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Abstract. Organizations continuously aim for improved business performance
through a process-oriented transformation. Such a transformation, however, is
not limited only to the organizational level, but permeates the individual level as
well. Research so far has not investigated the role of employees’ behavior and
thinking, as individual process-orientation remains under-researched. A first step
in this regard, is the clarification of the main construct of interest. Hence, the
goal of this paper is to provide deeper insights into the construct of process
orientation at the individual level. The paper proposes a two-dimensional con-
ceptualization of individual process orientation that distinguishes between
process-oriented thinking and process-oriented behavior. Drawing on this con-
ceptualization, the paper provides a four-stage approach to developing a scale
for measuring individual process orientation.

Keywords: Individual process orientation � Measurement scale �
Process-oriented thinking � Process-oriented behavior

1 Introduction

Several papers have discussed how the advantages of process-oriented organizations in
terms of market competition and business performance aid them in outperforming
function-oriented ones [1–3]. They are proposedly more equipped to change during
market shifts, focus more on customer needs and deliver high-quality output faster [1,
4, 5]. However, such benefits are only achievable when process-oriented thinking and
behavior are established among employees [6]. Nevertheless, literature on process
orientation at the individual level remains remarkably scarce [7].

In a first attempt, Leyer, Hirzel and Moormann [7] discuss individual process
orientation (IPO) of employees as the way of thinking and behavior of individual
employees regarding their daily work activities within the organization. Their literature
review has found the concept of process orientation at the individual level strongly
under-researched [7] and lacking operationalization. Some exceptions to that are a
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limited stream of research that measured process-oriented thinking for the purpose of
identifying adequate learning modes. Among these papers, Leyer and Wollersheim [8]
and Wollersheim, Leyer and Spörrle [9] describe a measurement based on activities,
roles and goals in a process while Leyer, Moormann and Wang [10] extend this view
by including the understanding of individuals regarding process orientation on an
organizational level.

Another stream of research focusses on researching individual process-oriented
behavior [1, 7, 11, 12], which is focused on exploring the aspect of IPO that is
observable to companies. These papers incorporate facets such as knowledge, coor-
dination and awareness, contributing to a multifaceted conceptualization of process-
oriented behavior. However, some overlap with facets of process-oriented thinking,
indication an established link between process-oriented thinking and behavior on an
individual level. What remains missing are a theoretical foundation, subsequent con-
ceptualization and a refined measurement scale, to distinguishing between measuring
process-oriented behavior and process-oriented thinking.

Several managerial approaches, such as Business Process Management (BPM),
discuss the importance of individuals in changing business processes and organizations
becoming process-oriented. People are regarded as a core element of BPM [13] and [2]
addresses the importance of employees’ focus on business processes, however none of
these aspects include the individual’s perspective, rather they denote them as a group of
stakeholders as seen from an organizational level. Similarly, culture also refers to a
plurality of individuals, making up a distinct group (e.g. organization, department),
indicating a person can hold numerous cultural identities simultaneously [14, 15]. On
the other hand, exploring process orientation from the perspective of an individual
differs immensely from looking at how an organization thinks and behaves in terms of
process-orientation.

Based on this background, we raise the following research questions: (1) How is
IPO conceptualized and (2) how can a measurement instrument be operationalized. In
answering the research question, we adopt an individual’s perspective and propose the
two-dimensionality of the process orientation construct, which can be based theoreti-
cally in cognitive psychology theory [16–21]. Individuals form a mental model
regarding the idea of process orientation (representation of process-oriented thinking)
which can then lead to the decision to act in a process-oriented way (process-oriented
behavior). Hence, this paper describes the underlying theory and explores existing
conceptualizations for IPO. Based on this foundation, we describe IPO as a two-
dimensional construct. Finally, we develop the measurement scale to provide empirical
evidence for the theoretical underpinnings.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the theoretical foundation of
our research focus. Section 3 introduces the literature review and resulting conceptu-
alization while Sect. 4 presents the methodology section with the scale measurement
operationalization stages. Section 5 provides a description of the results. In Sect. 6 we
provide the conclusion and future research possibilities.
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2 Theoretical Background

