIVERSION,...). Moreover, the 
interviews were organized in such a way as to avoid the 
danger of ‘getting lost’ in the infinite detail that might 
underlie each and every business process activity 
identified. Therefore, no stepwise refinement or 
‘functional decomposition’, similar to what is often done 
in IS projects, was allowed on the secun’ties management 
business process quickmap. > 

It is furthermore essential to understand the importance of 
multiple SPARTA cycles that might underlay a business process 
change. It stresses the fundamental belief of the authors that 
business process management is a ‘never-ending story’. We are 
equally convinced that “only through an iterative process that 
moves between problem definition, potential solutions, actions 
and outcomes, that the value of information (read: SPARTA 
Formalism) becomes known” [31]. The ability of running though 
SPARTA multiple times also suggests a seamless integration with 
implementation tactics for a business process change. Whereas, a 
first SPARTA cycle could identify and justify the need for a 
business process change, new iterations will enable the process 
stakeholders to refine and detail the initial change proposal and to 
express their concerns for ultimate implementation. McGrath et al. 
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mentioned that “each assumption can be checked, at first (cf. 1”’ 
SPARTA cycle) somewhat roughly and then with increasing 
precision (cf. subsequent SPARTA cycles)” [28]. 

6. THE SPARTA ORGANISM 

The Organism addresses the organizational roles to be fulfilled in 
Business Process Change contexts. This dimension has 
traditionally not received the attention it deserves with respect to 
methodological support for process change. Again, this was a 
result of the mechanistic and technology-oriented approach of 
classical BPR. Human activity was treated as simply another 
company resource to be scrutinized in business process analysis 
[14][44]. A direct consequence of this evolution was that many 
change efforts failed due to demotivation, frustration and severe 
organizational resistance. In essence, conventional process 
methodologies did not address the importance of tapping into tacit 
knowledge. The ‘people factor’ has always been highly 
problematic in business process management, and that is why it is 
often ignored. Not surprisingly, this evasion is one of the most 
often cited pitfalls advanced in the critical literature [3][14][44]. 
The same observation could be made for the knowledge 
management field where too often the debate has been structured 
around sophisticated and new technologies that might possibly 
foster knowledge creation. The SPARTA Organism deals with 
this feature up-front in a business process change exercise instead 
of considering it once the ‘damage has been done’. The SPARTA 
Organism therefore is basically a frame of reference to address 
change management issues proactively, instead of reactively 
dealing with them once a business process solution is inflicted on 
the workforce. 

Here too, the SPARTA Organism should be looked at as a system 
whereby its components are connected in such a way that they 
constitute a comprehensive whole. As suggested, we like to refer 
to this component using the concept of a role. In the first place, a 
role implies the notion of an actor or an agent. A second element 
is that a role is associated with the execution of an activity. 
Finally, an actor willing to execute an activity successfully should 
have the proper skills and ‘mental attitude’ to do so. As such, 
there are three prerequisites to such a role: an actor, an activity 
and a skill set”. As such, what we envisage with the SPARTA 
Organism dimension is having the ability to manage the 
‘intellectual capital’ within the context of business process 
change. We should be able to inquire into the set of skills, values, 
attitudes and actors as an indication of organizational ready-ness, 
and to apply them to various change programmes. This will 
provide us with a means to assess the (intrinsic) learning 
capability of an organization and take appropriate action. We 
should be able to assess whether a specific organization, with an 
existing set of actors and skills, is capable to assume the roles that 
are important in, for instance, a reengineering project. 

3 As an illustration, we could conceive the role of a policeman as a person 
x (actor) that has a thorough knowledge of traffic rules (skill) in order to 
intervene successfully at the site of a car accident (activity). 

Again, the roles indicated above are generic meta-contructs and 
several implementations can be observed in practice. For instance, 
the role of the ‘Challenger’ to generate a creative tension or a 
degree of conflict in a business process study, could be taken up 
by an external consultant for obvious political reasons or by a 
group of final process customers and even by competitors in the 
context of a benchmark effort. In particular, we would like to 
stress the importance of the ‘Negotiator’ role as the 
servomechanistic element in the SPARTA Organism. The basic 
responsibility of this role is to build a minimum critical mass of 
stakeholders or a winning coalition that considers a particular 
reengineering blueprint as a worthwhile endeavor. His role is 
basically facilitating internalization and socialization processes 
amongst process stakeholders. The objective is to create the 
needed momentum to introduce organizational change and 
simultaneously anticipate the degree of organizational resistance. 
Clearly, in its implemented form, the ‘Negotiator’ encompasses 
major facilitating skills to mediate between the different parties 
(i.e. workforce and executive team). 

