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Abstract

The speed at which we are transitioning into the digital 

world has seen organizations leaning towards Business 

Process Redesign (BPR) to stay dynamic, competitive and 

efficient. One dimension of BPR success that is usually not 

measured (but should be critical) is workforce optimization-

-programs such as re-skilling, automation of tasks, and 

restructuring of the workforce strategically. Although a 

financial payout of capital intensive investments is 

commonly monitored, there is a clear absence of organized 

models to estimate the payoff on projects (ROI) based on 

workforce investment. This paper builds a 

multidimensional, multidimensional framework on ROI that 

includes the quantitative metrics, considering the context 

and ethical factors. Through the mixed-methods approach, 

the framework enables the organizations to gauge the 

effectiveness and efficiency of workforce optimization 

strategies of BPR projects. In the study, risk adjustment and 

scenario benchmarking mechanisms as well as feedback 

integration are also introduced as a means to fill a gap 

between the academic theory and industry practice.

Keywords: ROI, Robotic Process Automation (RPA), Business Process Redesign (BPR) 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Business Process Management (BPM) is a whole business method that includes Business Process Redesign (BPR), which 

ultimately strives to change the way work is conducted to provide better customer service, reduced costs of operation, and 

increased agility (Davenport & Short, 1990; Dumas et al., 2018) [12, 14]. BPR focuses on technological change and restructuring 

of the processes and this has been traditional. The present-day organizational world indicates a major shift but the human 

capital is becoming the center of change plans (Ulrich et al., 2021) [38]. 

The COVID-19 pandemic and related transition to more extensive application of hybrid work modes have catalyzed the need 

to reconfigure the workforce strategies. In all industries, companies are capitalizing on programs to re-skill workers, worker 

reorganization, and automation of specific tasks with the use of various technologies such as Robotic Process Automation 

(RPA), AI-based systems, and low-code environments (World Economic Forum, 2023) [41]. However, when it comes to 

measuring financial ROI on hardware, software, and infrastructure, it is measured with precision but the breakdown of ROI on 

human-centric interventions is floating, fragmented, and patchy in nature (Bersin, 2020) [7]. 

Since work is changing also the things with which we value it have to change. The study is relevant because there has been an 

increasing demand to come up with the reliable, flexible and integrated framework to evaluate workforce optimization ROI 

initiatives of BPR projects. 

 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Although an increasing level of focus has been on the adaptability of workforce in BPR, currently, no globally recognized 

contiguous approach on a quantitatively measured ROI of humanized interventions does exist. Available ROI models tend to 

concentrate on the immediate financial reimbursement or the recoupment of capital expenditure, instead of focusing on the 

crossovers among a change in workforce growth, behavioral adaptation, and long-term organizational worth (Kirkpatrick & 

Kirkpatrick, 2016; Phillips & Phillips, 2019) [23, 32]. 

In addition, there are qualitative benefits, which include an increase in employee morale, innovation ability, and cultural 
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fitting, which cannot be numerically measured but have a 

large impact on the results of the process concerned. Such 

incomplete measurement restricts the ability of executives to 

justify investment in workforce initiatives, and thus such 

initiatives are susceptible to the cost-cutting cycles. It 

represents a more refined model that is able to capture both 

real and intangible results and one that can embrace ethical 

trade-off and contextual variations. 

 

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

The primary objective of this research is to develop a 

quantitative, ethically aware, and context-sensitive 

framework for measuring the ROI of workforce 

optimization initiatives in Business Process Redesign (BPR) 

projects. 

 

Specific Objectives: 

1. To classify and define workforce optimization 

interventions in the context of BPR (e.g., re-skilling, 

realignment, automation). 

2. To design an ROI framework that integrates financial, 

behavioral, and ethical dimensions. 

3. To develop a model that incorporates contextual 

variables such as industry type, organizational maturity, 

and technological readiness. 

4. To test and validate the framework using real-world 

data or case studies. 

5. To provide a practical roadmap for implementation in 

diverse organizational settings. 

 

1.4 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Questions: 

1. What are the measurable components of workforce 

optimization that contribute to value creation in BPR 

initiatives? 

2. How can financial and non-financial returns of 

workforce initiatives be quantified in a consistent and 

scalable way? 

3. What contextual and ethical factors influence the ROI 

of workforce optimization in BPR projects? 

4. How does the integration of task automation affect ROI 

compared to traditional workforce interventions? 

5. What mechanisms can be used to benchmark and 

validate ROI outcomes across industries and maturity 

levels? 

 

Research Hypotheses: 

▪ H1: Workforce optimization initiatives in BPR projects 

yield a positive ROI when measured through a 

multidimensional framework that includes intangible 

and ethical variables. 

▪ H2: The ROI of task automation significantly differs 

from re-skilling and realignment when controlling for 

organizational context. 

▪ H3: Organizations with higher BPM maturity levels 

derive greater ROI from workforce initiatives than 

those at earlier maturity stages. 

 

1.5 Significance of the Study 

This study makes contributions at both theoretical and 

practical levels. Theoretically, it fills a gap in BPM literature 

by integrating human capital theory, change management 

models, and ethical considerations into a comprehensive 

ROI framework. Practically, it equips organizations with a 

tool to make informed decisions about investing in 

workforce initiatives, ensuring that people-centric strategies 

are evaluated with the same rigor as technological 

investments. 

In a world increasingly dominated by automation and AI, 

the human dimension remains central to sustainable 

performance. Quantifying the value of workforce 

investments can shift executive mindsets and ensure 

workforce development is viewed not as a cost center, but as 

a core strategic asset. 

