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Abstract. An effective organization is agile in responding to environmental stimuli. Business 
Process Management (BPM) enhances the organization’s agility by enabling faster reassembly of 
business processes. To redeem this promise on an enterprise-scale, BPM requires an appropriate 
governance mechanism to facilitate coordination of people and ICT assets. In this paper, 
sociocracy is studied as a generic governance system to enhance organizational learning and enable 
dynamic organizational steering. An additional construct, Requisite Control Structure, is postulated 
and related to Requisite Organization. Enterprise-wide service-oriented BPM is explained in terms 
of this control structure and a suggestive circle organization for BPM governance is proposed. It is 
hypothesized that the proposed BPM governance structure will help the organization to find and 
reinforce its natural control structure and thereby develop its agility and organizational 
effectiveness. 
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Introduction 

An effective organization is agile in responding to environmental stimuli. Companies that fail to 
respond to their customers’  unique and changing needs are bound to lose to those that are able to 
reorganize themselves rapidly. Successful companies are not only optimizing their operational 
efficiency, but continuously adapting their internal organization to the external needs and flexible 
enough to redirect their very purpose, if necessary. 

 
Business Process Management (BPM) has been suggested as a new paradigm of enterprise 

computing to enhance the organization’s agility. Smith and Fingar [42] defined a business process as 
“ the complete and dynamically coordinated set of collaborative and transactional activities that deliver 
value to the customer” . In that view, the complete horizontal end-to-end business process executes as a 
coordinated network of concurrent, more elementary workflow-style processes, each with their own 
execution context. 

 
While the software industry has gone its own way and focused on transactional activities in 

orchestration-centric systems-to-systems technologies [10,18], the need to coordinate process activities 
between business process participants is inherent in all process management beyond the departmental 
level: the control over the process cannot be extended outside one’s own context. Effective BPM in the 
scale of end-to-end business processes requires inter-organizational coordination of people, information 
and communication technology (ICT) assets [15]. This makes (service) governance a challenging issue 
[27]. 

 
As perceived by interviewed BPM experts, lack of governance is a major issue in BPM [2]. A 

frequent issue is the ownership and control of processes across organizational units. However, no 
recommended procedure on how to address this has been discussed. Furthermore, BPM experts are 
expressing a major concern with the broken link between BPM efforts and organizational strategy [2]. 
BPM governance is needed to address coordination between organizational units and obliterate the gap 
between organizational strategy and BPM efforts. 

 
While corporate governance and IT governance have been substantially studied, current literature 

has little references to the specifics of BPM governance. The aim of this paper is to propose a new 
framework for BPM governance that is based on empirically tested and academically studied generic 



governance systems on the one hand, and demonstrated yet unstudied industry best practices of BPM 
governance on the other hand. 

 
To this end, this paper draws from the extant organizational research literature. Specifically, 

Requisite Organization [14] is introduced as an efficient form of social organization, and sociocracy 
[7,8] and its refinement holacracy [33] are studied as generic governance systems aimed at enhancing 
the organization’s learning and problem solving capacity and maintaining Requisite Organization 
through dynamic steering, respectively. 

 
An additional new construct of Requisite Control Structure (RCS) is postulated. It is maintained that 

each enterprise has four control mechanisms—contract, coordination, control, and model—that recur in 
a hierarchic, repeating pattern. This control structure is applied to BPM and its governance to suggest 
which architectural artifacts and organizational bodies are requisite at different decision-making levels 
of the enterprise. Further, a suggestive circle organization for BPM governance is proposed. 

Background 

Requisite Organization 

Senge [39] argues that the way hierarchical organizations are generally designed and managed creates 
fundamental learning disabilities that largely go undetected. Somewhat controversial to the mainstream 
idea that hierarchy, per se, impedes the transformation of organizations toward learning organization 
[23,29,39], Elliott Jaques [14] defends hierarchy as a natural and efficient form of social organization. 
Organizational dysfunctions can be traced to poor structure that prevents employees from working at 
their full potential. A properly structured Requisite Organization, in contrast, can release energy and 
creativity and improve morale. 
 

In a Requisite Organization [14], the hierarchy reflects the complexity of problem solving. The 
greater the complexity (level of work) in a role, the higher in the organization should the person in the 
role be. A simple measure of the level of work is the time span of discretion in a role—the longest task 
for which one is held accountable. The longer the time span of discretion, the higher the level of work. 

