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Abstract 
Organizational change – be it moderate or radical – is a must for a better future.  
Situations such as increasing demands of government regulations, growth, competition, 
technological developments and changing workforce cause organizations to change. 
Perbadanan Kemajuan Pertanian Negeri Pahang is one of the biggest organizations in 
Pahang Darul Makmur.  Operating for more than 49 years and has more than 116 staff in 
the organization, the main headquarters need to deliver the right business process not 
only to external but internal customers as well.  Due to the political and economic change 
recently, it is important for the organization to stay competitive for the future. The 
present study aims to examine the Business Process Re-engineering (henceforth BPR) 
warning signs in the process, technology, and organizational structure as well as company 
performance.  A total of 56 responses collected from the respondents were analyzed, and 
the findings indicated that all the warning signs do not affect the company’s performance.  
The implications of the study are further discussed in the paper. 
Keywords: Business Process Re-engineering, Company Performance, Organization 
Structure, Process, and Technology.  
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Introduction 
Today’s current situation requires an organization to be more competitive than ever.  
Relentless customers, competition among companies and change in the environment were 
among the factors that an organization need to reengineer (O’neil and Sohal, 1999).  
However, not all companies implementing Business Process Re-engineering (BPR) achieved 
the result they aimed for.   On top of that, BPR assessment has become a company agenda in 
implementing BPR projects (Hagos, 2012). Kleiner (2000) reported that 70% of BPR projects 
were unsuccessful.  The problem is that those companies knew they need to change but did 
not know where and how to do to it.  This has led to the projects being implemented without 
proper planning (Covert, 1997). 
 
There are many causes of project failure, and one of the causes is not understanding BPR 
concept thoroughly.  BPR projects can only be initiated when the company is ready.  The key 
to the success of BPR projects depends on organizational readiness (Hussain et al., 2014).  
There are many steps and methods that have been suggested in implementing BPR projects 
but no one method can fit all organizations.  BPR method can only serve as guidelines in 
implementing BPR projects (Hussain, et al., 2014).  Many scholars agree that BPR is doing 
business in a new way.  Redesigning a business process creates a new way for company to 
perform and gives a drastic impact to company performance in terms of cost, speed and 
service (Adeyemi & Aremu, 2008).  In order for the company to become effective and 
efficient, company performance depends on business processes and procedures. Business 
processes and procedures are the main factors to give the best to customers.  However, 
company cannot stay competitive and cope with the environment if the business processes 
and procedures are obsolete (Amanquah and Adjei, 2016). 
 
A study by O’Neill and Sahol (1999) mentioned that there were three signs that company 
needs to be aware of. The first is company performance, for example cost, bad customer 
service and product failure. The second sign is the worker who will see the trouble in the 
organization even though the organization is doing fine, and the last sign is the organization 
that wants to develop or be more competitive than its competitors.   
 
Perbadanan Kemajuan Pertanian Negeri Pahang (PKPNP) is one of the biggest organizations 
in Pahang Darul Makmur. It serves eight sub companies in many fields such as agriculture, 
plantation, property and resort.  Operating for more than 49 years and has more than 116 
staff in the organization, the main headquarters need to deliver the right business process 
not only to external customers but internal customers as well.  Due to the political and 
economic change recently, it is important for the organization to stay competitive for the 
future.  According to Kotter and Schlesigner (1979), organizational change is a must for a 
better future be it moderate or radical.  Situations such as increasing demands of government 
regulations, growth, competition, technological developments and changing workforce cause 
organizations to change. This study initial attempts to evaluate BPR dimensions towards 
organizational performance.  The objectives of this study are:  

i. to investigate the current performance level in the process, technology and 
organizational structure, 

ii. to identify which dimension of BPR (process, technology and organizational structure) 
has potential for improvement, and 
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iii. to identify the relationship between the dimension of BPR and overall organizational 
performance. 

 
This study however, is only limited to PKPP staff and only the first (physical) layer of BPR which 
are process structure, technology structure and organizational structure will be covered. 
 