2.1 Process Orientation on the Individual Level

Described as a multidimensional construct, process orientation contains both tangible
and intangible elements [22, 23]. According to Leyer, Hirzel and Moormann [7]
organizational structure, task description, and goal setting represent the tangible ele-
ments, while customer focus, process improvement, and personal responsibility rep-
resent the intangible elements. Identifying these elements allows for an identification of
process orientation on both the organizational and the individual level [12].

On an organizational level, process orientation requires employees to be organized
along processes, the placement of process owners, and minimal interfaces between
employees and customers [24–26]. Employees should have an understanding of their
role in a process they are working in from beginning to end [12, 27]. It is important that
employees coordinate with all who are involved in their processes, and that they are
allowed a certain degree of freedom in process execution [26]. Organizational goals
should be clearly aligned with the processes along with being linked to personal goals
[28, 29]. As suggested by Kohlbacher and Gruenwald [30] an important dimension in
achieving process orientation is the formation of a “corporate culture in line with the
process approach”. However, such broad claims can lead to generic statements like the
importance of “proper organizational culture” which leads to “I do not know what the
question is but I know that top management support and organizational culture is the
answer.” type of conclusions [31]. Thus, we need a more precise investigation of IPO.

On an individual level, Leyer, Hirzel and Moormann [7] IPO represents an indi-
vidual’s “execution of the daily working routine”. Existing studies that have discussed
IPO, focus predominantly on a more general notion of IPO [7, 11, 12] and the process-
oriented behavior of individuals. Because of the limited research on process orientation
at the individual level, there is an important conceptual limitation associated with the
extant literature. Additionally, there are no established scales for measuring IPO, apart
from Leyer, Hirzel and Moormann [7], measuring the change of process-oriented
behavior of employees.

2.2 Cognitive Psychological Theory

The underlying theory of our IPO conceptualization is within the field of cognitive
psychological theory which focusses on the mental processes that affect behavior [17].
A major concept of cognition is the mental representation of an individual’s envi-
ronment termed as mental model. The relationship between a mental model/mental
representation and observable behavior is a result of subsequent decisions [21, 32–34].
A mental model describes a subjectively perceived representation of the cause-and-
effect relation of several factors [35]. It is one’s subjective view on an observed system
of relations and it can be used by a person being involved in such a system to take
actions [21].

In the context of IPO, the mental model relates to the way of an individual’s
thinking. Process-oriented thinking means that individual employees have an under-
standing that activities should be designed and executed from the perspective of

Individual Process Orientation as a Two-Dimensional Construct 251



processes rather than functions. It means linking the different activities mentally in a
broader picture to a mental model in which an individual connects the activities and
employees from a process perspective.

This way of thinking influences the observed behavior, i.e., how one decides
individually to behave when executing activities. The underlying mechanism is sup-
ported by sense-making as a cognitive process, i.e., whether one is seeing a sense in
translating process-oriented thinking in process-oriented behavior. The sense-making
perspective as our relevant theory within cognitive psychology specifies that their
answer determines how they will engage in that situation [34]. In order for individuals
to be able to function in the world in a rational manner, they draw a meaning or a sense
from a situation [36]. Sense-making can thus be considered a “primary generator of
individual action” [37]. One can find different interpretations of “individuals’ mean-
ings”; labeled by some as frames [38], cognitive maps [39], schemata [40] or enact-
ments [41]. Regardless of the terminology, the commonalities include three steps; an
individual developing his internal map of events, actions and consequences that are
guided by a subjective cause-and-effect interpretation; placing himself within this map;
and taking distinct steps (action), based on this map as guideline for the unfolding of
events [37]. As such process-oriented thinking translates into process-oriented behavior
(Fig. 1) in the sense that individuals interpret their reasoning or sense-making into
determined and intended behavior.

