
IPTEK The Journal of Technology and Science, 34(1), 2023 (e/pISSN:2088-2033, 0853-4098)

DOI: 10.12962/j20882033.v34i1.15155 Received 13 Dec, 2022; Revised 15 Jan, 2023; Accepted 29 Jan, 2023

ORIGINAL RESEARCH

THE RELATION AMONG BUSINESS PROCESS
ORIENTATION PRACTICES IN INFLUENCING
ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

Stefanus Christian Susetyo Harjanto | Mahendrawathi ER*

Dept. of Information System, Institut
Teknologi Sepuluh Nopember, Surabaya,
Indonesia

Correspondence

*Mahendrawathi ER, Dept of Inforation
System, Institut Teknologi Sepuluh
Nopember, Surabaya, Indonesia. Email:
mahendra_w@is.its.ac.id

Present Address

Magister Tower, Jl. Informatika No. 10,
Surabaya 60111, Indonesia

Abstract

Organizations always look for ways to improve their performance to survive in
the business environment. One way to improve organizational performance is to
improve business process orientation (BPO). Several studies identified practices
that can be implemented and significantly impact an organization’s BPO maturity.
These practices are called Critical Practices (CPs) strategic view, process definition
and documentation, process measurement and management, organizational process
structure, people management, process organizational culture, market orientation,
supplier view, and information technology. However, most studies treat CPs inde-
pendently, and the relationship between CPs and between CPs with organizational
performance has not been addressed. This study tests and confirms the relationship
between CPs, BPO, and organizational performance. A structural model of the rela-
tionship between CPs and organizational performance is developed based on the
literature. An online questionnaire is designed to collect data from various orga-
nizations in Indonesia. The survey results are analyzed using Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) to investigate the relationship between variables. Most hypoth-
esized relationships between CPs are confirmed except the relationship between
supplier practices (SU) and culture (CT), which are unsupported. Not all practices
affect organizational performance directly, but they must be mediated by other prac-
tices to have a significant effect. The results suggest that to improve organizational
performance, an organization needs to improve the practice of strategic view (SV),
performance measurement (PM), customer (CU), process definition (PD), and infor-
mation technology (IT).
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1 INTRODUCTION

Organizations constantly seek ways to improve their performance. One way to improve organizations’ performance is by improv-
ing their business process orientation (BPO). BPO can connect different functions within an organization to work together to
fulfill customer needs and increase efficiency [1]. Many studies highlight that process-oriented organizations perform better than
functional-oriented organizations [2, 3].

According to Looy et al. [4], organizations need tools to help them assess and improve the way they manage their business pro-
cesses. Many organizations use the Maturity Model (MM) to benchmark and measure their improvement progress [5]. The topic
of BPO maturity has received much attention in the literature. One of the earliest works on BPO maturity was by McCormack
and Johnson [2], who introduced the Business Process Orientation Maturity Model (BPOMM). BPOMM includes three essential
components: process jobs, process measurement, and management systems, and two supporting components: the process struc-
ture and customer-focused process values and beliefs. McCormack’s model has been used and further developed in McCormack
et al. [3] and Lockamy and McCormack [6]. Other authors have proposed alternative Maturity Models, including Rosemann and
Bruin [7] and Weber et al. [8].

There are several criticisms related to MM research. The first criticism is the lack of empirical research on the development of
MM [9]. According to Škrinjar and Trkman [10], the available MMs must be empirically validated and more complex to implement
in practice. To fill this gap, Škrinjar and Trkman [10] conducted a quantitative survey to identify actionable recommendations
in Critical Practices (CPs) that are most likely to increase BPO. They grouped CPs into nine areas: strategic view, process
definition and documentation, process measurement and management, organizational process structure, people management,
process organizational culture, market orientation, supplier view, and information system support. Another criticism regarding
the BPO maturity model is that few studies have examined the relationship between aspects of maturity and business perfor-
mance. One of the few studies that examined the relationship between BPO maturity and organizational performance metrics is
reported in McCormack and Johnson [2].

The final criticism is that so far, research related to BPO treats CPs individually, in isolation from one another. A recent study
suggests that process-related capabilities do not stand alone but are related to one another to create synergy [11]. They provide
an example that a supportive culture can encourage human action highlighting the potential relationship between performance
measures and people. So, the research question of this paper is “Which relations among business process orientation practices
influence organizational performance?”.