 
As simple and straightforward as this may sound, decades of research support the notion. It also 

bears intuitive relevance—the task delegated by a manager cannot span a longer time period than the 
task the manager himself is responsible for. Jaques [14] maintains that the role complexity increases in 
specific steps at time spans of 1 day, 3 months, 1 year, 2 years, 5 years, 10 years, 20 years and 50 years. 
These breakpoints stratify varying kinds of work into natural layers, or “strata” , in the hierarchy. 

 
A role falling into any given stratum should report to a role in the next stratum up. When roles are 

placed requisitely, an organization is likely to function effectively. When they are too close or too far, 
dysfunction is inevitable. Problems also arise when a person is in a role at a level higher or lower than 
his or her current capability or when there are too many or too few layers. 

 
Jaques maintains that there are four methods by means of which people process information [14]: 
 
Declarative Processing: disjunctive, declarative reasoning, in which the reasons are separate and no 

connection is made with any of the other reasons. 
 
Cumulative Processing: conjunctive reasoning, in which independent ideas are conjoined to make 

sense as a whole. 
 
Ser ial Processing: sequential reasoning, in which each reason sets the conditions that lead to the 

next reason. 
 
Parallel Processing: concurrent reasoning, in which a number of possibilities, each arrived at by 

means of serial processing, is examined. 
 
This quartet of mental processes is recursive in that it gets repeated at a more complex level in each 

higher order of information. According to [14], there are five orders of information complexity: 



 
Pre-Verbal (PV): This is the most concrete order of information expressed in pre-verbal infancy in 

the form of gestures and physical contact with objects. 
 
Concrete-Verbal (CV): This refers to thinking and language as it is found in children. Thoughts 

and words are immediately tied to physical pointing out of the things thought about and referred to—or 
to a thing that, although not physically present, has recently been seen somewhere and is assumed still 
to be there. 

 
Symbolic-Verbal (SV): This is the form of thought and language used by most adults. Thoughts and 

words no longer have to refer to specific tangible entities. They are used as true symbols and can be 
construed and worked with as though they themselves were the things. 

 
Conceptual-Abstract (CA): This is the form of thought and language required for successful work 

at senior corporate levels. Thoughts and words seem abstract in the sense that they refer to other 
thoughts and words rather than to things; that is to say, conceptual abstract thoughts and words pull 
ideas together; but they must be able to be related to tangible things at more than one remove. 

 
Universals (U): This form of thought and language is ordinarily thought of in terms of genius—

creating new types of society, new systems of ethics and morality, new values and cultures, sweeping 
new theories. 

 
The information complexity in requisite organizations up to four strata falls in Symbolic-Verbal. 

Higher strata are of Conceptual-Abstract complexity. Jaques [14] stratifies the role complexity as 
illustrated in Table 1. 

Table 1. Strata in a Requisite Organization.  

 
Stratum Roles Time Span of 

Role 
Information 
Complexity 

Mental 
Process 

VIII Super-corporation 
CEOs 

50+ years Conceptual-abstract Parallel 

VII CxOs of large 
corporations 

20–50 years Conceptual-abstract Serial 

VI Corporate EVPs 10–20 years Conceptual-abstract Cumulative 
V Business unit 

presidents 
5–10 years Conceptual-abstract Declarative 

IV General managers 2–5 years Symbolic-verbal Parallel 
III Managers of 

mutual recognition 
units; senior 
professionals 

1–2 years Symbolic-verbal Serial 

II First-line 
managerial work; 
specialist work 

3 months to 1 
year 

Symbolic-verbal Cumulative 

I First-line manual 
and clerical work 

1 day to 3 
months 

Symbolic-verbal Declarative 

Sociocracy – Super imposing Circle Organization on Hierarchy 

Like Senge [39], Endenburg [7,8] found that the learning ability of organizations tends to be severely 
hampered by their top-down structure. He developed an all-encompassing governance structure, 
sociocracy, that extends all levels of the organization and includes all its members. The governance 
structure is based on a circle organization, created by superimposing a hierarchy of circles on the 
existing administrative hierarchy [35]. A circle is a unit of people with a common work objective and it 
serves as a policy-making unit [37]. In circle meetings, it formulates and updates its objectives; 
performs the three functions of operating, measuring, and directing; and maintains the quality of its 
resources by means of integral education [37]. 