3 Conceptualization of IPO

3.1 Procedure of Literature Identification

The starting point of our analysis was an extensive search for the topic keyword
combinations in SCOPUS and Web of Science (WOS). The correspondence of key-
words was prepared by the authors and additionally assessed (and complemented) by
an external researcher to provide objectivity and validity. The keyword combinations
include: “indivi*”/“worker*”/“employ*” together with “process orientation”/“process-
orien*”. In the next step, abstracts of the resulting hits from the two databases were
scanned to ensure the relevance of the papers. After excluding unrelated papers, we
were left with a total number of seven papers from both databases discussing IPO with
this chosen keyword combination.

However, since the goal of the literature review was to identify relevant work on
the topic of process orientation at the individual level, we expanded the search and
included all the referenced papers featured in the resulting seven papers. Along with the

Process-oriented
thinking

Process-oriented
behavior

Fig. 1. Two-dimensionality of IPO from a cognitive psychological perspective
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definitions of IPO explicitly defined at the individual level, we also found process
orientation defined as an individual-characteristic or activity. For the purpose of the
literature review, we explored the various definitions of process orientation that
inherently refer to personal or individual abilities or characteristics. Namely, even
relatively early mentions of process orientation, e.g. by McCormack and Johnson [42]
or Peppard and Fitzgerald [43], denote process orientation as a specific “view” or
“thinking” in an organization, therefore denoting an intrinsically individual charac-
teristic. Table 1 features the found descriptions and definitions of process orientation
that are explicitly or indirectly referring to process orientation at the individual level.

3.2 Two-Dimensional Conceptualization of IPO

The results of the literature review showcase a number of individual-level attributes
used to describe the notion of process orientation. The manner-based keywords (be-
have, act) relate to the process-oriented behavior of individuals, which was introduced
by [7]. Organizations have long since been aware of the importance of employees in

Table 1. Exemplary description of process-oriented thinking and behavior.

Description Paper author(s)

Process-
oriented
thinking

Achieving process orientation among employee’s
states as the goal establishing process-oriented
behavior, however first they must adopt process-
oriented thinking

Leyer, Hirzel and
Moormann [7]

Process orientation by staff is the ability to think in
terms of processes and includes knowing one’s
position in the process value chain, identifying
(internal and external) customers and adding to
customer value

van Assen [44]

Process orientation means working and thinking
in a cross-functional and customer-oriented way

McCormack [2]

Without this [process-oriented] mindset,
employees cannot visualize the impact of their
work

Reijers [45]

Process-
oriented
behavior

IPO can be deduced from the organizational level
and describes the ideas and behaviors of
individual employees regarding their daily work
activities within such an organizational design

Kettenbohrer,
Beimborn and Leyer
[12]

IPO is expressed in the execution of the daily
working routine of the employees

Kettenbohrer,
Beimborn and
Eckhardt [11]

Process orientation means working and thinking
in a cross-functional and customer-oriented way

McCormack [2]

The individual’s process orientation is expressed
in the execution of each employee’s day-to-day
work routine within the process

Leyer, Hirzel and
Moormann [7]
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determining the successfulness of any organizational change and have thus paid greater
attention to how individuals act at work. Hence, process-oriented behavior is charac-
terized as a “critical success factor” in implementing process orientation at the orga-
nizational level [46]. An individual’s process-oriented behavior is defined as the
behavior of an individual, within the framework of the organization, that emphasizes
process and describes their process-focused manner of executing their everyday work
tasks [7].

