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This study developed and tested a business process orientation model to improve employee and organizational 
performance. The research team developed the model on the basis of theoretical background. Factor analysis and 
structural equation modeling techniques were used to test the model. The research team used a structured 
questionnaire to collect data from employees of private sector banks in Pakistan using the stratified sampling 
method. The sample size of the study was 350, with a response rate of 17%. The research team used SPSS 15.0 to 
check the one-to-one relationship between the variables in the model using the simple linear regression method. 
Furthermore, the research team used virtual partial least squares (VPLS) 1.04 to test the model on a single run. The 
findings validated the proposed relationships between the variables in the model. The conclusion of the study was 
that business process orientation had a significant impact on employee and organizational performance. Thus, a 
process orientation in business, eliminating inefficiencies and supplementing innovation, was strongly 
recommended. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
In recent organizational developments, a paradigm shift 
toward a process focus meant to enhance competitive-ness 
and performance has been visible. The traditional functional 
approach to management does not prioritize efficiency. This 
bureaucratic style gives privileges to the status quo over 
innovation. It has therefore become strategically important 
for businesses to be process-oriented to cope with intense 
competition and to better serve an ever-demanding pool of 
customers.  

Researchers have explored various modes of impro-ving 
business processes within an organization, such as 
business process re- engineering, business process 
management, business process analysis, business pro-cess 

efficiency, business process mapping and business  
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process orientation (Fields, 2007; Lockamy and 
McCormack, 2004; McCormack and Rauseo, 2005; 
McCormack, 1999; Hammer and Champy, 1993; Tenner 
and Detoro, 2000).  

These strategic modes are equally essential to businesses 
in developing countries. In Pakistan, the banking sector has 
made revolutionary changes to improve performance during 
the last decade. Private sector banks in particular have 
shown radical improve-ments in enhancing performance and 
serving customers. The computerization and automation of 
banking processes greatly enhances customer service. Most 
of the public sector organizations in Pakistan, including 
banking enterprises, retain a traditional functional 
management style and thereby are not fully enjoying the 
benefits of process orientation. 

The literature lacks empirical studies on business 

process orientation and their impact on performance 

(McCormack, 1999; Skringar et al., 2008), especially in 



 
 
 

 

developing countries like Pakistan. This paper develops 

and tests the business process orientation model to 

improve individual and organizational performance in the 
banking industry in Pakistan. 
 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Business processes are comprised of interconnected 
activities that transform particular inputs into customer-
focused outputs working across departments (Schutta, 
2006; Hammer and Champy, 1993; McCormack and 
Johnson, 2001; Sethi and King, 2003; Field, 2007). This 
study focuses on three performance parameters of 
business processes: orientation, efficiency and in-
novation. 
 

 

Business process orientation (BPO) 
 
The business process orientation approach uses a 
process lens to perform activities within the organization 
instead of focusing on functional hierarchies, structures 
and divisions (McCormack and Rauseo, 2005; 
McCormack, 1999, 2001a; McCormack and Johnson, 
2001; Davenport, 1993; Nenadal, 2008). 

The process orientation emphasizes delivering value to 
customers by streamlining and accelerating work patterns 
(Schutta, 2006; McCormack and Johnson, 2001; 
Davenport, 1993). Interdepartmental coordination and 
technology play critical roles in implementing the process 
orientation approach in an organization (McCormack and 
Johnson, 2001). These elements help to improve both 
efficiency and effective-ness by reducing the cost of 
doing business and enhancing customer satisfaction 
(Schutta, 2006; Garvin, 1995).  

The business process orientation consists of five 
important concepts and variables: the process view, 
process structures, process jobs, process management 
and measurement systems and process values and 
beliefs (McCormack, 1999; Skrinjar et al., 2008; Sussan 
and Johnson, 2003). The process view accentuates 
process thinking and process terminologies in the perfor-
mance of activities in an organization (Davenport, 1993a; 
McCormack, 1999; Tenner and Detoro, 2000; Skrinjar et 
al., 2008). Process structures are the structural elements, 
boundaries and activities of the business process 
(Davenport, 1993a; McCormack and Rauseo, 2005; 
McCormack and Johnson, 2001). Process jobs are 
organizational jobs understood in terms of business 
processes that recognize the process owners who are 
responsible for them (Skrinjar et al., 2008; McCormack; 
1999; McCormack; 2001b; Davenport, 1993a; 
McCormack and Johnson, 2001). Process values and 
beliefs represent a process-oriented organizational 
culture that emphasizes customer orientation, teamwork, 
empowerment, cross-functional coordination and 
continuous improvement (Schutta, 2006; McCormack, 

 
 
 
 

 

1999; McCormack and Johnson, 2001). Process 
management and measurement systems describe 
methods of measuring process performance and rewards 
for process improvement (McCormack, 1999; 

McCormack; 2001b; Davenport, 1993a; McCormack and 
Johnson, 2001; Skrinjar et al., 2008). 
 

 

Business process innovation (BPI) 
 

Business process innovation encourages new ideas and 
ways of doing work to achieve business objectives effi-
ciently (Davenport, 1993a, b). It encourages dynamism 
focusing on how different business processes can be 
performed to achieve a desired objective (Wang and 
Ahmed, 2003). 

The traditional and routine way of doing work creates 
loopholes and lock-ins in systems, especially in a 
dynamic organizational environment. A continuous 
process change and innovation are imperative to 
challenge such ambiguities in the organization (Sethi and 
King, 2003). Technology and empowerment play a critical 
role in business process innovation (Davenport, 1993b; 
Talwar, 1993; Markus and Benjamin, 1997). 
 

 

Business process efficiency (BPE) 
 
Business process efficiency defines the level of 
performance of business processes. The efficiency of 
business processes is generally measured using various 
parameters, such as cost, time, the extent of electronic 
work over manual processing and the number of people 
and departments involved in process execution (Arveson, 
1999; Hammer and Champy, 1993; Tenner and Detoro, 
2000; Stalk and Hout, 1990; Nenadal, 2008; Cook; 1996). 
Information technology plays a key role in improving 
business process efficiency (Venkatraman, 1994; 
Davenport, 1993a; Sethi and King, 2003; Keen, 1991; 
Furey, 1993; Hammer, 1990; Talwar, 1993). 
 