 



To take into account the perspectives of the higher-level circle and lower-level circles, each circle is 
always double-linked to the overlapping circle via at least two people who belong to and take part in 
the decision making of both circles [7,35]. One of these links is appointed from the higher-level circle 
and is the person with overall accountability for the lower-level circle’s results, and the other is a 
representative elected from within the lower-level circle. Double-linking is illustrated in Fig 1. 

 

 

Fig. 1. Double-linked circle organization [37]. 

Autocratic control based on a single perspective runs the risk of missing important perspectives and 
information relevant to decision-making [33]. The best solution to important problems comes out of the 
collective wisdom of those closest to the problem, regardless of their formal position or group 
membership [35]. Endenburg [7] adapted the consensus principle of full agreement towards consent: 
the absence of any argued objection. Whereas consensus is arrived at when all say yes, consent is when 
no one says no. Such decision-making focuses effectively on what is best for the whole, rather than 
contributing to a tug-of-war between individuals and their personal wants. Decisions emerge rather 
than are being made. [33] 

 
Consent principle is also employed in sociocratic elections, in which people are chosen for functions 

and responsibilities [7]. Instead of a simple democratic majority vote, the ballots are discussed in public 
(who voted whom and why), people may change their votes, and the facilitator proposes a nominee 
who undergoes a consent round. The election is complete, when no objections surface. 

 
The sociocratic model has been successfully applied in various organizations up to 1300 people. 

These organizations have reported productivity increases of 30 to 40 percent and have manifested job 
satisfaction among both workers and managers [31]. A case in point is Endenburg Electrotechniek, a 
technical contracting company, in which Endenburg’s model of sociocracy has been practiced and 
developed since the late 1960’s. The case study of the company [31] recounts how it changed from 
traditional autocratic or democratic methods to sociocratic procedures and how this transition has 
deeply affected each member of the organization. 

Holacracy – Governing a Requisite Organization 

Robertson [33,34] combines the ideas of sociocracy with the notion of holarchies [16,42], to arrive at 
what he calls “holacracy” . The term “holon” refers to any entity that is at the same time “a whole unto 
itself, and a part of other whole(s)”  [16]. A holarchy, then, is a nested hierarchy of holons, in which 
each higher-level transcends and includes its lower-level holons [33]. Within a holarchy, both 
hierarchical and heterarchical control structures can be in place [30]: higher level holons set goals for 
lower level holons and coordinate overall control; the lower level holons are granted autonomic 
control. 
 
Presley and Liles [30] confirm that the concepts of holons and holarchies can be applied to social 
structures such as enterprises. Several aspects of holons make them attractive to represent the activities 



and resources of an enterprise: “The strength of a holarchy lies in its ability to construct highly 
complex, resource efficient systems which are highly resilient to internal and external disturbances and 
are adaptable to changes in the environment.”  

 
Holacracy means governance by the organizational entity itself as a whole. Robertson [33] maintains 

that holacracy enables the natural consciousness of an organization to emerge and govern itself: at any 
given point, “an organization has naturally ideal or ‘ requisite’  structures that ‘want’  to emerge” . 
Essentially, holacracy steers towards and maintains Requisite Organization [33]. 

 
An organizational dysfunction occurs whenever any part of the organization lacks “ requisite 

control”  to ensure its own effective operation. Because of the organizational interdependencies, a local 
dysfunction is outside the “ limits of tolerance”  of the whole organization. The primary goal of 
holacracy is to prevent organizational dysfunction. Whenever a loss of requisite control is sensed, the 
control is restored through agile steering measures. In this dynamic steering, all decisions are made 
quickly based on present understanding. Quicker decision-making allows more decisions to be made. 
Less time is spent on decision-making, not more [34]. Quality can be continually improved as more can 
be learned from experience. 

Enterpr ise As a System: Organization and Structure 

According to Maturana and Varela [20], a system consists of an organization and a structure (see Fig. 
2). The organization defines a system’s identity in terms of inter-component relationships, whereas the 
structure realizes the category specified by the organization. An enterprise can also be viewed as a 
system, consisting of an organization and a structure: the relationships between agents as well as the 
specific realizations of these agents. Harrison-Broninski [13] embraces the principle of autonomy [41] 
that a system continuously produces a set of interactions among its components, rather than the 
components themselves: “ it is the maintenance of discrete internal processes that defines the system, 
not the creation of its physical components”  [13]. 

 

 

Fig. 2. Systemic organization and structure. 