This study aims to fill these gaps by developing a model connecting nine CPs and investigating their interrelation with organi-
zational performance. The conceptual model is validated using survey data from organizations in Indonesia and analyzed with
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). Findings from this study also have practical implications for organizations. Many orga-
nizations fail to benefit from their BPM projects because they need guidance on which BPO practices relate to organizational
performance. With the many potential improvement options but limited resources, organizations must prioritize improvements
that significantly improve organizational performance. Findings from our study can help organizations, especially top manage-
ment, identify and prioritize elements of BPO that simultaneously contribute to improving organizational performance. One of
the important findings is that the strategic view influences other practices to improve organizational performance. This paper
is organized as follows. First, a review of previous works on BPO critical practices and their relation to organizational perfor-
mances is provided in section 2. Section 3 describes the method of this research. The conceptual model development, including
the instrument and research hypotheses based on the literature, is first described, followed by more detail on the SEM procedure.
Section 4 presents the results of the research as well as a further discussion of key findings. The conclusion and directions for
further research are provided in the final section.

2 PREVIOUS RESEARCHES

2.1 Business Process Orientation and Critical Practices
Business Process Orientation (BPO) is an organizational concept of a company focusing on business processes from customers
to customers rather than its functional structure [12]. BPO is also a tool used to assist in business and academic fields to understand
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the impact of understanding and integrating processes on an organization’s performance. Previous studies have argued that
adopting BPO positively impacts organizational culture and business performance [2, 3].

BPO is carried out to assist companies in developing business potential. Several practices can be implemented and significantly
impact increasing BPO maturity. The key to managing BPO is knowing, understanding, and focusing on the practices that make
the most significant difference under certain conditions [12]. There are nine identified practices: strategic view, process definition
and documentation, performance measurement and management, organizational process structure, people management, process
organizational culture, market orientation, supplier view, and information system support [10].

A strategic view is a practice needed by an organization to clarify the needs of the organization to achieve the desired goals.
One of the main reasons for organizational failure is the need for a clear strategy [13]. In aligning strategy goals, organizations
must achieve process goals with process definition practices. This practice explains how the process is defined by explaining
the responsibilities of each top management to support BPM to enhance organizational success [10]. The practice of performance
measurement is a system for assessing and measuring processes to ensure that processes and goals are aligned [14]. This practice
was used as feedback to increase the probability of a project’s success from the organization [15].

The practice of structure is a practice that discusses the functional structure of an organization [2]. An organization must have
a structure that can adapt to the business environment and respond quickly; this helps people to work more effectively [16].
Information Technology practice is a practice that can help an organization to be oriented toward business processes in the form
of analysis [17]. This IT practice helps change business processes that lead to knowledge from the information gathered [13]. This
IT practice also has a relationship with Customer Practice that helps organizations manage customer relationships. In addition,
IT also helps in sales, increasing customer satisfaction, and marketing [18, 19]. IT Practices also have a relationship with Supplier
Practices. This practice helps organizations manage relationships with their suppliers; this requires integration so the business
runs smoothly [20]. Cultural practice is a practice that discusses how people’s traditions exist in an organization. Organizations
must be able to develop their people to follow the business process culture, and this must be communicated to all organizational
personnel. Effective communication can help to increase BPM success [21]. People practice is a practice that helps organizations
to manage their people. People practice is an aid for organizations to find conflicts between their people because the higher
the number of people in one department, the higher the pressure on that department [22]. However, these practices were only
discussed separately in the previous study, so they are interrelated to maximize organizational performance and have yet to be
discovered. Therefore, in this study, research was carried out on this relationship so that organizations can identify and prioritize
BPO practices to maximize their performance.

2.2 Organization Performance
According to Raval et al. [23], the performance of an organization is always associated with a series of activities and the organiza-
tion’s business. Organizational performance needs to be analyzed so that it can be measured [23]. This performance measurement
is viewed from several perspectives from the Balanced Score Card (BSC): internal process, learning/growth, customer, and
financial. Brocke and Mendling [24] are one of the few studies that have examined the relationship of BPO maturity to organi-
zational performance metrics. The metrics are organizational performance, customer satisfaction value, employee satisfaction
value, operational performance value, and financial performance value and value against competitors. This metric belongs to
the four perspectives of the BSC. Therefore, it was used in this study as an indicator of organizational performance.