Considering the importance attached to the role concept, we have 
deliberately integrated its constituent parts as core meta-model 
objects. As such, a specific role can be seen as a function that 
inquires into the set of skills and actors, and generates the 
sufficient input that triggers a SPARTA Algorithm component. 
The latter in its turn ‘freezes’ the information into a business 
process model. A representative implementation for the ‘Reporter’ 
role is provided below : 
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Again, the above meta-model concepts were identified in the 
banking case: 

< External consultants explained to top management the 
objective of the Observation activity (cf ACTIVITY) that 
was labeled as ‘the process description phase’. 
Furthermore, a request was made to organize a set of 
structured group interviews with persons that were able to 
provide an overall and ‘objective’ picture of the securities 
management business process (cf REPORTER role). 
Basically, various process participants, including internal 
process customers (cf ACTOR instances) were identified 
to participate. A couple of years of experience, preferably 
in various departments of the bank, as well as an 
outspoken ability to communicate freely and an ability to 
provide a structured view on working practices (cf SKILL 
instances), formed the focus for the selection of these 
interview participants. 8 

7. DISCUSSION 

It is interesting to note that, once we have formalized the 
framework into a meta-model, it serves as a vehicle to structure 
different types of discussions on the business process 
phenomenon, apart from the debate held on ‘methodological jit’ 
in business process change design. In a way of speaking, once the 
principles behind SPARTA are fully understood, we can ‘play’ 
with it as with a ‘Rubik’s Cube’. In the first place, due to the 
integrative character of the meta-model, SPARTA can be ‘read’ in 
different ways. Basically, we could make the distinction between a 
‘vertical’ and a ‘horizontal’ perspective on the framework, each 
revealing a different story on the business process phenomenon. 

As such, while reading SPARTA in a vertical way from top to 
bottom, basically a project management view on business process 
change could be evoked. A similar perspective on the framework 
suggests a variety of project-related issues. While screening 
through the Framework along the Formalism dimension from top 
to bottom, a set of minimal project deliverables to be produced 

Figure 3: The ‘Reporter’ ROLE object 

during an business change program are highlighted. These project 
deliverables might vary from an ‘AS-IS’ report of the business 
process to a formal ‘TO-BE’ proposal for the same process. 
Moreover, it could well be the case that different Formalism 
components are bundled within one and the same project 
deliverable. From a similar perspective, the Organism dimension 
suggests on its turn a generic project team definition. It indicates 
the set of minimum skills to dispose of, if one is willing to jump 
on the bandwagon of business process change. It anticipates 
furthermore potential gaps in expertise and competence to be 
addressed up-front, before ever launching an ambitious redesign 
project. It underlines a degree of organizational fitness in a current 
business situation. The latter has too often been overlooked in 
practice. In a way of speaking, business process change failure 
might be partially explained by the fact that many organizations 
were not ‘fit’ to proceed with business process change due to a 
fundamental lack of skills, roles and a supportive corporate 
culture. Still in other terms, based on the organizational ‘attitude’ 
towards business process management, some companies seem to 
be more successful in inducing change than others. Finally, a 
vertical view along the Algorithm dimension indicates the various 
activities that should be ‘phased and milestoned’ into an overall 
business process change program. A reflection should be made 
whether and which Algorithm components should be grouped 
together in project phases and what will be there relative 
importance in terms of planned time and resources to be allocated. 

Overall, while reading SPARTA in a vertical way, an integrated 
approach towards project management can be developed. We like 
to refer to the notion of ‘planning fit’ in business process change 
programs. Not only are indicated the various phases and deadlines 
of a project, specific staffing requirements and project ‘outputs’ 
are equally addressed. More important is, that all these 
components are related with each other or fit together. A similar 
interpretation of SPARTA counterbalances a too isolated or 
narrow view on project management, as has been observed many 
times in practice [8]. A vertical view on the framework basically 
comes towards the need of many process professionals of knowing 
where to start and how to organize for a process project up-front. 
It addresses the widely known motto of ((looking before you 
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leap V. Too often, ambitious reengineering projects have been 
undertaken without clearly having planned for it. 