However, observing behavior alone is not enough to understand the orientation of
individuals and even change-compliant behavior of employees can be reversed, if the
underlying feelings and beliefs of individuals remain unexplored. As Nonaka [47] puts
it sustainable behavior change is very difficult to achieve. In order to categorize the
definitions of process orientation on the level of individuals, we follow the aspect
duality approach by Feldman and Pentland [48] (adapted from Latour [49]) of two
mutually constitutive aspects – the ostensive and performative. While Latour [49] and
Feldman and Pentland [48] use the terms to describe power and routines respectively,
the concepts can also be applied for IPO. The ostensive concept denotes the under-
standings of individuals that can be embodied as cognitive states and can vary
throughout the organization [50]. Moreover, we also identified the term “process-
oriented attitude” in the literature review. However, the intended meaning was the same
cognitive feature as denoted with the keywords “view” or “thinking” and not what
attitude inherently implies, i.e. the favorable or unfavorable opinion of an individual
regarding the attitude object. The performative aspect is represented by specific people,
at specific times, in specific place [50]. Feldman [51] describes this aspect as “existence
in practice”, characterizing the realization or execution of an actual performance by
individuals. Building on these findings from literature and in line with the cognitive
psychological lens, we define IPO as a compilation of two mutually constitutive aspects
– the “dispositional” or “innate” process-oriented thinking which leads to the “realized”
process-oriented behavior of individuals.

While often mentioned in the literature as the process-oriented mindset, view or
thinking of individuals, the attributes denoting an individual’s way of thinking about
process orientation remain little addressed and at a very general level. Addressing this
lack of operationalization of the concept of IPO, we develop a measurement scale in the
following to operationalize and validate IPO as a two-dimensional construct.

4 Development of the Measurement Scale

In order to develop a measurement scale, we investigate, operationalize, and validate
IPO in four stages. In doing so, we follow the approach of Karpen, Bove, Lukas and
Zyphur [52] who describe a profound procedure how to develop an adequate mea-
surement scale.

Preparing an adequate measurement model rests on an underlying theory and
subsequent conceptualization. Based on the examination of prior literature, the concept
of IPO consists of several components, representing the two different dimensions of the
overall construct. Table 2 gives an overview on the steps and empirical sources.
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4.1 Stage 1: Item Selection

Existing literature provides several examples of process orientation constructs or
dimensions, such as Kohlbacher and Gruenwald [30], Kohlbacher [24], Willaert, Van
den Bergh, Willems and Deschoolmeester [23], Reijers [45] and Hammer [53] to name
a few. However, since our paper deals with the perspective of individuals not all
researched indicators are relevant. The focus of IPO are items representing thinking and
behavior in a process-oriented manner, thus all items or indicators reflecting an
organization’s perspective were excluded from item selection. Additionally, any
specific individual-based items depicting a specific role (e.g. process owner existence)
or management level (e.g. top management support) were excluded, as there are
unsuitable for portraying the perspectives, abilities and actions of individuals across the
organization. From the seven process orientation dimensions identified by Kohlbacher
and Gruenwald [30] and earlier Kohlbacher [24] only two contained individual-level
items; among these were items such as customer-focused attitude of employees,
worker’s knowledge about process execution and employees’ accountability for firm
results to name a few. The indicator customer-focus of employees captured whether
employees are aware of the customers’ needs and their role in fulfilling them. The item
was adapted from other models by Willaert, Van den Bergh, Willems and Deschool-
meester [23], Reijers [45] and Hammer [53], also discussing possible process orien-
tation components. The indicator worker’s knowledge about process execution,
discussed by Kohlbacher and Gruenwald [30] as originating from the model by
Hammer [53] as whether an employee can describe the design of the business process
he is part of and consequently how it affects other employees and customers within the
process and the process performance itself. Contrarily, [2] in his definition of business
process orientation discusses three dimensions, where the items although discussing
employees (e.g. “The average employee views the business as a series of linked pro-
cesses”) do not really reflect the individual employees’ perspectives, but rather an
assessment of the cumulative outlook and general behavior of employees as seen by

Table 2. Stages of measurement scale development

Measurement scale
development stages

Study details

Stage 1: Item selection Preparing initial pool from qualitative items regarding process
orientation
Pool of 60 indicators reduced to 49