Business Process Management Addresses Both Organization and Structure 

Business Process Management (BPM) is essentially about discovering the relationships between 
business process participants, analyzing and redesigning them, defining performance metrics for each 
participant, and monitoring and optimizing their performance. While BPM, in general, refers to any 
commitment to express, understand, represent, and manage business in terms of business processes, the 
acronym BPM has recently been associated with technologies to automate business processes. The 
latter view is based on the tenet that business processes can be expressed as explicit process models, 
described in a standard process description language. These software assets can be designed, executed 
and monitored in a Business Process Management System (BPMS) [40]. The relationship between 
business processes and Web services has been studied, in particular. Leymann, Roller and Schmidt [19] 
show that Web services can be used as implementations of activities within a business process, and that 
business processes in turn can be externalized as Web services. 
 

It has long been realized that intra-enterprise process management and inter-enterprise process 
management are significantly different [3]. Process participants from different enterprises are unlikely 



to use a centralized process management, because they are often separated by firewalls, have self-
interests, and do not wish to share all their process data. Smith and Fingar [40] call for collaboration 
and process coordination not only between enterprises but also between business system domains 
within an enterprise. In their “ third wave”  sense of BPM, a business process executes as a network of 
concurrent threads of execution rather than a chain of activities and it has no centralized control. This 
notion of BPM embraces both systemic organization and structure of the enterprise: the coordination 
between structures as well as control within these structures [17]. 

 
Coordination in BPM is specified by choreography. A choreography is a declarative formal 

description of the public process between multiple business process participants, specifying their roles 
and observable message exchange. In terms of service-oriented computing, a choreography is a 
collaboration between some enterprise service providers and their users to achieve a certain goal [6]. It 
only describes tasks that involve communication between the parties involved, not the tasks that service 
providers perform internally.  

 
Control in BPM is implemented by orchestration. An orchestration is an imperative formal 

description of the private process of a business process participant, specifying the sequence and 
conditions in which its respective executable process invokes services and interacts with other 
processes in order to achieve its design objectives. In terms of service-oriented-computing, an 
orchestration is the behavior that a service provider performs internally to realize a service that it 
provides [6]. It always represents control from one party’s perspective [28]. As the enterprise changes 
the choreography governing the public process, it needs to reflect these changes in the party-specific 
orchestrations, accordingly. In addition, each private process can be optimized independently of others 
as long as the interface behavior of the process coincides with the choreography.  Changes to processes 
at this level are more frequent than the changes to contract, but their impact is only local and not as far-
reaching. 

BPM Governance Models 

The key to successful enterprise-scale BPM implementation is to provide a robust framework for 
governing how processes will be implemented and deployed [32]. This governance implementation 
needs to be supported by a hierarchical organizational reporting structure [28]. A number of best 
practice models for such governance structures have been proposed [e.g. 21,22,28,32]. These models 
typically postulate a Steering Committee, or equivalent, providing executive sponsorship and a  Center 
of Excellence that establishes and enforces governance rules. A project management level [21,28], and 
sometimes program management level [28], is also supposed. Melenovsky of Gartner [21] 
distinguishes process ownership as a separate faculty. Some models [21,22] give IT Department a 
distinct role. 

The responsibilities of Steering Committee and Center of Excellence according to different sources 
are listed in Table 2. 

Table 2. Responsibilities of Steer ing Committee and Center  of Excellence.  

 Steer ing Committee Center  of Excellence  
[22] ·  Gain executive sponsorship 

·  Develop multi-year road-map 
·  Develop organizational framework for 

change 
·  Agree governance 
·  Measure and contrast 
·  Ensure business commitment 
·  Develop change program capabilities 
·  Oversee individual change programs 
·  Review, re-plan 
 

·  Evaluate and select methodologies and 
tools 

·  Agree language 
·  Understand business big picture 
·  Develop corporate process architecture 
·  Appoint global and local process owners 
·  Global vs. local guidelines 
·  Train and develop specialists 
·  Rationalize metrics 
·  Support individual change projects 

[28] ·  Articulates the business strategy, goal 
and vision for the enterprise 

·  Learns the business strategies and visions 
from the sponsorship members 

·  Obtains directives from and reports to the 
steering committee 

·  Creates enterprise IT architecture and SOA 



 Steer ing Committee Center  of Excellence  
principles 

·  Prioritizes which application architecture 
needs to be created 

·  Ensures that the IT priorities are aligned 
with the business needs 

·  Documents the architecture standards 
·  Documents the compliance requirements 

to regulatory acts 
·  Documents the enterprise architecture 

constraints 
·  Oversees the overall compliance to the 

architecture standards, guidelines, 
principles, and constraints 

 
[32] ·  Empowered to enforce agreed upon 

governance rules 
·  Budget authority for process initiatives 
·  Provides high-level visibility for the 

process initiative 
·  Intervenes in cross-departmental disputes 
 

·  Prioritize and implement processes 
·  Maintain the process library 
·  Establish process best practices 
·  Evaluate process performance 