Literature Review 
Business Process Re-engineering 
Designing business process was introduced in early 1980.  The idea of designing new business 
process arises because of the service-oriented nature of businesses nowadays. People and 
process are the factors that create service (Lilian, Uzochukwu & Francisca, 2015).  Even though 
there are a lot of management techniques that have been introduced to increase 
organizational performance, it has been proven that BPR can bring dramatic impacts to 
organization’s survival and success (Sungau, Ndunguru & Kimeme, 2013).  BPR concept is 
studying the current business process and eliminating redundancy and waste.  By doing this, 
an organization is actually starting new ways of doing business (Lilian et al., 2015).   
 
Business Process 
An organization cannot perform well if the business process is not good and remains the non-
value added to the activities.  Besides, when people and process are not structured in the 
right way, it will lead to poor organizational performance (Lilian et, al. 2015).   In implementing 
BPR, wrongly chosen process and objective can lead to BPR project failure and may affect 
organizational performance (Chan & Choi, 1997; Goskoy, Ozsoy & Vayvay, 2012).  Set of 
activities to transform inputs to outputs is a simple way to define the business process.  The 
output of business process is goods and services (Stoddard and Jarvenpea, 1995).  The 
significance of business process is that output produced by the organization must create value 
to customers (Hussain et.al., 2014).   Some processes are rigid and controlled but some are 
flexible.  The problem with the business process today is that they emerge informally and 
spontaneously.  This happened because the business process does not change when the 
organization needs to change.  Undocumented work, inconsistent approach and employees’ 
work attitude are amongst the signs that an organization needs BPR (Andrews and Stalick, 
1994).  
 
Information Technology 
Applying Information Technology (IT) is sine qua non in BPR.  Besides, it is one of the 
requirements that support business process to become more efficient (Adeyami, & Aremu, 
2008).  IT has been viewed as the source that can bring new way of doing business by 
supporting business process and helping the organization to reduce cost of coordination. 
(Adeyemi et. al., 2008). IT also brings up the communication channel that can link business, 
people and organization.  However, the use of technology alone does nothing to a business.  
The impact can only occur if the implementation fits well within the organization’s 
environment (Hussain, et. al., 2014).  A study by Amanquah, & Adjei (2016) regarding the 
implementation of IT in Ghana Commercial Bank revealed that the organization did 
implement IT in the business process, however the result was the opposite.  It was found that 
the investment was not equal to profit, the cost of staff increased, and the efficient use of 
system was less than expected where only 3% of the users utilised 75% of the system.  Lack 
of training and resistance to change were the causes of underutilization of the system.  
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Another problem related to the system is the reliability of the system itself.  The staff rated 
68% of the system is not reliable where network problem has caused them trouble to perform 
their duties.  In overcoming the IT problem, Leavitt Diamond has listed out four variables that 
are necessary for BPR’s success which are Information Technology, Organizational Form, 
People Skills and Business Process, but balancing these four elements will be difficult because 
it is hard to detect the warning signs that these are out of balance (Cook & Dyer, 2003). 
Organizational Structure 
Coordinating human resources and jobs in order to perform work and to achieve 
organization’s goal is known as organizational structure.  By having an organizational 
structure, procedures will be established to determine who makes decision and assigns 
various tasks in the organization.  Organizational structure is important in helping the 
organization to achieve its goals through task allocation, coordination and supervision. It can 
also be the perspective of employees to see the organization and the environment.  Poorly 
designed or poor use of organizational structure can lead to several problems in the 
organization such as low productivity, unequal workload, unclear line of communication, 
slowness in decisions making and lack of innovation (Elsaid, Okasha & Abdelghaly, 2013). 
Besides, the problem with the organizational structure can also impact functional business 
structure.  This structure divides a work into small tasks which are performed by low-skilled 
workers with little responsibility. Meanwhile, a trusted manager or a high-skilled worker is in 
charge of decision making.  This results in the process being performed in a hierarchical 
manner which can separate workers based on their tasks. Inefficiency in business process is 
also caused by bureaucratic management style.  This style is usually found in public sector 
organizations where the bureaucracy exists through checking, rechecking, approving, 
authorizing, storing and recording processes.  When all these processes take place, it will not 
only reduce employees’ performance, but also lead to customer dissatisfaction (Iqbal, 
Nadeem & Zaheer, 2015).  
 