2.3 Hypothesis Development
Strategic View (SV) has a significant influence in supporting other practices. SV signifies the commitment of an organization to
process orientation. SV influences the internal and external relationships of an organization. SV supports the Supplier’s View
(SU) in mediating between the value of suppliers and the performance of products offered to customers so that companies can
increase profits by increasing the performance of their products or services [25]. Putting the customers first is at the heart of
process orientation. So, if the organizations place process orientation as strategically important, it would translate into high
customer orientation. SV links to Market/Customer Orientation (CU) as an organization’s strategic orientation is influential in
creating dynamic capabilities to shape a market [26]. Two hypotheses are generated:

H1 SV practice affects SU
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H2 SV practice affects CU

In addition, SV also drives process definition practices [5, 11] and performance measurement [11, 27, 28]. These three practices are
related because they are a business process lifecycle [11, 29]. Strategy formulation is crucial for process identification by revealing
key processes relevant to the formation of the company’s value [30]. To improve organizational performance, SV and PD practices
must be translated into relevant process measurements [31]. The alignment between these practices can help the organization
improve performance [32–34]. We hypothesized:

H3 SV practice affects PD

H4 SV practice affects PM

H6 PD practice affects PM

PD would reveal key processes that need to be supported by information systems and technology. Thus, PD practices relate
closely to IT. Organizations’ orientation toward its customer and suppliers also affects their IT in terms of the integration of
inter-organizational processes. IT-oriented SU and CU can result in a system integration that can improve financial performance
through operational performance, although not directly [35]. SU and CU also influence Culture (CT). This connection is indicated
by a cultural match between suppliers and customers [36]. This match exists because customers can choose suppliers with the
same culture, and suppliers can learn the culture from customers to get a wider market share [37]. We hypothesized:

H5 PD practice affects IT

H7 SU practice affects IT

H8 CU practices affect IT

H9 SU practice affects CT

H10 CU practice affects CT

A study revealed that SV and PM impact companies in developing the Structure (ST) of the organization [38]. This impact is
indicated by the empirical data that supports the company’s performance, namely operational impacts, company product/service
impacts, and organizational impacts [38]. ST and CT influence the practice of People (PO). This impact is supported by a study that
found that controlling people requires analysis of several cultures [39], and organizational structure positively impacts resource
management if there is a change in management [40]. We hypothesized:

H11 SV practice affects ST

H12 PM practices affect ST

H13 ST practice affects PO

H14 CT practice affects PO

The nine practices are elements contained in the BPO, which, according to Skrinjar and Trkman, can measure the level of
maturity to see the impact on organizational performance (PFM) [10]. We hypothesized:

H15 SV practice affects PFM

H16 SU practice affects PFM

H17 CU practices affect PFM

H18 IT practices affect PFM

H19 CT practice affects PFM

H20 PD practice affects PFM
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H21 PM practices affect PFM

H22 ST practice affects PFM

H23 PO practices affect PFM

Based on the development of hypotheses, a conceptual model is developed and shown in Figure 1.

FIGURE 1 The conceptual model for nine critical practices and organizational performance.

As seen in Fig. 1 , we developed as many as 23 hypotheses that were tested more deeply in this study. This hypothesis originates
from the relationship created between BPO practices and organizational performance. Each of these practices is defined in a
functional language, as seen in Table 1.

3 MATERIAL AND METHOD

This research is conducted through several steps, as shown in Fig. 2 . First, the structured literature review reveals the gap in
the current literature, as explained in section 2. The result of SLR is used to develop the conceptual model and hypothesis and
define the measurement variables of this research. The next step is data collection. Results obtained from the data collection
step are first tested for validity and reliability. A test for measurement model, model fitness, and hypothesis testing follows. The
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TABLE 1 The variable definition.

Variable Definition
Strategic View Designing, creating, and managing organizational strategy
Customer Product/service design is based on customer needs and feedback
Supplier Relationship management with suppliers
Process Definition Define map, and document business processes using standard methods
Performance Measurement Measuring, monitoring, and documenting company performance
Structure Identification and establishment of organizational structure and roles

and responsibilities
Information Technology IT design, implementation, and development in organizations
Culture Application of knowledge and culture to business processes within

the organization
People Human Resource Management

results from the tests are then discussed. The following sub-sections discuss the data collection and measurement variables in
more detail.

FIGURE 2 The methodology of this study.

3.1 Design and Sampling
A questionnaire is distributed to respondents from various sectors and sizes (startups, small, medium, and large). The target
respondents of the questionnaire are high-ranking officials from the organization to be studied, such as head managers, managers,
and other executive bodies. The minimum number of samples is 30 [41]. The number of samples is based on the guidelines for
the SEM analysis method, which requires many samples to maximize the maximum likelihood function [42] and to anticipate
data errors. The survey was carried out from July 2021 until September 2022. The survey was conducted by reaching out to
the representatives via social media, LinkedIn, and personal contacts of the researchers. Initially, 297 participants filled out the
survey. However, several samples are removed because of incomplete answers and to reduce data redundancies because several
participants come from the same company. In the end, 204 samples are used for further analysis.