 

Organizational performance (OP) 
 
Organizational performance refers to the degree to which 
organizational objectives are met (Lin et al., 2008). This 
paper measures organizational performance using 
parameters such as competitiveness, innovation and 
learning. Organizational performance can be enhanced 
by streamlining the organizational processes and culture 
to serve customers (Matin et al., 2009).  

Herciu and Ogrean (2008), Singh et al. (2008) and 
Lopez et al. (2005) describe competitiveness as a 
comparison between a firm’s performance and standard 
performance, specifically standard performance in the 
industry, in terms of quality, flexibility, delivery, 
innovation, cost and learning. 

Innovation refers to the support and employment of 



 
 
 

 

new ideas, formally as well as informally, used to perform 
work more productively and meet the organizational 
objectives more efficiently and effectively (Pangarkar and 
Kirkwood, 2008; Zolfagharian and Paswan, 2008), 
outcomes that are strategically vital in a competitive and 
dynamic environment (Deshpande et al., 1993; Monge et 
al., 1992).  

Learning is also an important element of organizational 
performance (Lopez et al., 2005; Pangarkar and 
Kirkwood, 2008; Lin et al., 2008) because it promotes 
innovation and creativity in an organization (Pangarkar 
and Kirkwood, 2008). Learning is the process of creating, 
attaining and disseminating knowledge- based 
information to improve organizational capabilities 
(Jimenez et al., 2008). 

 

Employee performance (EP) 
 
Employee performance is vital for business success. The 
literature identifies factors such as job security, workload, 
absenteeism, retention and on- and off-the-job training as 
affecting employee performance (Dibben and James, 
2007; Dyer and Reeves, 1994). Employee turnover, 
satisfaction, commitment, esprit de corps and citizenship 
are some other determinants of employee performance 
(Dyer and Reeves, 1994; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; 
Tesluk, 1999; Dyer and Reeves, 1994; Baptise, 2008).  

This study uses commitment and esprit de corps as 
measures of employee performance. Commitment refers 
to the degree to which employees sacrifice for, identify 
with and involve themselves in achieving organizational 
objectives (Lancaster and Vender, 2004; Jaworski and 
Kohli, 1993). Employee attachment and loyalty are other 
measures of employee commitment (Meyer and Allen, 
1991; Ogba, 2008). Esprit de corps relates to teamwork 
and cohesion in the context of an organization (Jaworski 
and Kohli, 1993; Al-Rawi, 2008). It signifies employee 
attachment to achieve common objectives (Robins and 
DeCenzo, 2001) . Effective organizational leadership and 
behavior create pride, commitment and dedication in 
employees, which are important determinants of esprit de 
corps (Al-Rawi, 2008; Ogba, 2008; Robins and DeCenzo, 
2001; Houldsworth and Machin, 2008). 

 

THEORETICAL SUPPORT OF BUSINESS PROCESS 

ORIENTATION MODEL 
 
This section describes the theoretical support for the 

interrelationships among the variables in the proposed 

model. 

 

Business process orientation and business process 

efficiency 
 
Business process orientation has become a core function 

of every organization as they strive to cope with 

  
  

 
 

 

competitive pressure by enhancing the efficiency of 
business processes (Skrinjar et al., 2008). Business 
process orientation helps to improve business processes 
by reducing cost (Skrinjar et al., 2008; Tenner and 
Detoro, 2000; Zaheer et al., 2008a; Hammer and 
Champy, 1993; Harrison and Pratt, 1993 ), improving 
process execution time (Skrinjar et al., 2008; Tenner and 
Detoro, 2000; Zaheer et al., 2008a; Hammer and 
Champy, 1993; Ginn and Barlog, 1994; Harrington, 1991; 
Sethi and King, 2003; Harrison and Pratt, 1993) and 
eliminating bureaucratic activities such as excessive 
paperwork, signoffs and duplications (Zaheer et al., 
2008a,b; Stalk and Hout, 1990; Arveson, 1999; Cook, 
1996; Keen, 1991). 
 

 

Business process orientation and business process 

innovation 
 
The effectiveness of business process orientation helps 
to create innovation in key processes. It envisions the 
new work strategies in the organization (Davenport, 
1993). Business process orientation assists in the 
process-based allocation of resources, which is critical in 
developing new business work models (McCormack and 
Johnson, 2001). The success of business process 
orientation depends on process teams’ innovative and 
creative abilities (Davenport, 1993; Harrington, 1991). 
Business process orientation introduces process-based 
structural change into an organization, which in turn leads 
to creative ways of achieving organizational objectives 
(Harrington, 1991).  

The efficient management of business processes is 
vital in a dynamic and competitive environment. Business 
process orientation and management foster a process 
culture based on innovation and performance (Singh et 

al., 2008). 
 

 

Business process orientation and organizational 

performance 
 
The literature indicates the positive impact of business 
process orientation on organizational performance 
(Fitzgerald and Murphy, 1996; Kaplan and Norton, 1996; 
Mackay et al., 2008; McCormack and Johnson, 2001; 
Skrinjar et al., 2008).  

Business process orientation helps to improve both the 
financial and the non-financial performance of an or-
ganization (Skrinjar et al., 2008). Investment in business 
processes creates competitive advantage for the 
organization and brings about significant improvements to 
the system (Kaplan and Norton, 1996; McCormack and 
Johnson, 2001).  

Business process orientation focuses on the efficient 

transformation of input into output to meet customer 
requirements. In this way, it helps to achieve overall 

organizational goals by attaining efficiency as well as 



 
 
 

 

efficacy (Fitzgerald and Murphy, 1996; Mackay et al., 

2008). 
 
 

Business process orientation and employee 

performance 
 
Business process orientation has a significant impact on 
employee performance (Sethi and King, 2003; Skrinjar et 
al., 2008; Uusitalo et al., 2008; Martenette et al., 2003). 
Skrinjar et al. (2008) examined the relationship between 
business process orientation and non-financial perfor-
mance measures such as employee satisfaction, 
learning, commitment, absenteeism and working 
conditions. The study revealed a positive relationship 
between business process orientation and non-financial 
performance measures.  