Stage 2: Item evaluation Item sorting (16 academics)
2 dimensions and 10 items

Stage 3: Item purification Item formulation testing
Study: 66 participants (employees)

Stage 4: Item validation Confirmatory factor analysis, discriminant and convergent
analyses
Study: 368 participants (employees)
Control study: 100 participants (employees working in
companies with more than 10 employees)
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one or a few selected individuals within the organization (usually CEO, CIO, process
owners, etc.). All of the above items and other were found (in similar form) in the
empirical data, gathered by Leyer, Stumpf-Wollersheim and Kronsbein [54] so the
authors chose to base their initial pool on the 60 items, which reflect the personal
perspective of “employees, affected by process-orientation in the day-to-day business”,
exactly the perspective determined for IPO.

This original data was categorized into advantages or disadvantages of process
orientation, according to individual perception. For the purpose of evaluating item
appropriation across the proposed dimensions, the item pool required some amend-
ments - the next step involved excluding any duplicated content and unifying defini-
tions in order to portray the individual perspective. Additionally, we deleted four items
that appeared as opposite aspects (antonyms), since the emphasis was on allocating
perception of IPO into categories of thinking or behavior, irrespective of the conno-
tation (e.g. flexibility and inflexibility, we took only flexibility). Furthermore, we
adjusted the existing items to improve their readability, clarity and comprehension. In
order to receive evaluation of the appropriateness of our items we proceeded with the
item evaluation.

4.2 Stage 2: Item Evaluation

The resulting measurement items were submitted for evaluation and ranking into the
most appropriate dimension, i.e. process-oriented thinking or behavior, or proposed to
be excluded, if considered not relevant. The items were given to a set of 16 academics,
chosen for their research expertise in the domain of process orientation. The experts
were targeted via an online questionnaire, in which they evaluated the perceived
suitability and importance of each item. The key item retention criterion was a 70%
consensus for each item, confirming their individual relevance and dimension suit-
ability. This resulted in a set of the following ten items: holistic thinking, goal ori-
entation, customer orientation and organizational width were categorized under the
process-oriented thinking dimension, while productivity, effectiveness, knowledge
transfer, cooperation, speed and deviations were sorted into the process-oriented
behavior dimension.

4.3 Stage 3: Item Purification

In the third stage we examined the formulation of the indicators and the dimensions
captured by performing a first confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). We gathered 66
employees using clickworker, a platform for micro tasks and paying participation
adequately according to the recommendation of the platform. Participants should refer
to their workplace regarding their perceived process orientation. We applied common
settings for CFA with principal axis factoring in combination with a varimax rotation.
The resulting value of Bartlett’s test of sphericity proved significant and the Kaiser-
Mayer-Olkin test was appropriate as well, i.e. greater than .50. The results revealed that
the items were not loading adequately to the two factors but provided a mixed
assignment. The reason could be identified in ambiguous wording. Consequently, we
reformulated the items to provide unambiguous texts.
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4.4 Stage 4: Item Validation

In the fourth stage, we gathered another sample of employees again on clickworker
(excluding prior participants), that resulted in 558 viable questionnaires (42 were
deleted as the participants did not pass attention tests). The condition was that
employees work at least part-time in an organization. We then used again a CFA to
evaluate the remaining items and perform comparative model fit analyses to assess our
tentative model. These results regarding item validation are presented in the results
section.

Additionally, we collected a control sample of 108 respondents that was referring to
employees working in organizations with more than 10 employees. The number of 10
ensures that there the work environment is large enough to be out of personal control of
employees. The reasoning for this control sample is drawn from Spector and Brannick
[55], that it should enable researchers to remove predictor-criterion contamination by
including confounding variables in their analyses. We included attitude (i.e., whether
employees “like” each of the items) regarding the items of both thinking and behavior.
In addition, we included the control aspect of behavior (i.e., whether employees had the
aspects of behavior within their control) as the behavior of individuals can be con-
sidered to some degree prescribed Swann [56] due to adherence to rules and procedures
in an organizational environment.