[21]  ·  Coach and facilitate 
·  Provide best practices 
·  Deliver process training and education 
·  Help with business case creation 
·  Maintain a business rules and process 

architecture 
 

[43]  ·  Architecture and design 
·  Creation and governance of standards 
·  Consulting and training 
·  Customer advocacy and vendor 

management 
·  Technology leadership 
·  Project on-boarding 
·  Enforcing best practices 
·  Providing operational support 
 

Requisite Control Structure 

Control Mechanisms at Different Decision-Making Levels 

Decisions in an enterprise can be analyzed on separate levels, or time horizons. Typically, at least three 
levels are identified: strategic (long-term), tactical (medium-term) and operational (short-term) (e.g. 
[5]). Sometimes, fourth level is distinguished for individual, discrete tasks and activities carried out by 
both people and machines (e.g. [9]) 

 
Adopting a four-tier taxonomy, each self-governing enterprise, independent of the number of 

requisite strata, has four generic levels classified by the decision-making horizon: strategic, tactical, 
operational and real-time. Top management is involved in strategic decision-making, which is 
essentially conceptual formulation of long-term objectives, future directions, and resource allocation, 
as well as formulation of broad policies and corporate objectives. At the tactical level, middle 
management implements and supports these long-range strategies, monitors resource utilization and the 
performance of operational units, and takes part in tactical planning. At the operational level, decisions 
deal with allocating and performing specific tasks and assigning resources to these tasks. Finally, real-



time decisions pertain to current activities. They are made within the operations themselves, in line 
with the operational plans, by automation or people conducting the work. 

 
Each of these levels has a typical control mechanism as follows: 
 
Strategic level: contract. According to Mintzberg [24], the strategy-making process should 

synthesize an integrated perspective of the enterprise and articulate this not-too-precise vision for the 
business to pursue. Strategic thinking cannot be detached from the subject of strategies, but the most 
effective managers immerse themselves in the daily details, rely on soft information and let the 
strategies develop inadvertently through a process of learning. The role of strategic planning, then, is 
not to generate strategies but to program them to operational plans that communicate the strategic 
intent to internal and external stakeholders. 

 
The enterprise needs to adapt its internal organization to external circumstances [38]. Strategic 

decisions essentially pertain to the systemic organization of the enterprise and, thus, its very identity. 
The strategic plan is a contract of how the enterprise should organize itself to achieve its objectives: it 
identifies the units of work in the core of the business, imposes responsibilities to systemic structures 
that execute these units of work, and specifies the overall horizontal business processes over these 
structures (cf. [26]). 

 
Parallel method of mental processing [14] is required to arrive at the contract: “ the several lines of 

thought are held in parallel and can be linked to each other” . 
 
Tactical level: coordination. The strategic contract is translated to coordination between the 

systemic structures. Tactical level decisions are about adapting the structure of the enterprise to 
changes in its organization. Required targets, performance measures, policies and accountability are 
given to new or existing structures. Fingar and Bellini [9] refer to the coordination at this level as the 
work plan. It describes how work is designed and organized to reach the goal: “The work plan includes 
all the collaborative negotiation and commitment steps, as well as transaction processing steps that 
must be carried out to deliver value to customers.”   

 
Serial method of mental processing [14] is required to adapt the structure to the changed 

organization: “each reason in the series sets the conditions that lead to the next reason”. 
 
Operational level: control. Operational decisions are made within the structure. An operational unit 

has control over resources in its structure. The enterprise may change its structure due to operational 
decisions, but the organization remains constant. Work processing at this level is about working the 
plan [9]. It is the command and control of individual tasks and activities.  

 
Cumulative method of mental processing [14] is required to assemble resources within the structure: 

“ this method of processing has a pulled-together, conjunctive quality” .  
 
Real-time level: model. Real-time decisions are an integral part of the modus operandi of the 

enterprise. They do not impact either its structure or its organization. Work at this level is about the 
discrete tasks and activities carried out by both people and machines [9]. 

 
Declarative method of mental processing [14] is employed in separate real-time decisions: “ this 

method of reasoning has a disjunctive, declarative quality” . 
 