Business process orientation demands better employee 
performance. The quality and efficiency of business 
processes help to boost the performance of employees 
and provide better service to customers (Martenette et 
al., 2003; Uusitalo et al., 2008).  

Business process orientation is a socio-technical 
approach that brings about behavioral improvement as 
well as material change (Sethi and King, 2003). It helps to 
mold employee behavior and attitude via self-
management (Sethi and King, 2003; Uusitalo et al., 
2008). 
 

 

Business process innovation and organizational 

performance 
 
There is a positive impact of business process innovation 
on organizational performance (Deshpande et al., 1993; 
Lin and Chen, 2007; Han et al., 1998; Davenport, 1993; 
Pinho, 2008; Carmon and Jose, 2008; Pitt and Tucker, 
2008).  

Lin and Chen (2007) and Han et al. (1998) examine the 
relationship between innovation and business 
performance. The authors conclude that there is a 
positive impact of administrative and technological 
innovation on business performance.  

Business process innovation helps to improve 
operational efficiency. Process change initiatives bring 
about business efficiency by reducing time and cost. 
Novel ideas about doing business may be expensive in 
the short run, but they have a long-term impact on 
performance measures (Davenport, 1993). 

Pinho (2008) examined different types of innovation, 
such as process innovation, product innovation and 
technology innovation, to reveal their impact on 
performance. An analysis of small and medium-sized 
enterprises revealed a positive effect of innovation on 
organizational performance. 

Roberts and Amit (1995) analyzed the impact of 

product and process innovation on business performance 

 
 
 
 

 

in Australian retail banks. Both types of innovation help to 
build competitive advantage for the business, which in 
turn, leads to better performance. Banks with a high level 
of innovation showed better performance than banks with 
relatively low level of innovation.  

Carmon and Jose (2008) observed the mediating effect 
of technological and administrative innovation between 
market orientation and business performance. An 

empirical investigation of cultural organizations revealed 
a significant mediating role for process innovation. 
 

 

Business process efficiency and employee 

performance 
 
The literature shows a significant impact of business 
process efficiency on employee performance and 
proficiency (Certo, 2001; Hammer and Champy, 1993; 
Luthans, 1997; Pangarkar and Kirkwood, 2008; Roy, 
2005).  

Business processes are the reason for the existence of 
any business; they encompass what it produces and 
delivers. It is absolutely necessary for every organization 
to identify key business processes and excel at them to 
achieve strategic goals and long-term viability (Pangarkar 
and Kirkwood, 2008). The efficiency of business 
processes has a significant, positive impact on quality 
and productivity (Hammer and Champy, 1993).  

Bureaucratic business processes, which involve a lack 
of empowerment, an autocratic style, centralized 
decision-making, no performance feedback, excessive 
approvals/signoffs and delaying tactics, are a source of 
stress on organizations that impedes the performance 
level of employees (Luthans, 1997). 

Today, businesses tend to build a supportive 
organizational climate with more autonomy and flexibility, 
mainly based on performance instead of on rules, to 
improve employee performance. Organizations that still 
employ a bureaucratic management style and rigid 
structure face job stress, which negatively impacts 
employee performance (Certo, 2001). 
 

 

PROPOSED MODEL AND HYPOTHESIS 

Proposed model 

 
The following conceptual model is proposed on the basis 
of the literature review and theoretical background 
(Figure 1).  

McCormack (1999) developed the original model of 
business process orientation to examine its impact on 
performance through interdepartmental connectedness 
and conflict. The research team introduced the important 
consequences of business process orientation, such as 
business process efficiency and business process 
innovation, to develop and test the modified form of the 



   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual model and path diagram. 
 

 

business process orientation model. impact on employee performance. 
 

 

Hypotheses 
 

The following hypotheses have been developed from the 

literature review: 
 

H1: Business process orientation has a significant 

positive impact on business process efficiency.  
H2: Business process orientation has a significant 
positive impact on business process innovation.  
H3: Business process efficiency has a significant positive 
impact on employee performance.  
H4: Business process innovation has a significant positive 
impact on organizational performance.  
H5: Business process orientation has a significant 
positive impact on organizational performance. 

H6: Business process orientation has a significant positive 

 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
This study is descriptive in nature and is conducted to test the 

hypotheses based on the business process orientation model. 

 

Instrument and Measures 
 
The research team used a survey questionnaire based on scale 
items that were developed, validated and tested in past studies. 
The research team conducted informal interviews with a panel of 
experts and bank employees to incorporate expert opinion into the 
development of the questionnaire. Accordingly, a few changes were 
incorporated into the item wording and the selection of items to 
make the concepts expressed in the questionnaire clear and 
comprehensible to the respondents.  

The survey questionnaire consisted of six parts. First, it 

measured the demographics of the respondents. Second, it 

measured the business process orientation. To measure the 



 
 
 

 
Table 1. Demographic and organizational profile of respondents.  

 
 Variable Category Frequency Percentage 

 Gender Male 218 69.2 

  Female 97 30.8 

 Age (years) 25 or below 109 34.6 

  26 - 35 109 40.6 

  36 - 45 39 12.4 

  46 or above 39 12.4 

 Education Undergraduate 4 1.3 

  Graduate 79 25.1 

  Masters 198 62.9 

  M.Phil 26 8.3 

  PhD 5 1.6 

  Other 3 1.0 

 Job experience (years) 1 - 5 187 59.4 

  6 - 10 55 17.5 

  11 - 15 31 9.8 

  16 or above 42 13.3 

 Position/Designation Executive 24 7.6 

  Officer 291 92.4 
 

Source: Field data. 
 