5 Results

We started the analysis with a CFA with principal axis factoring in combination with a
varimax rotation that was fulfilling the criteria regarding Bartlett’s test of sphericity and
the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin test. According to the standard procedures of CFA, we kept all
the items with satisfactory weights and modification indices and factor loadings that
were above .60 [57]. This resulted in deleting the item regarding deviation as the value
was only .386, hence taking nine items into account further on. The final set of items
can be found in Table 3.

The second step was testing the reliability of our variables (Table 4), in which case
the composite reliability scores are used to indicate whether all values are above the
threshold of 0.7, which our results confirm. Also, we can see that the indicator relia-
bility is fulfilled, because all values for average variance extracted were above the
threshold of 0.5.

For the third step, we tested discriminant validity applying the heterotrait–monotrait
(HTMT) ratio of correlation [58]. By using this criterion, the results provide greater
accuracy in terms of detecting discriminant validity when compared to using the
Fornell-Larcker criteria. The value of 0.670 was well below the threshold of 0.9.

Fourth, for the purpose of analysing our research model, we conducted a linear
regression analysis for which the criteria were fulfilled by our dataset. The results
reveal a beta coefficient of .562 and an explained variance of .314 (Adjusted R2). Thus,
our two-dimensional construct including the influence of thinking on behaviour is
supported.
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Fifth, we determined the power of our analysis by conducting a post hoc statistical
power test for multiple regressions [59]. The test shows an observed statistical power of
.99999868 for a probability level of 99%, which is well above the recommended
threshold of .8 and indicates strong statistical power of our results [60].

Finally, given the value of .314 as explained variance, the results indicated that
there are other factors influencing the gap between thinking and behavior. Hence, we
included the personal attitude regarding thinking and behavior as well as individual
control regarding behavior. This can be attributed to the fact that most employees’
behavior in the workplace is prescribed and constrained to a certain degree [56, 61].

Table 3. Final assignment of items.

Items: Process-
oriented
thinking

Process-
oriented
behavior

Holistic thinking: I understand how my tasks within the
processes they are part of contribute to the overall
company success

X

Goal-orientation: I understand how I contribute to
achieve the goals of the processes my tasks are part of

X

Customer-orientation: I understand how I contribute to
fulfil customer needs within the processes my tasks are
part of

X

Organizational width: I understand how my tasks are
connected with other employees’ tasks within the same
process

X

Knowledge transfer: I share knowledge of my process
execution with other employees with whom I work
together in processes

X

Effectiveness: I execute my tasks in a way that the
effectiveness of the processes my tasks are part of is
increased

X

Productivity: I execute my tasks in a way that the
productivity of the processes my tasks are part of is
increased

X

Cooperation: I execute my tasks in cooperation with
other employees with whom I work together in
processes to reach the goals of this processes

X

Speed: I execute my tasks in a way that the speed of
orders in the processes my tasks are part of is increased

X

Table 4. Reliability values of the variables.

Composite reliability Average variance extracted

Process-oriented thinking 0.871 0.575
Process-oriented behavior 0.910 0.716
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Again, we performed the described steps to evaluate the results using SmartPLS for this
more complicated model. The first result of these tests revealed that the attitude
regarding process-oriented behavior has a HTMT-value of 1.046 which indicates that
both constructs are too similar. This is supported by a significant correlation of .798.
Hence, the variable attitude regarding process-oriented behavior is removed. Figure 2
provides an overview.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

Our paper provides a deeper understanding of the concept of IPO, theoretically, con-
ceptually and empirically. The two dimensions are conceptualized through an extensive
literature review and confirmed in the empirical part.

Based on our results, the theoretical implications are as follows. First, we provide a
theoretical analysis that describes the causal relationship between thinking and
behavior. This theoretical underpinning explains why and how process-oriented
thinking leads to process-oriented behavior, thus, revealing the underlying mechanism
between the two constructs.