3.2 Measurement
A measurement variable is needed for each existing latent variable to develop the model. The measurement variables for critical
practices (CPs) were obtained from Škrinjar and Trkman [10], and organizational performance from McCormack and Johnson [2].
In the model’s development, the measurement variables are variables owned by each latent variable.

The number of variables may differ between latent variables. Measurement variables for each of the nine CPs can be seen in
Table 2. At the same time, the measurement variables of organizational performance can be seen in Table 3. The measured
variable BPO contains all the measured variables owned by each CP, totaling 28.
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TABLE 2 The indicators form nine critical practices and organizational performance.

Latent Variable Code Total
Nine Critical Practices

Strategic View (SV) SV1 - SV4 4 indicators
Customer (CU) CU1 - CU3 3 indicators
Supplier (SU) SU1 1 indicator
Process Definition (PD) PD1 - PD5 5 indicators
Process Measurement (PM) PM1 - PM5 5 indicators
Structure (ST) ST1, ST2 2 indicators
Information Technology (IT) IT1 - IT5 5 indicators
Culture (CT) CT1, CT2 2 indicators
People (PO) PO1 1 indicator

Organizational Performance
Organizational Performance (PFM) PFM1 - PFM6 6 indicators

TABLE 3 The result of construct reliability and validity.

Variable Cronbach’s
Alpha

𝑟ℎ𝑜𝐴 Composite
Reliability

Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)

CT 0.842 0.860 0.926 0.863
CU 0.874 0.879 0.922 0.799
IT 0.869 0.874 0.905 0.656
PD 0.834 0.864 0.879 0.595
PFM 0.938 0.943 0.951 0.763
PM 0.897 0.901 0.924 0.709
PO 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
ST 0.818 0.819 0.917 0.846
SU 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
SV 0.854 0.858 0.901 0.695

4 RESULTS

4.1 Data Validity and Reliability
Testing the reliability and validity of the data obtained through a questionnaire are first conducted before further data processing.
This test is carried out by bootstrapping using the help of the SmartPLS application. Table 4 shows that the Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) values of the nine CPs constructs are more than 0.5 [43] which means that all the CPs are data. As for the
BPO itself, it has an AVE value below 0.5, but it is still considered valid and reliable because all constructs have a Composite
Reliability value above 0.6.

4.2 Measurement Model Evaluation
SmartPLS version 3 is used to model the inner and outer models, test the Goodness of Fit (GOF), and test hypotheses. The inner
model (structural model) is analyzed to determine the relationship between the latent variables in this study. The outer model
(measurement model) determines the relationship between latent variables and their indicators. The relationship between latent
variables and practice indicators (measured variables) and organizational performance can be seen in Table 2 . For indicators,
the latent variable of BPO is a combination of all indicators (measured variables) contained in the practice of BPO.

The results from Table 5 are "good," as the R2 value for each variable is above 0.330. SU has the lowest value of R2 with 0.38,
while ST with the highest value of 0.70, so the average of all variables is 0.52 or 52%.

From the Outer Loading results, all indicators for each variable have a value of more than 0.50 (> 0.50), which means that all
indicators for each variable meet the convergent validity criteria or can be said to be valid. Based on Table 5 , the indicators for
each variable have different values. The higher the value of an indicator, the higher the influence on a variable.

4.3 Model Fitness
The model that has been developed is then calculated to see the suitability of the model made (model fit). Model fit (model fit)
can be measured using several criteria. The results of the fit model can be seen in Table 6 .
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TABLE 4 The inner model evaluation.

Variable R Square R Square
Adjusted

CT 0.515 0.510
CU 0.416 0.413
IT 0.461 0.456
PD 0.428 0.425
PFM 0.524 0.502
PM 0.627 0.623
PO 0.617 0.613
ST 0.704 0.701
SU 0.384 0.381

TABLE 5 The outer model evaluation.

