




















the new business plan at the same time as we were able to understand the major consequences of these
principles for further detailed design of the main process model and the detailed process models.

Figure 2. The main process, final version (Lind & Seigerroth, 2010)

In figure 2 above the main process model is depicted. The core of the model is a pattern of actions
spanning from strategy development (left part) to sales and products in use by customers via
generation and implementation of concepts to be supplied and sold in stores. At the bottom of the
model relations to infrastructure are depicted and on the top-layer relations to governing and
governing actors are expressed.

Figure 3. An example of one detailed process, final version (Lind & Seigerroth, 2010)



In figure 3 an example of a detailed process model is presented. This model shows relations between
actions performed by actors, results and conditions. At the top-part of the model actions for
governance are expressed.

In figure 4 the final version of the principle process is depicted. This model is more of a traditional
swim-lane model expressing relations within and between diverse organizational dimensions. This
principle process served as a bridge between the main process model and the detailed process models
for the first half of the project. As can be seen in Figure 1 the principle model had served its purpose
when the other two models had evolved to a state where the alignment between these two models had
become clear. At this state it started to be clear how the new business plan was instantiated and
manifested on the main process level and how these principles were instantiated and manifested in the
detailed process models. When the principle process model had been phased out the main and detailed

processes evolved together in parallel.
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Figure 4. Principle process, final version (Lind & Seigerroth, 2010)

4 DISCUSSION — MODELS AS TRANSFORMATION VEHICLE FOR
DESIGNING BUSINESS PROCESSES FOR THE FUTURE

4.1 Strategic alignment of process models

Throughout the project different models have continuously been designed and refined. As claimed
earlier different process models were needed to capture different aspects in the business plan to
pinpoint design results translated from the business plan on different levels of granularity. Building on
pragmatic foundations (Lind & Goldkuhl, 2003) for understanding, evaluating and designing business



processes that are aligned with the business plan it is claimed that three essential process dimensions
need to be elaborated on:

* Transformation, i.e. the refinement of basis to finished products

* Coordination, i.e. the governance and management of the transformation

* Interaction, i.e. the interaction between actors (organizational roles)

In the analysis we have explored three types of models (main process model, principle process model
and detailed process model) and their role during different phases in the project (see table 1 below).
The table is horizontally divided into the phases that we have identified in the project and vertically
into the three core process dimensions that need to be elaborated in order to facilitate alignment
between the process models and the business plan.

Model Initial phase Intermediate phase Final phase
type/ Scoping Chiseling Design Change
Aspect Models Models Models Models

Transf. Main: Part Main: Dom Main: Dom Main: Dom

Princ: Dom Princ: Dom Princ: N/A Princ: N/A

Detail: Dom Detail: Dom Detail: Dom Detail: Dom

Coord. Main: Part Main: Part Main: Dom Main: Dom

Princ: Part Princ: Part Princ: N/A Princ: N/A

Detail: None Detail: Part Detail: Dom Detail: Dom

Interact. Main: None Main: Part Main: Part Main: Part

Princ: None Princ: None Princ: N/A Princ: N/A

Detail: None Detail: Part Detail: Dom Detail: Dom

Table 1. Different models and the role of process dimensions during different phases in the project
(Lind & Seigerroth, 2010)

As can be seen in table 1 the role of the three dimensions (i.e. transformative, coordinative, and
interactive) in the models has evolved during the phases of the project. One can note that the
transformative dimension has been important during all phases of the project while the interactive
dimension of the models is suppressed until the latter phases. The reason for this is that we in the
project needed to reach quite detailed descriptions of the business plan as process models before it was
meaningful to really address which organizational roles that should be responsible and involved in
different parts of the process. Similarly the coordinative dimensions were only briefly addressed in the
early phases and they were not fully developed until the latter phases of the project. The reason for this
was also the need to first translate the business plan into transformational process knowledge in order
to know what to coordinate. It is also important to note that to be able to achieve a “usable” business
aligned design, all three dimensions (transformation, coordination, and interaction) needed to be
expressed in the process models. An important vehicle to develop the main process model and the
detailed process models was the principle process model which was a bridging facilitator during the
first two phases. The principle process model had served its purposes after the first half of the
intermediate phase (indicated as N/A during the two last phases in table 1).

4.2 Incremental design steps for future design

There is a challenge to design future processes when there are several dimensions of the future that is
unclear. This means that even though the goal is to design the future we still have to take incremental
steps on that path. These incremental steps will then pave the way to achieve the final design goal, i.e.
knowledge and artifacts need to evolve during the project in order to be able to design the future.

A challenge in this is that the people involved in the task of pinpointing a desired future state have
different mindsets about the future. As e.g. the president of the company might not be aware of all
details of how things should work and can thereby not really give advise before taking a number of
incremental steps. We believe that continuous learning, c.f. e.g. the hermeneutic spiral where pre-
knowledge form the basis for new knowledge, need to be acknowledged. Initially we had the ambition
to design the final future state. In retrospect on the produced models we can observe that they reflect
different time states of the future. The future process isn’t in all aspects designed as the final state and
they will therefore need further design.



An unresolved quest is therefore whether all models need to capture the final state or if it is acceptable
that some models reflect different time states along that path? We do believe that it is necessary to
temporarily leave some parts of the process and to revisit these parts for further design as people’s
mindsets are being refined. This means that there is a need to allow incremental design steps during
such design process (see figure 5) in order to be able to achieve the final design goals.
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Figure 5: Incremental process design

S CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have reported upon a action research project performed in a retail chain setting where
process models have served as a transformation vehicle to create strategic aligned business processes.
In this setting a business process design has been performed as a step to transform a strategic business
plan into comprehensive business process models. In this paper we have had a focus on the content of
the process models being developed in two respects:

* The role of transformative, co-ordinative, and interactive dimensions

*  Which future that is manifested in the process models

The knowledge endeavour reported in this paper is to be seen as a step towards a practical theory

(Cronen, 1995) with the purpose to support people in performing process design. Due to the fact that

the process design has been performed as an action research project it has been possible to develop the

business process models by letting practitioners and researchers jointly co-design these models. Due to
the focus made in this paper some guidelines, as part of a practical theory for process modelling can be
derived:

e The modelling process should allow the inclusion of viewpoints from diverse stakeholders as a
foundation for grounded descriptions and commitments of future actions for realizing business
plans

*  The modelling process is a transformational process where models will have different roles
during different phases of the project; scoping models, chiseling models, design models and
change models

*  One way to reach good design results is to ensure that the business process models in the end
manage to express vital business dimensions such as transformation, coordination and interaction

* The involvement of different stakeholders, from practice and research, in a joint action arena is
vital for the production of models that will be accepted, implemented, and executed as the new
business practice

* Different types of models serve as important transition vehicles during the process to actually
reach the desired design

*  On the way to the future “final” design we need to, in some parts, take incremental steps and
allow some models or parts of models to not immediately reach the final design. The main reason
for this is that people need to digest the evolving design in order to be able to understand
characteristics and consequences of the final design



An important task of further research is to elaborate further on how deviations in business models
about future states could be used as a source and asset for the creation of really valid and anchored
designs of the future.
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