Second, by providing a clear, more in-depth understanding of IPO, we introduce
the two dimensions of process-oriented thinking and process-oriented behavior,
underpinned by the review and analysis of existing literature. Hierarchical or multi-
dimensional constructs, such as our proposed two-dimensional IPO construct, are
claimed to have many theoretical as well as empirical contributions [62–64]. Propo-
nents argue that they reduce model complexity and allow for more theoretical parsi-
mony [62, 63]. These conceptual benefits are complemented by empirical issues such
as the reliability and validity of the measures of the multidimensional construct [62]. In
terms of higher-order constructs the degree of criterion-related validity is proposedly
higher, especially when they are considered predictors [65].

Third, we provide a validated instrument for empirical measurement of the two-
dimensional IPO. The results provide confirmation of our developed measurement
scale, introducing it as a reliable, valid and stable measurement instrument for IPO. We
also include relevant direct control variables to ensure that the relationship is not

Process-oriented
thinking
R2=.281

Process-oriented
behavior
R2=.482

Attitude reg. 
Process-oriented

thinking

Control reg. 
Process-oriented

behavior

.365***

.536*** .421***

Fig. 2. Controls regarding IPO
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hampered by individual attitudes as well as not being able to control process-oriented
behavior.

Fourth, our results regarding the control study show that the attitude regarding
behavior is almost similar to showing such behavior while this does not hold true for
thinking. This means that the way of process-oriented thinking is partly determined by
the attitude of an individual towards process orientation highlighting the more cogni-
tive aspects of this variable. The attitude is not quite strong in still thinking that process
orientation is useful. Showing such behavior is however driven by attitude which is in
line with sensemaking within our theoretical cognitive perspective. It has to make sense
for employees to translate thinking into behavior. Furthermore, control of the behavior
is a relevant factor in further exploring the gap between thinking and behavior. Hence,
the organizational circumstances matter to a certain extent and reduce the transfor-
mation of thinking into behavior. While there is quite an increase in the explained
variance, one however also has to note that there is still quite some room for further
explanatory factors. Nevertheless, the two-dimensionality of the construct remains
stable.

As for practical contributions of this paper, the management can be offered a deeper
understanding of their employees’ process orientation. McCormack [2] argues that
process-oriented employees have a clear view and understanding of the organization’s
processes and can more easily facilitate innovative process improvement. Arguably
such individuals would also fair better in difficult and pressing work situations.
Understanding their role in the business process could increase their sense of impor-
tance and contribution to the customer, since process-oriented employees thus con-
siders it their work to satisfy the needs of customers [30]. Additionally, we provide a
viable tool for practice to assess their employees’ current state of IPO across the
organization. Organizations, prone to understanding process orientation on a company
level thus gain insight into the workings and understanding of their employees and can
explore their current process-oriented thinking and process-oriented behavior levels.
Such employee status information can prove crucial, when deciding whether to embark
on a BPM project.

As with any research, there are limitations. First, our quantitative data in steps 3 and
4 stems from clickworker as an unsupervised online platform on which participants are
paid for participating in a survey. We followed the recommendations of Goodman et al.
[66] with having a short survey and including attention checks. However, in order to
overcome the bias of a certain group of employees joining clickworker, the study
should be extended to question employees in cooperation with companies. Second, we
have not tested antecedents and outcomes of IPO which might have an influence on the
reflection of participants regarding their perceived process orientation. Future studies
should link the constructs to antecedents such as group cohesion and psychological
ownership or outcomes such as work engagement and innovation behavior. Third, we
did not measure organizational process orientation although we had an additional study
including the perceived possibilities due to the organizational environment. Future case
studies should be conducted to include organizational process orientation as an indi-
vidual’s view is limited to the directly perceived work environment. Fourth, we
develop a measurement scale for IPO as a construct not considering antecedents and
outcomes such as performance. Results using the scale should be gathered in future
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work and compared with other studies providing evidence regarding the antecedents
and effects of IPO.
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