Variable Indicators Original Sample P Values Variable Indicators Original Sample P Values
CT CT1 <- CT 0.916 0.000 PFM PFM1 <- PFM 0.863 0.000

CT2 <- CT 0.941 0.000 PFM2 <- PFM 0.826 0.000
CU CU1 <- CU 0.905 0.000 PFM3 <- PFM 0.906 0.000

CU2 <- CU 0.916 0.000 PFM4 <- PFM 0.848 0.000
CU3 <- CU 0.859 0.000 PFM5 <- PFM 0.878 0.000

IT IT1 <- IT 0.808 0.000 PFM6 <- PFM 0.916 0.000
IT2 <- IT 0.847 0.000 PM PM1 <- PM 0.856 0.000
IT3 <- IT 0.825 0.000 PM2 <- PM 0.871 0.000
IT4 <- IT 0.795 0.000 PM3 <- PM 0.861 0.000
IT5 <- IT 0.771 0.000 PM4 <- PM 0.819 0.000

PD PD1 <- PD 0.838 0.000 PM5 <- PM 0.799 0.000
PD2 <- PD 0.852 0.000 PO PO1 <- PO 1.000
PD3 <- PD 0.800 0.000 SU SU1 <- SU 1.000
PD4 <- PD 0.694 0.000 SV SV1 <- SV 0.835 0.000
PD5 <- PD 0.652 0.000 SV2 <- SV 0.866 0.000

ST ST1 <- ST 0.916 0.000 SV3 <- SV 0.806 0.000
ST2 <- ST 0.923 0.000 SV4 <- SV 0.827 0.000

TABLE 6 The model fitness.

Criteria Saturated
Model

Estimated
Model

SRMR 0.072 0.161
𝑑𝑈𝐿𝑆 3.230 15.332
𝑑𝐺 1.570 2.145
Chi-Square 1804.395 2091.336
NFI 0.726 0.683

The results from Table 6 can be said to be "very good." The Saturated Model column indicates this. The SRMR value is 0.072,
less than 0.08 (< 0.08). The 𝑑𝑈𝐿𝑆 value is 3.230, which is more than 2.000 (> 2.000) as an indication that the developed model
is fit, the value 𝑑𝐺 of 1.570 which is more significant than 0.900 (> 0.900) as an indication of the size of the model data is
acceptable and fit so that each relationship for each variable can be tested, and the NFI value of 0.726 which is close to 0.900 as
an indication that the model is almost significant.

4.4 Hypothesis Testing
The last step in the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis is to test the existing hypotheses. Hypothesis testing can use
statistical tests, namely t-test, and p-value. This test is applied to the outer and inner models and can be significant if it has a
value of less than 0.05 (≤ 0.05).

The results of the direct relationship analysis between critical practices (relation between the nine CPs) can be seen in Table 7 .
It shows that the strategic view (SV) relates significantly to the five practices in the path diagram. Critical practice customers
(CU) both influence information technology (IT) and organizational culture (CT), while practice suppliers (SU) only influence
information technology (IT). Process definition (PD) has a significant influence on information technology (IT) and process
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TABLE 7 The result of the direct relationship analysis between critical practices.

Path Hypothesis Original Sample P Values Result
SV -> SU Practice SV affects SU 0.619 0.000 Significant
SV -> CU Practice SV affects CU 0.645 0.000 Significant
SV -> PD Practice SV affects PD 0.654 0.000 Significant
SV -> PM Practice SV affects PM 0.342 0.000 Significant
SV -> ST Practice SV affects ST 0.243 0.001 Significant
SV -> PFM Practice SV affects PFM 0.039 0.635 Not significant
SU -> IT Practice SU affects IT 0.362 0.000 Significant
SU -> CT Practice SU affects CT 0.093 0.319 Not significant
SU -> PFM Practice SU affects PFM 0.019 0.810 Not significant
CU -> IT Practice CU affects IT 0.363 0.000 Significant
CU -> CT Practice CU affects CT 0.644 0.000 Significant
CU -> PFM Practice CU affects PFM 0.234 0.023 Significant
IT -> PFM Practice IT affects PFM 0.180 0.038 Significant
CT -> PO Practice CT affects PO 0.212 0.004 Significant
CT -> PFM Practice CT affects PFM -0.083 0.359 Significant
PD -> IT Practice PD affects IT 0.460 0.000 Significant
PD -> PM Practice PD affects PM 0.524 0.000 Significant
PD -> PFM Practice PD affects PFM -0.080 0.420 Not significant
PM -> ST Practice PM affects ST 0.653 0.000 Significant
PM -> PFM Practice PM affects PFM 0.430 0.000 Significant
ST -> PO Practice ST affects PO 0.610 0.000 Significant
ST -> PFM Practice ST affects PFM 0.160 0.218 Not significant
PO -> PFM Practice PO affects PFM 0.042 0.653 Not significant

TABLE 8 The result of the total effect relationship analysis between critical practices with organizational performance.