Organizational Performance 
Indicator of performance achieved by an organization in a certain period is known as 
organizational performance.  Performance of a company is good when there is an 
improvement from the previous period’s achievement.  There are two ways to determine 
organizational performance – objective and subjective. Achieving targets, such as in financial, 
production, marketing and other operational activities oriented to the level of profitability, 
falls under objective category.  Meanwhile, subjective measurement includes appraisals on 
how employees perform their work beyond the level set up by the organization 
(Hermaniwaty, 2016).  Besides these two categories, a study by Xiaoming & Junchen (2012) 
added two more categories which are (a) added value of intangible factors, such as 
management and the government, and (b) long-run development and strength of the 
competition.  It can be concluded that in determining the performance of organization, both 
categories are interrelated which employees need to excel in to achieve their target and 
financial success (Hermaniwaty, 2016).  According to Amanquah et, el. (2013), understanding 
BPR is significant in reforming and transforming business operations to achieve organizational 
performance successfully. Improving organizational performance through BPR gives a positive 
sign due to the integration of knowledge and empowerment of employees. Thus, the 
implementation of BPR should get the full commitment of all organizational members as well 
as the top management to completely succeed.  Furthermore, the study by Jing, Pee and 
Junichi (2013) proved that BPR significantly influences an organizational innovation 
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performance. Besides that, R. Selladurai, 2002 asserted that most of BPR effort will give 
positive impact toward improving business processes but not management process including 
performance measurement. However, BPR can create changes beyond structural 
organization. BPR can improve organizational performance by focusing more on major 
elements of quality, people, customers, adaptability, business processes and leadership in the 
organization and it will lead to increased revenues and profits (Selladurai, 2002).  
 
Methodology 
The study is correlational in nature since it is intended to describe the relationship between 
business process re-engineering (BPR) warning signs and organizational performance. The 
sampling frame is based on a list of office workers who work at Perbadanan Kemajuan 
Pertanian Negeri Pahang, Malaysia (PKPNP). A total of 56 from 65 administrative workers 
were selected as samples for the study according to Krejcie & Morgan (1970) table. This study 
applied non-contrived setting with minimal researcher interference and was conducted in 
single cross-sectional study in which data were gathered just once. 
 
The questionnaire was adapted from the established questionnaires and the items were 
modified to suit the office workers’ perspective in order to get the required responses that 
would answer the research questions. The questionnaire consists of several sections namely 
Section A to request demographic information of respondents such as age, gender, work 
position and work experience. Section B includes items assessing BPR warning signs such as 
organizational structure, work process and IT support among respondents. The survey was 
adapted from Andrew and Stalik, (1994) meanwhile for organizational performance it was 
adapted from Herminawaty (2016).  The questionnaire utilized closed-ended questions with 
a fixed range of possible answers, using 5-point Likert scale with the following values; 1 = 
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = uncertain, 4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree to measure all 
variables in this study. 
 
Data were analyzed using the latest statistical software (SPSS version 24) for descriptive and 
inferential statistics. The descriptive statistics include the variables’ mean and standard 
deviation. In addition, correlational analysis involves the use of inferential statistics, namely, 
Pearson product moment correlation coefficient. Correlation analysis is appropriate for 
interval scale variables and was used as it measures the relationship between variables.  
 
Results and Discussion 
Response Rate 
For the purpose of data collection, a total of 56 sets of questionnaire were distributed.  Data 
were personally collected from the respective respondents. Self-administered survey 
technique was applied because it offers several advantages over alternative methods such as 
respondents answer at their convenience, there is no need to set up interview appointments, 
no interviewer is present to inject bias in the way questions are asked and the low cost-per-
completion makes it an economical method of surveying large samples (Burns et al., 2008). 
After the lapse of a week, all 56 sets of questionnaire were collected, producing a response 
rate of 65%. 
 
Demographic Information 
Respondents were asked about their gender, age, educational qualification, job position, job 
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experience and marital status. Analyzing the gender distribution, it was slightly higher for 
females. The analysis of the data indicated that 31 (55.4%) were female and 25 (44.6%) were 
male respondents. As shown in Table 1, 20 of them (35.7%) were from the age group of 20 – 
30 years old, followed by 7 (12.5%) in the age group of 31 – 40 years old, 16 (28.6%) of them 
from 41 – 50 and 13 (23.2%) of them from 50 and above of age. 
 