 
 

Fig. 3. Requisite Control Structure and decision-making horizons in an enterprise. 

Henceforth, this temporal hierarchy of control mechanisms, illustrated in Fig. 3, will be referred to 
as the Requisite Control Structure (RCS). 

Requisite Control Structure Observes Requisite Strata 

The Requisite Control Structure observes the requisite strata of Requisite Organization in a repeating 
pattern. In the smallest business of one stratum, there is a one-level control structure, Model, that 
encompasses all decision-making horizons of the business. A two-strata business has a two-level 
control structure, Control-Model, in which the real-time decisions are delegated to the lower level, 
while the higher level addresses the longer decision-making horizons. The third stratum brings about 
coordination to the control structure; in Coordination-Control-Model, strategic and tactical decisions 
pertain to the coordination level, while operational and real-time decisions are made at the control and 
model levels, respectively. In a four-strata business, the real-time, operational, tactical, and strategic 
horizons translate to strata I–IV, respectively. The control structures in organizations with one to four 
strata are depicted in Fig 4. 

 

 

Fig. 4. Requisite Control Structure in organizations with one to four  strata. 

When the organization comprises of five strata or more, the pattern is repeated at an entirely 
different order of complexity and acting on an entirely different field of information. Jaques [14] 
hypothesizes that work within a business unit can be done effectively with symbolic verbal information 
complexity and the four mental processes organized through strata I to IV, whereas a business unit 
CEO at stratum V has the necessary conceptual-abstract information complexity to lead the 
subordinates in the lower order of information complexity, while at the same time engaging with 
corporate level strategic planning. 



 
Fig. 5 illustrates a Requisite Organization of eight strata employing Requisite Control Structure. In 

the example, the highest level circle of the corporate top management at the eighth stratum governs the 
contract for coordination between independent businesses at the seventh stratum. The sixth stratum 
controls the business units at the fifth stratum. From the corporate perspective, these business units 
constitute the model of the corporation. 

 
Each business unit, then, is an independent and discrete system of its own. The contract at the fourth 

stratum governs the coordination between units at the third stratum. Finally, the second stratum has 
control over the first stratum resources that constitute the real-time model at the lowest level. 

 

Fig. 5. A Requisite Organization of eight strata employing Requisite Control Structure.  

Requisite Control Structure in BPM Governance 

A BPM governance model can be built on the generic governance system and principles of sociocracy: 
circle organization, circle meetings and double-linking. Although there are no case studies on applying 
sociocratic governance to a process organization employing BPM, Endenburg [7] suggests that 
sociocracy is relevant to every organization, regardless of its object, “because the way in which the 
agreements are made and the rules are established and the way in which they can be amended and 
compliance with them supervised is the same for every organization” . Moreover, the iterative nature of 
BPM is particularly propitious for a participatory mechanism such as sociocracy: “you can’ t achieve 
exceptional process management until every employee involved in the process understands his or her 
role and the disciplines needed”  [21]. 
 

The governance structure, depicted in Fig 7, is a circle organization spanning strategic, tactical and 
operational levels and comprising of Steering Committee, Center of Excellence, Process Initiative and 
Project. This structure is an amalgamation of the aforementioned best practice governance structures. It 
also aligns with the three levels of Harmon [12]: Enterprise Level, Business Process Level and 
Implementation Level. 

 
The roles of the circles in the governance structure are sponsorship, leadership, ownership and ship, 

respectively. These bodies coarsely correspond to the four levels of SOA governance by [25], with the 
exception that Center of Excellence and Process Initiatives are at the same level. Also, Process 
Initiative is aligned with the process ownership of [21]. 

 
A company that relies entirely on a traditional department organization chart cannot support a 

process-centric organization; most process-oriented organizations have moved to some kind of matrix 
management model [11]. Likewise, the circular approach overlays a learning and communication 
structure to the existing administrative structure and increases the company’s learning and problem 



solving capacity [35,36]. Also Curtice [4] suggests that the process management structure is overlaid 
on the existing line-management organizational configuration. The new structure can be used to re-
engineer and re-organize work processes [36]. As long as the company remains in the same business, it 
will need to carry out the same processes and keep the process management structure intact [4]. 

 

Fig. 6. BPM Governance Structure with a circle organization. 

Executive sponsorship is the single most important ingredient of successful BPM governance [32]. 
The executive sponsor must be empowered to enforce governance rules and should have budget 
authority for process initiatives. 