Path Hypothesis Original Sample P Values Result
SV -> PFM Practices SV affects PFM 0.540 0.000 Significant
SU -> PFM Practices SU affects PFM 0.050 0.570 Not Significant
CU -> PFM Practices CU affects PFM 0.220 0.040 Significant
IT -> PFM Practices IT affects PFM 0.180 0.030 Significant
CT -> PFM Practices CT affects PFM -0.080 0.370 Not Significant
PD -> PFM Practices PD affects PFM 0.220 0.030 Significant
PM -> PFM Practices PM affects PFM 0.430 0.000 Significant
ST -> PFM Practices ST affects PFM 0.160 0.150 Not Significant
PO -> PFM Practices PO affects PFM 0.042 0.640 Not Significant

measurement (PM), as well as process measurement (PM) on organizational structure (ST). Organizational structure (ST) and
culture (CT) also significantly influence People (PO). From nine critical practices, we found that only information technology
(IT), customer (CU), and performance measurement (PM) directly affect organizational performance (PFM). The remaining
practices are insignificant (highlighted). Based on the analysis results in Table 7 , not all CPs directly correlate with organiza-
tional performance. Critical practices must combine with others to create a strong relationship with company performance. From
Table 7 , it can also be seen that each interconnected practice variable has a good p-value. Every relationship between variables
has significance for analysis between CPs with organizational performance, shown by the results of the indirect relationship in
Table 8 .

The interpretation of the results of Table 8 means that an organization can improve its performance significantly by considering
these five variables. Organizations are required to pay attention to the preparation of a good strategy for the organization, define
and measure all processes that run within the organization, pay attention to customers in terms of both the products and services
provided, and pay attention to the information and technology side that is being used within the organization. Other variables
that are not significant do not mean that these variables do not affect organizational performance variables. Still, these variables
must go through other variables so that they have an impact on organizational performance.

This explanation is explained in more detail in Table 9 regarding the results of the indirect relationship value. The results of
Table 9 mean the PD variable has an indirect relationship to the PFM variable through PM. This is indicated by a coefficient
value of 0.175, the largest coefficient value in the indirect relationship. For the SV variable, there are four indirect relationships
to the PFM variable, which have an excellent significance level. The first is the relationship between the SV and PFM variables
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TABLE 9 The result of the indirect relationship analysis between critical practices with organizational performance.

Path Original Sample P Values
PD -> PM -> PFM 0.175 0.008
SV -> CU -> PFM 0.151 0.030
SV -> PM -> PFM 0.115 0.012
SV -> PD -> PM -> PFM 0.115 0.010
SV -> PD -> IT -> PFM 0.050 0.050
CU -> CT -> PFM -0.060 0.33
SV -> CU -> CT -> PFM -0.040 0.34
SU -> CT -> PFM -0.010 0.54
SV -> SU -> CT -> PFM -0.010 0.55
SV -> CU -> PFM 0.150 0.03
CU -> IT -> PFM 0.030 0.20
SV -> CU -> IT -> PFM 0.020 0.18
PD -> IT -> PFM 0.080 0.04
SV -> PD -> IT -> PFM 0.050 0.05

TABLE 10 The result of the indirect relationship analysis between critical practices with organizational performance.

Path Original Sample P Values
SU -> IT -> PFM 0.040 0.14
SV -> SU -> IT -> PFM 0.020 0.13
SV -> PD -> PFM -0.050 0.42
PD -> PM -> PFM 0.170 0.01
SV -> PD -> PM -> PFM 0.110 0.01
SV -> PM -> PFM 0.120 0.01
CU -> CT -> PO -> PFM 0.010 0.66
SV -> SU -> CT -> PO -> PFM 0.000 0.76
PD -> PM -> ST -> PO -> PFM 0.010 0.64
SV -> PD -> PM -> ST -> PO -> PFM 0.010 0.64
PM -> ST -> PO -> PFM 0.020 0.65
SV -> PM -> ST -> PO -> PFM 0.010 0.65
ST -> PO -> PFM 0.030 0.64
SV -> ST -> PO -> PFM 0.010 0.64
PD -> PM -> ST -> PFM 0.040 0.22
SV -> PD -> PM -> ST -> PFM 0.030 0.23
PM -> ST -> PFM 0.080 0.24
SV -> PM -> ST -> PFM 0.030 0.24
SV -> ST -> PFM 0.030 0.25
SV -> SU -> PFM 0.010 0.84

through the CU variable, which obtains a coefficient value of 0.151, the PM variable with a coefficient value of 0.115, PD and
PM variables with a coefficient value of 0.115, and finally, through PD and IT variables, which get a coefficient value of 0.05.