 
business process orientation, the research team adapted the 15-
item scale developed and tested by McCormack (1999). Three 
dimensions of business process orientation: the process view, 
process jobs and process management and measurement systems 
were measured using five items, three items and seven items, 
respectively. Third, it measured business process innovation using 
a 3-item scale developed by Das and Joshi (2007). Fourth, it 
measured business process efficiency using a 21-item scale that 
was also used and validated by Zaheer et al. (2008) . Seven 
dimensions of business process efficiency: paperwork, people, 
duplication, approvals, time, cost and IT usage were measured in 
separate parts. The first part consisted of three items and measured 
‘paperwork’. The second part, consisting of two items, measured 
‘people’. The third part, consisting three items, measured 
‘duplication’. The fourth part consisted of three items and measured 
‘approvals’. The fifth part, consisting of four items, measured ‘time’. 
The sixth part, consisting of three items, measured ‘cost’. The last 
part, consisting of three items, measured IT usage. Fifth, it 
measured employee performance using a 9-item scale used by 
Jaworski and Kohli (1993). Two separate parts, consisting of three 
items and six items, respectively, measured the two dimensions of 
employee performance, organizational commitment and esprit de 
corps. Finally, it then measures organizational performance using a 
9-item scale. This scale consisted of three parts. The first part, with 
three items, measured ‘competitiveness’. The second part, with four 
items, measured ‘innovation’. The last part, with three items, 
measured ‘learning and growth’. The research team coded the 
items of each construct either positively or negatively to create a 
consistent framework. 

The researcher used visual partial least squares (VPLS) software  
1.02 to compute the composite reliability and average variance 

extracted. The statistics either met or were very close to the 

prescribed criteria. 

 
 

 
Sample 
 
Based on the recent developments and reengineering of business 
processes, the research team selected private sector domestic 
banks as the population of this study. Out of 26 private sector banks 
in Pakistan, the research team chose 5 banks to approach, 
including 2 privatized banks and 3 private banks as categorized by 
the State Bank of Pakistan (2007) to distribute 1,868 questionnaires 
among their employees all over Pakistan using the stratified random 
sampling method. With a response rate of 17%, the research team 
received 315 valid responses, which became the sample size of this 
study. A sample of 315 met the minimum sample size criteria of 100 
for a factor analysis, 10 times the number of the variable of study 
for a regression analysis and 10 times the number of items in the 
construct for partial least squares analysis (Gefen et al., 2000; Hair 
et al., 1992; Roscoe, 1975 ). 
 
 
Procedure 
 
The research team used Structural Equation Modeling to test the 
hypothesized relationship between the variables in the business 
process orientation model. Based on past research (Sajjad, 2008; 
Gefen et al., 2000), this study used the partial least squares (PLS) 
method to test the model. PLS is a second-generation SEM method 
used to test the model in a single run (Gefen et al., 2000). 

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
 
Table 1 reveals the demographic profile of the 

respondents. 



      
 

 Table 2. Reliability statistics of scales.     
 

      
 

 
Constructs/Variables 

Number of Cronbach's alpha Guttman split-half  
 

 
items coefficient coefficient 

 
 

   
 

 Business process orientation     
 

 Process view 5 0.74 0.67  
 

 Process jobs 3 0.64 0.58  
 

 Process management and measurement systems 7 0.81 0.78  
 

 Process Innovation 3 0.73 0.60  
 

 Business process efficiency     
 

 Paperwork 3 0.76 0.67  
 

 People 2 0.62 0.62  
 

 Duplication 3 0.77 0.68  
 

 Approvals 3 0.76 0.70  
 

 Time 3 0.74 0.65  
 

 Cost 3 0.75 0.66  
 

 Information systems 3 0.82 0.72  
 

 Employee performance     
 

 Organizational commitment 3 0.81 0.68  
 

 Esprit de Corps 6 0.69 0.67  
 

 Organizational performance     
 

 Competitiveness 3 0.77 0.71  
 

 Innovation 4 0.90 0.90  
 

 Learning and Growth 3 0.81 0.70  
 

 
Source: Field data. 

 
 

 

Reliability and validity 

 

The research team computed Cronbach’s alpha and 
Guttman split-half coefficients to assess the reliability of 
the scale (Decoster, 2005) as shown in Table 2.  

The values for both the coefficients were above or near 
to the minimum acceptable value of 0.6 in all cases, 
which confirms the reliability of the scale.  

The research team extracted the dimensions of 
variables from past studies and finalized the instrument 
by incorporating expert opinion to ensure the face and 
content validity of the scale (Kumar, 2007). To confirm 
construct validity, the researcher compared the results 
with those of past literature. Furthermore, the research 
team used factor analysis to confirm the unifactorial 
variables.  

The research team examined the symmetry of the 
sample distribution by computing skewness and kurtosis 
statistics. All of the values lie well within the 
recommended range of prescribed limits of ±2, thus 
ensuring the normality of the data. Table 3 presents the 
univariate statistics for the shape of the distribution. 

To check the assumptions regarding factor analysis, 

the research team analyzed the inter-variable correlation 

pattern. All variables were reasonably correlated that is 

 
 
 

 

greater than 0.3 and less than 0.8 (Field, 2005). 
Furthermore, the research team analyzed the data for 
multicollinearity and singularity. The reasonable value of 
the determinants of the correlation matrices, which were 
greater than 0.00001 for the different variables, confirmed 
that the data did not suffer from multicollinearity or 
singularity (Field, 2005).  

To further analyze the preconditions of factor analysis, 
the research team computed measures of sampling 
adequacy (MSA), performed the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) test and completed Bartlett's Test of Sphericity. 
The measure of sampling adequacy was greater than 0.5 
for individual variables and for the set of variables. The 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure was greater than 0.5 for all 
variables. The value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 
significant (less than 0.05) for all variables. All these 
values ranged within the recommended limits (Hutcheson 
and Sofroniou, 1999; Kaiser, 1974; Field, 2005).  

After checking the assumptions of the factor analysis, 
the research team conducted principal component factor 
analysis to obtain a factor solution. An iterative process 
method was used that involved repeating the factor 
analysis process to achieve the best factor solution. As a 
result, a total of 36 items were extracted out of 57 items. 

In order to confirm convergent and discriminate validity, 



   

 Table 3. Univariate statistic for shape of distribution.   
      