On the other hand, while screening through SPARTA in a 
horizontal way from left to right and vice versa, a 
multidimensional view on business process change is developed. 
It basically suggests the understanding that any action to be taken 
should occur in an integrated approach. Each decision to be taken 
along a business change exercise should be assessed within its 
proper context. We therefore like to refer to the concept of 
‘contextualfit’ in business process change. From this perspective, 
SPARTA addresses the complex balance between notions of 
Formalism, Algorithm and Organism for successful decision- 
making about business process change in a specific organizational 
setting. As such, while inquiring into a specific process modeling 
technique, the framework immediately indicates the necessity of 
skill analysis and timing issues, which might constitute a 
constraint for a specific organization. Also, while assessing the 
importance of uncovering the underlying rationales of working 
patterns, the framework suggests a set of decision-making 
techniques and roles to be observed in order to surface similar 
type of information. The horizontal view on SPARTA highlights 
the concern that no matter how sophisticated a modeling 
technique might be, it will be completely useless if no proper 
competence and decision-making discipline is considered. 
Business process change is contingent upon the very specific 
features of a particular decision making situation. Therefore, the 
horizontal view suggests to tailor generic concepts to the 
idiosyncrasies of an organization. In a similar way, the banking 
case reported on a trade-off made along the ‘Solicitor’ component 
of SPARTA. While observing the lack in graphical process 
mapping skills for handling a sophisticated FAF process modeling 
technique, the Bank resorted back to a more comprehensive 
matrix representation of its business process, thereby adopting 
more discipline in its use (cf. explicitly limiting decomposition 
and frequent refocusing). In a way of speaking, a lower level of 
ambition at the Formalism level due to a lack of ‘Organism’- 
capability, was compensated by an increased level of ambition on 
the Algorithm side while proceeding through the analysis in a 
much more disciplined way. Overall, the notion of trade-off and 
compromise is inherently present in SPARTA and makes out an 
explicit concern in every business change effort. In a way of 
speaking, SPARTA is ‘moldable’ to such a degree so it fits the 
specific context of the organization. For each and individual 
business process change effort, a proper balance or ‘blend’ should 
be achieved between information, analysis activities and 
organizational skills as a key success-factor for designing business 
process change, for creating knowledge. 

Moreover, both views enable the process professional to 
appreciate the relatedness or ‘wholeness’ of his process 
management efforts, modeling techniques or roles. A positioning 
within the framework provides the required focus to assess the 
importance of any issue in an business process change project. 
From this perspective, SPARTA is a holistic construct and we like 
to refer to the concept of ‘holistic@‘. The latter refers to the 
fundamental understanding that any issue of business process 
change can only gain its importance, if considered as a single 
component of a broader whole. Its suggests the importance of 

consistency and coherence in the process of designing business 
process change, in business process scope exploration. A similar 
notion of ‘Gestalt’ underlines the idea of Peppard that “u reason 
why many organizations have problems with BPR is that d@culty 
lies in bringing together all these elements under one initiative” 
[32]. SPARTA is a means to appreciate why and how all these 
elements can and should fit together in an overall business process 
change effort. Even more, in a similar way, the framework renders 
the vast number of techniques, methodological guidelines and 
team-composition directives, presented in the popular business 
process literature, far more transparent and structured. For 
instance, while confronted with the overwhelming number of 
process mapping techniques of a methodology, the process 
professional often fails to appreciate its usefulness or to see ‘how 
it all tits together’. SPARTA enables him to identify these 
dangerous situations of simply using a process mapping technique 
for the sake of the technique itself, of seizing a glossy consultant’s 
BPR handbook as a cookbook, etc. It enables him to appreciate a 
decision making activity such as for instance process simulation 
as a basic tool for validating and refining a redesign idea, to assess 
what kind of information is needed before being able to start 
simulating a new business process. Even more, SPARTA suggests 
him to seize simulation activity as a basic consensus building 
instrument, while enabling process participants to change process 
variables that will affect simulation. In other words, all actions 
taken by the process professional can be motivated along the 
framework. Likewise, while inquiring into the usefulness of 
explaining existing working practices instead of adopting a plain 
clean slate approach, SPARTA suggests the importance of 
providing process participants a platform to express their 
(personal) rationales and values that could motivate their daily 
professional activities. SPARTA provides perspective and focus 
to the process professional. 

8. CONCLUSION 

Although this paper basically addresses methodological concepts 
for business process change, we have tried to indicate the 
importance of integrating more explicitly knowledge management 
features. Business process change is in essence an exercise in 
organizational learning. In order to be useful, process 
methodologies should comply with this reality. It therefore makes 
sense to integrate basic buildings blocks of the knowledge 
management field in any methodological construct for business 
process change. 

We have put forward the SPARTA framework, which could 
provide some anchor points to relate knowledge management 
concepts with process change issues. Overall, our objective has 
been to demonstrate the integrative character of the framework. 
Our message is that the viability of the ‘business process 
discipline’ thrives on synthesis and integration rather than on 
analysis and segregation of concepts and disciplines. 
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