Exploring the sampling distribution based on educational qualification, most of the 
respondents have SPM as their highest education level as represented by 28 (50%), 10 (17.9%) 
of them have Diploma, while 18 (32.1%) have other qualifications such as certificate from 
polytechnic college. 
In the context of the respondents’ experience in their current position at the workplace, it was 
found that 7 (12.5%) of them had working experience of between 6 – 10 years and 16 (28.6%) 
of them had working experience of 1 – 5 years.  26 (46.4%) of them had working experience 
of more than 10 years while only 7 of them (12.5%) had working experience of less than 1 
year. 
 
Table 1 
Profile of Respondents (n=56) 

Demographic Information Frequency Percent 

Gender                 Male 
Female 
Total 

25 
31 
56 

44.6 
55.4 
100.0 

 
Age (years)           20 – 30 20 35.7 
31 – 40 7 12.5 
                              41 – 50 16 28.6 
                              51 – 60  13 23.2 
                              Total 
 
Education  
Level                  Diploma 
                           SPM 
                          Others 
                          Total  

56 
 
 
10 
28 
18 
56 
 

100.0 
 
 
17.9 
50.0 
32.1 
100.0 

Working            Less than 1 year 7 12.5 
Experience        1 – 5  
(Years)               6 – 10  
                          More than 10 years 
                          Total 

16 
7 
26 
56 

28.6 
12.5 
46.4 
100.0 

 
Normality Results 
An assessment of the normality of data is a prerequisite for many statistical tests because 
normal data is an underlying assumption in parametric testing. In statistics, normality 
tests are used to determine if a data set is well-modeled by a normal distribution and to 
compute how likely it is for a random variable underlying the data set to be normally 
distributed. More precisely, the tests are a form of model selection, and can be interpreted 
in several ways, depending on one's interpretations of probability (Hair, 2010). In this study, 
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normality test was measured using Skewness and Kurtosis. According to Hair (2010), normal 
distribution of data should range between -1.82 to 1.82 only. As illustrated in Table 2, all 
variables show the value of Skewness and Kurtosis between -1.81 to 1.77, therefore, it can be 
concluded that the data of this study is normally distributed. 
 
Table 2 
Normality Results (n=56) 

Variables Skewness Kurtosis 

Organizational Structure -1.1 1.72 

Work Process -1.81 1.79 

IT Support  -.71 1.51 

Organizational Performance -1.05 1.77 

 
Reliability Results 
For the quantitative method, the reliability of the questionnaire was analyzed by using the 
Cronbach’s Alpha technique from SPSS Version 24. According to Santos (1999), Cronbach’s 
Alpha is a measure of squared correlation between observed scores and true score. The 
internal consistency was measured by Cronbach's Alpha and it is noted that a reliability 
coefficient of 0.70 or higher is considered acceptable in most social-science research 
situations (Santos, 1999). The purpose is to ensure that the items in the survey questionnaire 
are consistent in measuring the variables of the study (Sekaran, 2000). 
 
Table 3 illustrates the reliability analysis based on the four variables in this study which consist 
of organizational structure, work process, IT support and organizational performance. The 
Cronbach’s Alpha value for organizational structure is .92 with 5 items, work process is .72 17 
items, IT support is .9 with 6 items, and organizational performance is .92 with 8 items. It can 
be concluded that the instruments in this study are reliable for further analysis. 
 
Table 3 
Reliability Results (n=56) 

Variables Cronbach’s Alpha N of Item 

Organizational Structure .92 5 

Work Process .72 17 

IT Support .90 6 

Organizational Performance .92 8 

 
Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation Results 
Table 4 provides the composite of the perception of organizational structure. From the 
results, the mean score for organizational structure as rated by the respondents is 3.78 
(SD=.69). It indicates that most respondents agreed and were satisfied with the organizational 
structure implemented in their organization such as simple organizational structure, clear job 
accountability among workers, clear job reporting relationship, position among workers are 
based on job skill and knowledge requirement and clear departmental roles and 
responsibility. 
 
Table 4 below also presents the results of the mean score and standard deviation of 
perception on work process as reported by respondents. As can be seen from the results, the 
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mean score for work process is 3.56 (SD=.68), indicating that most of the respondents agreed 
that they were satisfied with work process practiced in their organization such efficient and 
no time delay process, work process in control, flexible work process, no facility problems in 
work processing and no duplication of work. 
 