   Constructs/Variables Skewness Kurtosis 

   Business Process Orientation   

   Process View -0.474 -0.058 

   Process Jobs -0.557 0.267 

   Process Management and Measurement Systems -0.512 0.082 

   Process Innovation -0.623 -0.121 

   Business Process Efficiency   
   Paperwork -0.124 -0.662 

   People -0.261 -0.772 

   Duplication 0.014 -0.743 

   Approvals -0.310 -0.584 

   Time -0.009 -0.665 

   Cost -0.208 -0.604 

   Information Systems -0.738 0.031 

   Employee Performance   
   Organizational Commitment -0.477 -0.355 

   Esprit de Corps -0.413 -0.701 

   Organizational Performance   
   Competitiveness -0.591 -0.076 

   Innovation -0.599 -0.396 

   Learning and Growth -0.395 -0.542 
 

Source: Field data. 
 
 
 
 

the research team computed composite reliability and 
average variance extracted (AVE) for the revised 
variables by using visual partial least square (VPLS) 
version 1.04. All of the revised variables exhibited either 
greater than minimum or nearly equal to minimum 
acceptable composite reliability of 0.6 and AVE of 0.4, 
which confirmed the convergent reliability of the variables 
(Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2000. The pattern of the 
factor loading of each item as compared to the cross-
loadings of other variables’ items and the comparison 
between the square root of the AVE and inter- variable 
correlations, ensured the discriminate validity of the 
variables (Vlachos et al., 2008; Bhattacherjee and 
Sanford, 2006; Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). 
 

 

Descriptive analysis 
 
Figure 2 presents the mean values of the variables. The 
mean value of all the variables is greater than 3.5 except 
for business process efficiency, which has the lowest 
mean of 2.82. The higher mean value of BPO, BPI, OP 
and EP indicates the better implementation of the 
business process orientation concept by the banks, which 
yields innovation and better performance. The lower 
value of BPE signifies that the banks still need to improve 
on its efficiency of business processes. 

 
 
 
 
 
TESTING THE MODEL OF EMPLOYEE AND 

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 

 

The research team used both linear regression and the 
PLS methods to test the business process orientation 
model. The research team checked the assumptions of 
normal distribution, the linear relationship of the variables 
and the homogeneity of variances. The main objective of 
the study was to test the proposed model of employee 
and organizational performance. Both the linear 
regression and the PLS techniques were used to test the 
model, as explained in the subsequent sections. 
 

 

Linear regression method 

 

The research team used the linear regression method to 
test the hypothesized relationships between the 
constructs of the model. This approach is consistent with 
past research (Sajjad, 2008; Lee et al., 2003; Nilson, 
2005; Morris et al., 2005) . The following assumptions of 
the linear regression were checked using both descriptive 
statistics and graphical methods so that the results of re-
gression can be confidently interpreted. 1) Normal 
distribution of errors. 2) Linear relationship of variables. 3) 
Homogeneity of variance (Homoskasidicity)



  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 2. Graphical representation of mean values of variables. 
 

 

Since the sample data were cross-sectional, the 
assumption of independence was not checked. In cross-
sectional data, the assumption of independence is 
irrelevant because the data are not collected in any 
meaningful sequence (Carver and Nash, 2000). 
 

 

Model testing 

 

The research team used both the regression method and 
the partial least squares (PLS) method to test the 
proposed model consistent with past studies (Abdi, 2007; 
Sajjad, 2008; Srite, 2006; Bhattacherjee and Sanford, 
2006).  

With the regression method, the research team used 

the coefficient of determination (R
2
) and standardized 

regression coefficients ( ) to measure the strength of the 
relationship between the variables (McCormack, 1999, 
2001). Figure 3 reveals the strength and direction of the 
relationship in the business process orientation model.  

The relationship between the different constructs of the 
proposed model is significant (p < 0.01) and positive.  

Furthermore, the research team used the bootstrapping 

 
 

 

technique of PLS to confirm the relationship between the 
variables (Abdi, 2007; Gefen et al., 2000; Calantone et 
al., 2006; Sajjad, 2008).  

Table 4 reveals the bootstrap PLS results for structural 
model using visual partial least squares (VPLS) version 
1.04.  

The results are consistent with the output of the linear 
regression method, as there is a significant relationship (p 
< 0.05) between all of the variables, as proposed in the 
model. Based on the results of both the linear regression 

method and the PLS method, all of the hypotheses (H1-

H7) are accepted. 
 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 
The statistically significant and positive relationship 
between business process orientation and organizational 
performance are consistent with past research 
(McCormack, 1999; Skrinjar et al., 2008) . The strength of 

this relationship is weaker (R
2
 = 0.074, = 0.272) than that 

indicated by the values of similar parameters (R
2
 = 0.135, 

= 0.279) computed by McCormack (1999) and 



  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Testing the business process orientation model. 

 

 
Table 4. Bootstrap-structural model.  

 
  Entire sample estimate Mean of sub-sample SE t-statistic 

 BPO-BPE 0.19 0.1951 0.0557 3.377 

 BPO-BPI 0.48 0.4801 0.0425 11.2041 

 BPO-OP 0.30 0.3059 0.0489 6.1548 

 BPO-EP 0.50 0.5052 0.0382 13.0753 

 BPE-EP 0.10 0.1045 0.0651 1.5059 

 BPI-OP 0.36 0.3594 0.0585 6.1572 
 

Source: Field data. 
 
 

 

Skrinjar et al. (2008). This study also indicates a statisti-
cally significant and positive relationship between 

business process orientation and employee performance, 

consistent with past studies (McCormack, 1999, 2001a). 

The strength of this relationship is weaker (R
2
 = 0.118, = 

 
 
 
 

0.343), compared to the results indicated by (R
2
 = 0.135, 

= 0.5) McCormack (1999) and McCormack (2001a) 
studies. The findings reveal an emphasis on process 

orientation in business as intended to improve employee 

and organizational performance in the banking sector of 



 
 
 

 

Pakistan. 
This study reveals a significant and positive relationship 

between business process orientation and business 
process efficiency, as is consistent with theoretical 
studies (Skrinjar et al., 2008; Tenner and Detoro, 2000; 
Zaheer et al., 2008a; Hammer and Champy, 1993; 
Harrington, 1991; Harrison and Pratt, 1993; Cook, 1996; 
Sethi and King, 2003).  