5 DISCUSSION

Based on the conceptual model, strategic view (SV) practices have several relationships with other practices, such as suppliers
(SU) [25] [26], customers (CU) [26], process definition (PD) [5], structure (ST), and organizational performance (PFM). Some rela-
tionships have a direct influence, such as the practice of supplier (SU), customer (CU), process definition (PD), and structure
(ST), while the effect on organization performance (PFM) is not direct. Based on Table 7 , overall strategic view (SV) practices
are related to organization performance (PFM). This relation indicates that in influencing organization performance (PFM),
strategic view (SV) needs to go through several mediation practices to make its influence significant. From Table 9 , it can be
concluded that in influencing PFM, SV has four pathways, one of which has the most significant influence, namely through cus-
tomer (CU) practices. The second path, strategic view practice (SV), can be through performance measurement (PM) practice.
The third path, strategic view (SV) practice, can be through process definition (PD) and performance measurement (PM) prac-
tices. The last path with the lowest significance is process definition (PD) and information technology (IT). These four paths
prove that relationships between practices are needed to significantly influence organizational performance. This path has yet to
be discussed because other papers only see the direct relation to performance.
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TABLE 11 The accepted hypotheses.

Hypothesis Result
H1. SV practice affects SU Accepted
H2. SV practice affects CU Accepted
H3. SV practice affects PD Accepted
H4. SV practice affects PM Accepted
H5. PD practice affects IT Accepted
H6. PD practice affects PM Accepted
H7. SU practice affects IT Accepted
H8. CU practices affect IT Accepted
H10. CU practice affects CT Accepted
H11. SV practice affects ST Accepted
H12. PM practices affect ST Accepted
H13. ST practice affects PO Accepted
H14. CT practice affects PO Accepted
H15. SV practice affects PFM Accepted
H17. CU practices affect PFM Accepted
H18. IT practices affect PFM Accepted
H20. PD practice affects PFM Accepted
H21. PM practices affect PFM Accepted

Supplier practices (SU) in the model have a relationship with information technology (IT) [35], culture (CT) [37], and organization
performance (PFM). Practices directly affected by suppliers (SU) are only information technology (IT) practices. At the same
time, the influence on culture (CT) and organization performance (PFM) have no significance either in an indirect relationship
or as a total effect. This relation indicates that supplier practices (SU) influence the relationship between practices that fit in the
existing model but have no influence on organizational performance (PFM).

Customer practices (CU), based on the model, have links with information technology (IT) practices, culture (CT) [37], and
organizational performance (PFM). All links to these practices have a direct influence. In an indirect relationship, customer
practice (CU) helps strategic view practice (SV) as mediation in influencing organizational performance (PFM). This conclusion
from customer practice (CU) influences all relationships according to the model and organizational performance (PFM).

Culture (CT) and structure (ST) practices in the model have similarities in having a relationship with people (PO) practices
and organizational performance (PFM) [39]. Based on Table 7 , culture (CT) and structure (ST) practices only have a direct
influence on people practices (PO) and have no other influence on indirect relationships. These two practices also do not affect
organizational performance (PFM). The conclusion is that culture (CT) and structure (ST) practices only have an influence on
other practices, namely people (PO), but have no influence on organizational performance (PFM).

Process definition practice (PD), based on the model, has a relationship with information technology (IT) and performance
measurement (PM) practices, as well as with organizational performance (PFM). In a direct relationship, process definition
(PD) influences information technology (IT) and performance measurement practices (PM) but does not have a direct effect on
organizational performance (PFM). The practice of process definition (PD) in influencing organizational performance (PFM)
must go through an indirect relationship through performance measurement (PM); because, in total effect, process definition
(PD) practice has a significant effect on organizational performance (PFM).

Performance measurement practices (PM), based on the model, have a relationship with structure practices (ST) and organi-
zational performance (PFM). Both of these relationships have a direct influence, so the practice of performance measurement
(PM) has significance. In an indirect relationship, the practice of performance measurement (PM) mediates the practice of pro-
cess definition (PD) and strategic view (SV) to influence organizational performance (PFM). The last practice is the practice of
people (PO). Based on existing models, this practice only relates to organizational performance (PFM). Nevertheless, based on
Tables 9 and Table 10 , the practice of people (PO) does not influence directly or indirectly. Even in total effect, the practice of
people (PO) does not influence organizational performance (PFM). So, the conclusion is that the practice of people (PO) does
not influence the relationships contained in the model. So, it can be concluded that 18 of the 23 hypotheses, or as much as 78%
of the hypotheses, are accepted, can be seen in Table 11 .
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5.1 Practical Implication
The results of the testing hypothesis would produce a recommendation addressed to the organization intending to improve
organizational performance. This recommendation was developed by combining the analysis results from bootstrapping the
model that has been developed, namely direct effect, indirect effect, and total effect, to find out what practices affect improving
performance organization.