 
Steer ing Committee represents the executive sponsorship and ensures business commitment. 

Essentially, it specifies the strategic contract: the collaborative process models for end-to-end business 
processes. A collaborative process model is a high level description of an end-to-end business process, 
specifying the required roles and the interactions between them as well as the key performance 
indicators for the process. Thereby, it specifies the systemic organization of the enterprise and breaks 
down the overall performance targets to the underlying structures. Business processes at this level are 
not planned in detail, but are designed as concentrated, high-level process modules representing the 
public knowledge [1]. The primary purpose of the process models is to communicate the strategic 
intent to the tactical level. 

 
Thereby, Steering Committee articulates the vision and strategy for the enterprise [25] in a tangible 

form and aligns BPM efforts to strategic business and IT goals. Steering Committee establishes and 
prioritizes required Process Initiatives and development programs within CoE. It reviews and approves 
roadmaps, project plans and budgets made by Center of Excellence and Process Initiatives, and ensures 
that proper budgets and funding for BPM are in place. 

 
Center  of Excellence (CoE) coordinates process-specific BPM efforts at the tactical level in 

accordance with the strategic intent. It leads the execution of building and sustaining a process-
managed enterprise under the sponsorship of Steering Committee. It coaches, guides and facilitates 
Process Initiatives [21], builds a business rules and process architecture [21], develops standards that 
facilitate reuse and interoperability [32,43], enforces best practices [21,43] and documents the 
architecture standards and the regulatory compliance requirements [25]. It also helps Process Initiatives 
with their business case creation and delivers them process training and education [21]. CoE has 



authority over technical artifacts such as architectural blueprints, business process models, business 
rules and services. 

 
Examples of standards specified by CoE include the corporate business object model (enterprise 

canonical model), architectural patterns for integration, naming conventions, reusable integration 
components [43], implementation methodology, process modeling notation, development platform 
(most importantly, a BPM suite) and integration protocols [32].   

 
Process Initiative also operates at the tactical level. It has the ownership of a business process and 

coordinates the projects in its realm. The process owner discovers the units of work in the core of its 
respective horizontal end-to-end business process, imposes responsibilities to elementary processes that 
execute these units of work, and decentralizes the implementation of each such process to a respective 
project at the operational level. Process Initiative schedules, resources and prioritizes these processes 
and manages the project portfolio accordingly. 

 
In a BPMS implementation, Process Initiative specifies the choreography that describes all 

interactions and tasks between executable processes. From this choreography, a provider interface can 
be derived for each executable process, specifying what needs to be implemented in that process. 

 
Project has control over implementing (“shipping”) a discrete part of the business process as 

specified by Process Initiative. Multiple simultaneous Projects are usually run under Process Initiative; 
each Project is aligned with one Process Initiative. 

 
In a BPMS implementation, Project typically implements an executable business process by 

orchestrating the flow of activities. The process conforms to the provider interface that is aligned with 
the choreography specified by Process Initiative. It must also meet the functional and QoS objectives 
within the context of the business unit and the enterprises within which it operates [27]. 

 
In Service-Oriented Architecture (SOA), process activities are bound to business services that 

comprise the canonical operational and information model of the enterprise. Integration technologies 
such as Enterprise Application Integration (EAI), Enterprise Information Integration (EII) and Extract, 
Transformation, and Load (ETL) are used to SOA-enable legacy applications and data sources in the 
form of context-independent services. Project needs to implement or procure these services insofar they 
do not exist. 

 
The interactions between the bodies of the BPM governance structure are summarized in Fig 8. 

Steering Committee provides Center of Excellence and Process Initiatives with broad confines within 
which they can govern their own operations within the respective circles. Based on the vision and 
strategy by Steering Committee, Center of Excellence develops roadmaps and project plans of how it 
will improve the overall competence of the process-managed enterprise and then feeds it back to 
Steering Committee. Correspondingly, each Process Initiative develops its roadmaps and project plans 
within the bounds of the collaborative process model and against the key performance indicators by 
Steering Committee. Projects implement defined parts of the overall process owned by Process 
Initiative in accordance with the guidelines, standards and best practices specified by Center of 
Excellence. The resulting technical artifacts are maintained centrally by CoE. 

 



 

Fig. 7. Interactions in the BPM governance structure.  