Business process orientation is also a good predictor of 
business process innovation, as revealed by the 
significant and positive relationship indicated. This is 
consistent with past theories (Davenport, 1993; 
McCormack and Johnson, 2001; Harrington, 1991; Singh 
et al., 2008). 

This study reveals a significant and positive relationship 
between business process efficiency and employee 
performance, consistent with past theoretical studies 
(Certo, 2001; Hammer and Champy, 1993; Luthans, 
1997; Pangarkar and Kirkwood, 2008; Roy, 2005). The 
significant positive relationship between business process 
innovation and organizational performance also supports 
the results of past theoretical research (Deshpande et al., 
1993; Lin and Chen, 2007; Han et al., 1998; Davenport, 
1993; Pinho, 2008; Carmon and Jose, 2008; Pitt and 
Tucker, 2008).  

In summary, this study supports the conceptual model 
of business process orientation as intended to improve 
employee and organizational performance based on field 
data and statistical results. Business process orientation 
helps to improve performance directly and indirectly. 
Process- oriented businesses tend to perform well 
because of enhanced efficiency and support for 
innovation. 
 

 
REFERENCES 
 
Abdi H (2007). Partial least square regression (PLS regression). In N.J. 

Salkind (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Measurement and Statistics. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications pp. 740-744. 

Al-Rawi K (2008). Cohesiveness within teamwork: The relationship to 
performance effectiveness-case study. Educ. Bus. Soc. Contemp. 
Mid. East. Iss. 1(2): 92-106. 

Arveson P (1999). Designing metrics for Government agency 
performance. Balanced Scorecard Institute. [Online]. Available: 
www.balancedscorecard.org/metrics/triage.html. (Accessed 10 May 
2007).  

Baptiste NR (2008). Tightening the link between employee well being at 
work and performance: A new dimension for HRM. Manage. Dec.. 
[Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com). (Accessed 26 
December 2008) 46(2): 284-309.  

Bhattacherjee A, Sanford C (2006). Influence processes for information 
technology acceptance: an elaboration likelihood model. MIS Q. 
30(4): 805-825. 

Calantone RJ, Griffith DA, Yalcinkaya G (2006). An empirical 
examination of a technology adoption model for the context of china. 
J. Int. Markt. 14(4): 1-127. 

Carmen C, Jose GM (2008). The role of technological and 
organizational innovation in the relation between market orientation 
and performance in cultural organizations. Europ. J. Inn. Manage. 
11(3): 413-434.  

Carver RH, Nash JG (2000). Doing data analysis with SPSS 10.0.  
Canada: Duxbury Resource Center. 

  
  

 
 

 
Certo SC (1997). Modern management (2nd ed.). New Jersey: Prentice 

Hall. 
Cook  S  (1996).  Process  improvement:  A  handbook for managers. 

Hampshire, England: Gower Publishing.  
Das SR, Joshi MP (2007). Process innovativeness in technology 

services organizations: Role of differentiation strategy, operational 
autonomy and risk taking propensity. J. Oper. Manage. 25(3): 643- 
660. [online]. Available: www.sciencedirect.com. (Accessed 18 
August 2007).  

Davenport TH (1993a). Process innovation: reengineering work through 
information technology. Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business 
School Press. 

Davenport TH (1993b). Need radical innovation and continuous 
improvement? Integrate process reengineering and TQM. Plann. 
Rev. 21(3): 6-12. 

DeCoster J (2005). Scale construction notes. [online]. Available:  
www.stat-help.com/notes.html. (Accessed 10 September 2008).  

Deshpande R, Farley J, Webster F (1993). Corporate culture, customer 
orientation, and innovativeness. J. Mark. 57(1): 23-37. [online]. 
Available: www.jstor.org. (Accessed 04 April 2008). 

Diamantopoulos AD, Siguaw JA (2000). Introducing LISREL. London:  
Sage Publications.  

Dibben P, James P (2007). Introduction: Is ‘modern’ necessarily better? 
In Dibben, P., James, P., Roper, I. and Wood, G. (Eds.), Modernising 
Work in Public Services: Redefining Roles and Relationships in 
Britain’s Changing Workplace (pp. 1-2). Basingstoke: Palgrave 
Macmillan.  

Dyer L, Reeves T (1994). Human resource strategies and firm 
performance: What do we know, where do we need to go? Working 
Paper # 94-29, Centre for Advanced Human Resource Studies, 
Cornell University, USA. [online]. Available: 
www.ilr.cornell.edu/CAHRS. (Accessed 27 December 2008). 

Field AP (2005). Discovering statistics using SPSS  (2nd ed.). London:  
Sage Publications. 

Fields J  (2007).  Conducting a business  process  analysis. [online]. 
Available:  
http://www.achievingthedream.org/_pdfs/_strategyinstitute07/BPA_pr 
esentation[1].pdf. (Accessed 10 August 2007). 

Fitzgerald B, Murphy C (1996). Business process reengineering, the 
creation and implementation of methodology. [online]. Available: 
www.csis.ul.ie/staff/bf/infobpr3.pdf. (Accessed 22 August 2007). 

Furey TR (1993). A six-step guide to process reengineering. Plann.  
Rev. 21(2): 20-23. 

Garvin  DA  (1995).  Leveraging  processes  for  strategic  advantage. 
Harvard Bus. Rev. 73(5): 77-90.  

Gefen  D, Straub  DW,  Boudreau  MC (2000). Structural  equation 
modeling and regression: Guidelines for research practice. [Online]. 
Available:  
www.cis.gsu.edu/~dstraub/Papers/Resume/Gefenetal2000.pdf. 
(Accessed 25 January 2007). 

Ginn D, Barlog R (1994). Reducing complexity and working with 
bottlenecks improves an oil refinery’s engineering performance. Nat. 
Prod. Rev.13(1): 63-77. 