Further analysis showed that, the mean score for IT support is 3.81 (SD=.69), signifying that 
most of the respondents claimed that they were satisfied with the system and technology 
provided in their organization. They agreed that system and technology support can make 
them work efficiently, make it easy to access an information, have no problem in data 
creation, updating and deleting, and provide reliable input from the system. 
 
In addition, the result obtained from Table 4 also presents the mean score for organizational 
performance with 3.86 (SD=.571). It means that most of the respondents agreed that their 
organization is in good performance such as achieving good financial performance, achieving 
yearly Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), focusing on customer satisfaction and value added 
activity, always looking for process improvement, applying the right technology as well as 
having less customer complaint. 
 
The results of this study showed that there are no warning signs that showed the company 
need to implement BPR.  However as mentioned by O’Neill and Sohal (1999), there are three 
signs that company needs to be aware of and one of them is if a company wants to stay 
competitive, the implementation of BPR should be considered.  Based on the results, the 
perceptions for the process, organizational structure and IT support were at moderate level.  
This shows that the respondents were only satisfied with the process, organizational structure 
and IT support and improvement can be made by the organization. From the result, work 
process showed the lowest level among the three warning signs for BPR.  Business process 
plays a vital role in organizational performance.  This aligns with the study by Amanquah and 
Adjei (2016) which revealed that in order for the company to become effective and efficient, 
company’s performances are depending on business processes and procedures.   The business 
processes and procedures are the main factor to give the best to the customer.  However, 
company can’t stay competitive and cope with the environment if the business processes and 
procedures are obsolete. Even though there is no warning sign that exist in the company, a 
change can be implemented for the future if and when needed.   This can be supported by 
Kotter and Schlesigner (1979) who mentioned that change is a must for organization whether 
it is moderate or radical change.  As the implementation of BPR itself is a radical change, 
perhaps PKPP can do a moderate change in the organization for better performance in the 
future.   
 
Table 4 
Mean Score, Standard Deviation and Correlation Results (n=56) 

No Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 

1 Organizational Structure 3.78 .69 1 .642** .854** .846** 

2 Work Process 3.56 .68 .642** 1 .606** .661** 

3 IT Support  3.81 .69 .854** .606** 1 .715** 

4 Organizational Performance 3.86 .571 .846** .661** .715** 1 

Notes: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed) 
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Table 5 
Guilford’s Rule of Thumb 

r Strength of Relationship 

< 0.20 
0.20 – 0.40 
0.40 – 0.70 
0.70 – 0.90 
> 0.90 

Almost negligible relationship 
Low correlation; definite but small relationship 
Moderate correlation; substantial relationship 
High correlation; marked relationship 
Very high correlation; very dependable relationship 

 
Conclusion 
In today’s competitive world, change is a must for the organization.  Through the right 
implementation of BPR, organizations can earn the benefits that they aimed for.  This paper 
measures the first layer of the BPR dimension and organizational performance.  Three first 
layer of BPR dimensions that are used in this study are the process, technology, and 
organizational structure.  Each of these dimensions is important in order to ensure the 
business is in a “right alignment” for better organizational performance.  Overall, it can be 
concluded that respondents from PKPNP are satisfied with the organizational performance of 
their organization.  The process design in the organization is in the right way, clear of 
organizational structure in defining roles and responsibilities, and the IT system that 
implemented in the organization support the business process effectively.  Consequently, 
aligning these three dimensions is a good sign for organizational performance.  Even though 
there are no warning signs that occurs in the organization, improvement should be 
continuously made especially in terms of the work process as it is the main contribution to 
the organizational performance.  
 
Recommendations 
As this study only focused on Perbadanan Kemajuan Pertanian Negeri Pahang as population 
of the study, other researches can be extended to different population. The extension of the 
study will distinguish the different results captured in different organizations. Comparison can 
be made and finding can distinguish problems faced by different organizations. Future studies 
are also recommended to study the different layers of BPR as this study only focused on the 
first (physical) layer. Other layers that can be studied are infrastructure layer that consists of 
reward structure, measurement systems and management methods; and value layer that 
consists of organizational culture, political power and individual belief systems. 
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