The members of each circle meet regularly to set up policies, accountabilities and roles. Specific 
challenges are not resolved in these meetings, but the actual business is conducted outside the 
meetings. Typically, Steering Committee meets on a monthly or quarterly basis or on-demand, Process 
Initiatives meet bi-weekly to monthly and Projects on a weekly basis. CoE may meet regularly or on an 
ad-hoc basis. The frequency of meetings is dependent on whether any major business process change 
programs are underway. 

 
The circles in the governance structure are double-linked so that: 

-  The manager of CoE and the process owner in each Process Initiative are appointed from Steering 
Committee. Further, representatives from CoE and each Process Initiative are elected to attend 
Steering Committee meetings. 

-  CoE is represented in Process Initiatives’  meetings and vice versa. 
-  The project manager of Project is appointed from Process Initiative. Further, a representative of 

Project is elected to attend Process Initiative meetings. 
 
The double-linking (cf. Fig 1) between the circles is represented in Table 3. Steering Committee 

directs Center of Excellence and Process Initiatives, whereas Center of Excellence and Process 
Initiatives provide feedback (measuring) on their operations to Steering Committee. The same directing 
and measuring relationship prevails between Process Initiative and Project, respectively. Center of 
Excellence may provide its help to Process Initiatives by operating in their circle, while the 
predominant role of Process Initiative in CoE is merely to provide feedback (measuring). 

Table 3. Double-linking in the BPM governance structure. 

x 
 
The function of x 
in y. 
 
y 

Steer ing 
Committee 

Center  of 
Excellence 

Process Initiative Project 

Steer ing 
Committee 

 measuring measuring  

Center  of 
Excellence 

directing  measuring  

Process Initiative directing operating  measuring 
Project   directing  

 



The double-linked circle organization is expected to facilitate dynamic steering [33] and thereby 
enable organizational agility, as the enterprise continually adapts its internal integration to changing 
external circumstances. The holistic system addresses the issues reported by [2]: the issue of process 
ownership across organizational units and the issue of broken link between BPM efforts and 
organizational strategy. Hypothetically, the governance setting will also help the organization to 
discover its natural, requisite control structure, and reinforce it by installing appropriate BPM measures 
at different organizational levels. 

 
The BPM governance model proposed herein is particularly applicable to organizations up to four 

strata that operate at the Symbolic Verbal level in Jaques’  [14] terms. Process logic can be described in 
terms of discrete services, whose implementation, in turn, falls in the Concrete Verbal order of 
information complexity. Whereas a self-governing business unit can implement service-oriented BPM 
with a Symbolic Verbal control structure, senior corporate levels of higher strata building upon those 
units employ Conceptual Abstract thinking and view BPM in non-technical terms. 

Conclusions 

This paper postulates that organizational effectiveness can be achieved with in-built agility that enables 
an enterprise to rapidly reassemble its business processes to better respond to environmental stimuli. 
Business Process Management (BPM) promises to bring about this agility [40], but it requires an 
appropriate governance mechanism to facilitate coordination of people and ICT assets. 

 
It is postulated that each enterprise encompasses specific control mechanisms of contract, 

coordination, control and model. The adaptation to environment directly translates to changes in the 
contract governing the company’s end-to-end business processes. Coordination between business 
process participants needs to be renegotiated accordingly and each participant needs to realign the 
structure within its control to conform to the new organization. Ultimately, the model of the 
enterprise—its representation of the business—may need to be altered. 

 
These control mechanisms are arrayed as a hierarchic, repeating pattern. The smallest conceivable 

business comprises of one single control mechanism, the model. A two-strata business embraces two 
mechanisms, the control and the model, and so on. In businesses with five strata or more, this Requisite 
Control Structure (RCS) recurs in a higher order of complexity, with the higher level model comprising 
of lower level businesses. 

 
In this paper, RCS is applied to service-oriented BPM and its governance to suggest which 

architectural artifacts and organizational bodies are requisite at different decision-making levels of the 
enterprise. It is put forward that a collaborative process model constitutes the contract; choreography 
addresses the coordination; orchestration pertains to the control; and the model is constructed out of 
business services. Correspondingly, a steering committee is responsible for creating the collaborative 
process model; process initiatives coordinate the implementation to projects in the form of a 
choreography description; and projects implement orchestrations by developing business services and 
binding them to the process context. 

 
It is hypothesized that the proposed BPM governance structure will help the organization to find and 

reinforce its natural control structure and thereby develop its agility and organizational effectiveness. 
This hypothesis suggests a multitude of further research directions to gather more empirical and 
theoretical evidence. 
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