Hair JF, Anderson RE, Tatham RL, Black WC (1992). Multivariate data 
analysis (3rd ed). New York: Macmillan Publishing Company. 

Hammer M (1990). Reengineering work: Don’t automate, obliterate. 
Harvard Bus. Rev. 68(4): 104-112.  

Hammer  M,  Champy  J.  (1993).  Reengineering  the  corporation:  A 
manifesto for business revolution. New York: Harper Business. 

Han JK, Kim N, Srivastava RK (1998). Market orientation and 
organizational performance: Is innovation a missing link? J. Markt. 
62(4): 30-45. [Online]. Available: www.jstor.org. (Accessed 29 
October 2007).  

Harrington HJ (1991). Business process improvement: The 
breakthrough strategy for total quality, productivity and 
competitiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Harrison DB, Pratt MD (1993). A methodology for reengineering 
businesses. Plann. Rev. 21(2): 6-11.  

Herciu M, Ogrean C (2008). Interrelations between competitiveness and 
responsibility at macro and micro level. Manage. Dec. 46(8): 1230-
1246. [Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 

December 2008). 



 
 
 

 
Houldsworth E, Machin S (2008). Leadership team performance 

management: the case of BELRON. Team Perform. Manage. 14(3/4): 
118-133. [Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 
December 2008).  

Hutcheson G, Sofroniou N (1999). The multivariate social scientist: 
Introductory statistics using generalized linear models. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Jaworski BJ, Kohli AK (1993). Market orientation: Antecedents and 
consequences. J. Markt. 57(3): 53-70. [Online]. Available: 

www.jstor.org. (Accessed 23 July 2007).  
Jimenez DJ, Valle RS, Espallardo MH (2008). Fostering innovation: the 

role of market orientation and organizational learning. Europ. J. Inn.  
Manage. 11(3): 389-412. [Online]. Available:  
www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 December 2008). 

Kaiser HF (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psycmtr. 39(1): 31-36. 
Kaplan RS, Norton DP (1996). Translating strategy into action: the  

balanced scorecard. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.  
Keen PGW (1991). Redesigning the organization through information 

technology. Strat. Leader. 19(3): 4-9.  
Kumar R (2005). Research methodology: A step-by-step guide for 

beginners (2nd ed). New Delhi: Sage Publications. 
Lancaster G, Velden HVD (2004). The influence of employee 

characteristics on employee orientation. Int. J. Bank Markt. 22(5): 
343-365. [Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 
December 2008). 

 
Lee JS, Cho H, Gay G, Davidson B, Ingraffea A (2003). Technology 

acceptance and social networking in distance learning. Educat.  
Technol. Soc. 6 (2): 50-61. [Online]. Available: 
www.ifets.info/journals/6_2/6.html. (Accessed 11 May 2008). 
Lin CH, Peng CH, Kao DT (2008). The innovativeness effect of market 

orientation and learning orientation on business performance. Int. J. 
Manpow. 29(8): 752-772. [Online]. Available: 
www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 December 2008).  

Lin CYY, Chen MYC (2007). Does innovation lead to performance? An 
empirical study of SMEs in Taiwan. Manage. Res. News. 30(2): 115-  

132. [Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 01 
October 2007). 

Lockamy A, McCormack K (2004). The development of a supply chain 
management process maturity model using the concepts of business 
process orientation. Supp. Ch. Manage.: Int. J. 9(4): 272-278. 

Lopez SP, Peon JMM, Ordas CJV (2005). Organizational learning as a 
determining factor in business performance. Learn. Org. 12(3): 227-  
245. [Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 10 
September 2008).  

Luthans F (1997). Occupational Stress. In L. Richardson, D. Alpert, and 
P. Rehberger (Eds.), Organizational behavior. Singapore: McGraw-
Hill. pp. 298-307 

Mackay D, Bititci U, Maguire C, Ates A (2008). Delivering sustained 
performance through a structured business process approach to 
management. Measur. Bus. Excell. 12(4): 22-37. [Online]. Available: 
www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 December 2008).  

Markus ML, Benjamin RI (1997). The magic bullet theory in IT-enabled 
transformation. Sloan Manage. Rev. 38(2): 55-68.  

Martinette LA, Johnson WC, Obenchain AM (2003). Market orientation 
and business process orientation: How they relate to perceived 
customer value and perceived shareholder value, June 18-21. 
Proceedings of Hawaii international conference on business-The third 
annual conference, Hawaii, USA. [Online]. Available: 
www.hicbusiness.org/biz2003proceedings/Louis%20A.%20Martinette 
.pdf. (Accessed 23 July 2007).  

Matin HZ, Jandaghi G, Khanifar H, Heydari F. (2009). Designing a 
competent organizational culture model for customer oriented 
companies. African J. Bus. Manage. 3(7): 281-293. [Online]. 
Available: www.academic journals.org (Accessed 23 September 
2009)  

McCormack K (1999). The development of a measure of business 
process orientation and the relationship to organizational 
performance. BPR online learning centre. [Online]. Available: 
www.prosci.com/mccormack.htm. (Accessed 11 May 2007).  

McCormack K (2001a). Business process orientation: Do you have it? 
Qual. Progr. 34(1): 51-58. [Online]. Available: 
www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 04 September 2007). 

 
 
 
 

 
McCormack K (2001b). Business process orientation, supply chain 

management, and the e-corporation. IIE Solut. 33(10): 33-35. 
[Online]. Available: www.findarticles.com. (Accessed 14 September 
2007).  

McCormack K, Johnson WC (2001). Business process orientation: 
gaining the e-business competitive advantage. Delray Beach, FL: St 
Lucie Press. 

McCormack K, Rauseo N (2005). Building an enterprise process view 
using cognitive mapping. Bus. Proc. Manage. J. 11(1): 63-74.  

[Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 December 
2008). 

Meyer J, Allen N (1991). A three-component conceptualization of 
organizational commitment. Human Resourc. Manage. Rev. 1(1): 61-
89. 

Monge PR, Cozzens MD, Contractor NS (1992). Communicational and 
motivational predictors of the dynamics of organizational innovation. 
Organiz.Sci. 3(2): 250-274. [Online]. Available: www.jstor.org. 
(Accessed 26 December 2008).  