Based on the total influence rating, the practice with the lowest total influence value is Information Technology (IT). This practice
only has a direct effect on the organization. Organizations can improve this by doing the following in order of importance:

1. Ensuring that the information system owned by the organization provides relevant information related to the performance
of the organization’s business processes

2. Using a Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system or something similar to manage organizational relationships
with customers/customers

3. Designing and developing information systems based on existing processes within the organization

4. Implement systems such as e-Procurement, EDI, or similar Supply Chain Management (SCM) systems to manage
organizational relationships with suppliers/suppliers

5. Completely implement a Business Process Management (BPMS) system such as Process Maker, Camunda, Signavio, or
something similar

The second most important practice that could be improved is the Process Definition (PD) practice. PD practices have an indirect
influence on organizational performance. Organizations can improve PD practices by doing the following in order of importance:

1. Clearly define core and support business processes within the organization

2. Clearly define and document roles and responsibilities

3. Use standard methodologies to describe business processes

4. Using a standard reference model in conducting business process management (e.g., eTOM, SCOR, PCF)

5. Using tools to model business processes (e.g., BPMN.io, Bizagi, etc.)

The following practice that can be improved so that it has an impact on increasing organizational performance is the Customer
(CU) practice. CU practices are similar to IT practices in directly impacting organizational performance. Organizations can
improve CU practices by doing the following in order of importance:

1. Design and develop products and services based on customer needs and expectations

2. Receive and use the feedback received from customers systematically to implement internal process improvements

3. Respond quickly to the actions of competitors/competitors

The fourth most important practice that could be improved is Performance Measurement (PM) practice. Like IT and CU prac-
tices, PM practices directly impact organizational performance. Organizations can improve PM practices by doing the following
in order of importance:

1. Use the results of performance measurements to determine future improvement targets

2. Communicate any changes in the process to all related organizational parties

3. Communicate regularly information regarding business process performance measures set to all employees in the
organization.

4. Monitor the ongoing business processes within the organization
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5. Make an effort to improve the quality of existing business processes within the organization

The most effective business process orientation practice for improving organizational performance is Strategic View (SV). Even
though this practice has significant influence, this practice requires processes from other practices to improve organizational
performance (indirect effect) because SV practice has the most influence on other practices. To improve performance most
effectively, organizations must improve SV practices by doing the following in order of importance:

1. Detailing business process (or sub-process) objectives related to organizational strategy

2. Involve management in the development and management of business processes within the organization.

3. Communicating policies and strategies to all parts of the organization

4. Management with the highest seat should make frequent meeting agendas to discuss improvement and redesign of business
processes

5.2 Limitations and Further Studies
This study has several limitations. First, we focus on the nine CPs resulting from Skrinjar and Trkman’s research. There are other
ways to capture BPO, for example, the capability model [11]. This allows us to add other factors from the capability model to
validate our findings. This study used cross-sectional data from organizations of different sizes and sectors. Previous work from
Ongena and Ravesteyn [44] suggests that process orientation may be influenced by contextual factors such as organization sizes
and sectors. Therefore, it would be beneficial to include contextual factors such as organization size and sectors as moderating
variables in the next study.

6 CONCLUSION

This research aims to test the relationship between nine BPO critical practices, namely Strategic View (SV), Supplier (SU), Cus-
tomer (CU), Information Technology (IT), Culture (ST), Process Definition (PD), Performance Measurement (PM), Structure
(ST), and People (PO) with organizational performance.

The results of the SEM analysis show that:

1. Every direct relationship between the nine CPs in the developed model is significant, except for the relationship between
supplier (SU) and culture (CT).

2. Not all CPs affect organizational performance, and they need some flow through other practices to influence organizational
performance.

3. In looking for ways to improve organizational performance based on the results of modeling the relationship of various
BPO practices with organizational performance, organizations need to make improvements to Strategic View (SV), Per-
formance Measurement (PM), Customer (CU), Process Definition (PD) and Information Technology (IT) practices by
increasing the indicators according to the order of importance.

The results of this SEM analysis have significant value for organizations that want to prioritize their improvement effort to
increase organizational performance.
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