Morris MG, Venkatesh V, Ackerman PL (2005). Gender and age 
differences in employee decisions about new technology: An 
extension to the theory of planned behavior. IEEE transact. Engineer. 
manage. 52(1): 69-84.  

Nenadal J (2008). Process performance measurement in manufacturing 
organizations. Int. J. Prod. Perform. Manage. 57(6): 460-467. 
[Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 
December 2008).  

Ogba IE (2008). Commitment in the workplace: The impact of income 
and age on employee commitment in Nigerian banking sector. 
Manage. Res. News. 31(11): 867-878. [Online]. Available: 
www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 December 2008).  

Pangarkar AM, Kirkwood T (2008). Strategic alignment: Linking your 
learning strategy to the balanced scorecard. Indus. Commer. Train. 
40(2): 95-101. [Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. 
(Accessed 26 December 2008). 

Pavlou PA, Gefen D (2004). Building effective online marketplaces with 
institution-based  trust.  Inform.  Sys.  Res.  15(1):  37-59.  [Online].  
Available: 
www.agsm.ucr.edu/faculty/papers/pavlou/isr_pavlou_gefen.pdf. 
(Accessed 05 October 2008).  

Pinho JC (2008). TQM and performance in small medium enterprises: 
The mediating effect of customer orientation and innovation. Int. J. 
Qual. Rel.Manage. 25(3): 256-275. [Online]. Available:  
www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 December 2008).  

Pitt M, Tucker M (2008). Performance measurement in facilities 
management: Driving innovation. Prop. Manage. 26(4): 241-254. 
[Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 
December 2008).  

Robbins SP, DeCenzo DA (2001). Fundamentals of Management (3rd 
ed). New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 

Robert L (1994). Process reengineering: the key to achieving 
breakthrough success. Milwaukee, Wisconsin: ASQC Quality Press.  

Roberts PW, Amit R (1995). The dynamics of innovative activity and 
competitive advantage: The case of Australian retail banking, 1981 to  
1995. Organiz. Sci. 14(2): 107-122. [Online]. Available:  
www.jstor.org. (Accessed 26 December 2008).  

Roscoe JT (1975). Fundamental research statistics for the behavioural 
sciences (2nd ed). New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston Inc.  

Roy T (2005). Business process re-engineering-An effective 
management tool. [Online]. Available: http://papers.ssrn.com. 
(Accessed 21 August 2007). 

Sajjad M (2008). Acceptance and use of information technology by 
senior executives. Doctoral dissertation, Foundation University, 
Islamabad, Pakistan. 

Schutta JT (2006). Business performance through lean six sigma: 
linking the knowledge worker, the twelve pillars, and Baldrige. 
Milwaukee, Wis.: ASQ Quality Press. 

Sethi V, King W (2003). Organizational transformation through business 
process reengineering (1st ed.). India: Pearson Education.  

Singh RK, Garg SK, Deshmukh SG (2008). Strategy development by 
SMEs for competitiveness: A review. Bench.: Int. J. 15(5): 525-547. 

[Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 
December 2008). 



 
 
 

 
Skrinjar R, Vulksic VB, Stemberger MI (2008). The impact of business 

process orientation on financial and non-financial performance. Bus. 
Proc. Manage. J. 14(5): 738-754. [Online]. Available: 
www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 22 September 2008).  
Srite M (2006). Culture as an explanation of technology acceptance 
differences: An empirical investigation of Chinese and U.S. users. 
Australian. J. Inform. Sys. 14(1): 05-26. [Online]. Available: 
http://dl.acs.org.au/index.php/ajis/article/view/4/2. (Accessed 11 May, 
2008).  

Stalk G, Hout TM (1990). Redesign your organization for time-based 
management. Plann. Rev. 18(1): 4-9. 

Sussan AP, Johnson WC (2003). Strategic capabilities of business 
process: Looking for competitive advantage. Compet. Rev. 13(2): 46-
52. 

Talwar R (1993). Businessr reengineering-a strategy-driven approach.  
Long Range Plann. 26(6): 22-40.  

Tenner AR, Detoro IJ (2000). Process redesign: The implementation 
guide for managers. New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 

Tesluk PE, Vance RJ, Mathieu JE (1999). Examining employee 
involvement in the context of participative work environments. Group 
Organiz. Manage. 24(3): 271-299. [Online]. Available: 
www.sagepub.com. (Accessed 27 December, 2008).  

Uusitalo K, Hakala H, Kautonen T (2008). Customer complaints as a 
source of customer-focused process improvement: A constructive 
case study. Int. J. Bus. Sci.App. Manage. 3(1): 1-13. Venkatraman N 
(1994). IT-enabled business transformation: From automation to 
business scope redefinition. Sloan Manage. Rev. 35(2): 73-87.  

Vlachos PA, Theotokis A, Pramatari K, Vrechopoulos A (2008). 
Consumer-retailer emotional attachment: Some antecedents and the 

moderating role of attachment anxiety. [Online]. Available: 
http://ssrn.com. (Accessed 30 August, 2008). 

  
  

 
 

 
Wang CL, Ahmed PK (2003). Structure and structural dimensions for 

knowledge-based organizations. Measur. Bus. Excell. 7(1): 51-62. 
[Online]. Available: www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 30 August 
2007).  

Zaheer A, Mushtaq K, Ishaq M (2008a). Reengineering the procurement 
process in a public sector organization: A case study. Int. Bulletin of 
Bus. Admin. 3: 30-43. 

Zaheer A, Rehman K, Ahmad A (2006). Organizational culture 
assessment of small and medium-sized enterprises. Lah. J. Econ. 
11(2): 155-167. 

Zaheer A, Rehman K, Saif MI (2008b). Development and testing of a 
business process efficiency scale. Europ. J. Soc. Sci. 7(2): 179-188.  

Zolfagharian M, Paswan A (2008). Do consumers discern innovations in 

service elements? J. Ser. Markt. 22(5): 338-352. [Online]. Available: 

www.emeraldinsight.com. (Accessed 26 December 2008). 