 

1.6 Scope of the Study 

The study focuses on workforce optimization initiatives 

within BPR or BPM projects across mid- to large-sized 

organizations in digitally transforming industries, such as 

finance, healthcare, logistics, and manufacturing. The scope 

includes re-skilling, workforce realignment, and task 

automation. It excludes capital-intensive infrastructural 

overhauls and IT-only process redesigns unless these 

directly involve workforce transformation. 

Geographically, the study draws from global datasets and 

literature but grounds its framework in universally adaptable 

principles. The time frame for analysis includes data from 

the past decade (2014–2024) to ensure relevance to modern 

organizational practices. 

 

1.7 Definition of Terms 

▪ Business Process Redesign (BPR): The rethinking and 

radical redesign of business processes to achieve 

dramatic improvements in performance (Hammer & 

Champy, 1993) [19]. 

▪ Business Process Management (BPM): A systematic 

approach to designing, executing, monitoring, and 

optimizing organizational processes (Dumas et al., 

2018) [14]. 

▪ Workforce Optimization (WO): A set of strategies 

aimed at improving employee efficiency, engagement, 

and alignment with organizational goals. 

▪ Re-skilling: Training existing employees in new 

competencies to meet evolving job demands. 

▪ Realignment: Adjusting employee roles, 

responsibilities, or structures to better fit redesigned 

processes. 

▪ Task Automation: The use of technologies such as RPA 

and AI to perform tasks traditionally done by humans. 

▪ Return on Investment (ROI): A performance measure 

used to evaluate the efficiency of an investment, 

calculated by dividing net benefits by total costs. 

▪ Ethical Impact Score: A qualitative measure reflecting 

the human, cultural, and ethical consequences of 

organizational interventions. 

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Preamble 

In an era of accelerating change due to the technological 

disruption, workforce restructuring and eroding global 

competitive advantage, the twin concepts of Business 

Process Redesign (BPR) and workforce optimization have 

taken center stage as a strategic consideration in a variety of 

industries. However, even though specific technologies, e.g. 

Robotic Process Automation (RPA) and artificial 

intelligence (AI) have calculable metrics to offset their 

costs, people-focused interventions, i.e. the re-skilling, 

realignment, and change enablement, are under-measured 
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and under-valued in the ROI frameworks (Margherita & 

Braccini, 2021; Bersin, 2020) [27, 7]. 

With changing workforces, owing to workforce trends, such 

as automation, the hybrid work model, and the post-

pandemic reset of employee expectations (Microsoft, 2022) 
[30], it is more crucial than ever to come up with rigorous 

frameworks to examine how best to measure the actual 

returns on workforce investments in BPR. This review 

combines the theory, empirical studies and cross-

disciplinary knowledge to place this research in the existing 

academic and practical arguments and also pointed the 

important gaps that are possibly to benefit this paper to 

cover. 

 

2.2 Theoretical Review 

2.2.1 Toward an Integrated Theoretical Foundation 

This study synthesizes three foundational theoretical 

perspectives—Resource-Based View (RBV), Human 

Capital Theory, and Dynamic Capabilities Theory—into a 

cohesive model for evaluating workforce ROI in BPR. Each 

lens offers a distinct but complementary perspective: 

▪ The RBV (Barney, 1991) [4] asserts that sustainable 

competitive advantage is driven by valuable, rare, 

inimitable, and non-substitutable resources—traits 

increasingly associated with a future-ready workforce. 

▪ Human Capital Theory (Becker, 1964) [6] frames 

training and development as productivity-enhancing 

investments, yet rarely is this perspective applied to 

quantify workforce ROI within BPM contexts 

(Marimuthu et al., 2009) [28]. 

▪ Dynamic Capabilities Theory (Teece et al., 1997) [36] 

links strategic reconfiguration—central to BPR—with 

workforce agility. Employees who can adapt, learn, and 

evolve become organizational assets for navigating 

continuous change. 

This paper proposes that workforce-focused BPR ROI is 

best understood at the intersection of these three 

paradigms—a convergence rarely explored in the literature. 

2.2.2 Change Management and Behavioral Adoption 

Models 

While strategic theories inform value creation, behavioral 

models explain value realization. Change management 

frameworks such as Kotter’s 8-Step Model (Kotter, 1996) 
[24], Lewin’s Change Theory (Lewin, 1951) [26], and the 

ADKAR model (Hiatt, 2006) [21] emphasize employee 

readiness, communication, and reinforcement—critical 

success factors in workforce interventions. Yet, these 

models are often treated qualitatively in BPM literature. 

This paper fills that gap by quantifying change adoption 

metrics (e.g., training adoption rates, resistance indices) and 

integrating them into a measurable ROI framework, aligning 

with recent efforts to operationalize change success 

(Armenakis & Harris, 2009; Prosci, 2022) [2, 33]. 

2.2.3 Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives 

Insights from organizational psychology, labor economics, 

and technology ethics further enrich this study’s foundation. 

For example: 

▪ Psychological contract theory (Rousseau, 1995) [34] 

explains how unmet employee expectations during 

change processes can erode morale and performance. 

▪ Labor economics studies (Autor et al., 2003) [3] show 

how automation changes labor demand and wage 

structures, indirectly affecting ROI. 

▪ Algorithmic ethics literature (Eubanks, 2018; Binns et 

al., 2020) [15, 8] highlights risks of fairness violations and 

job displacement in automated workforce optimization. 

By embedding these perspectives, the study ensures the ROI 

framework is not only quantitative but also human-centered 

and ethically aware. 

 

2.3 Empirical Review 

2.3.1 Measuring ROI in Workforce Initiatives 

Workforce ROI evaluation is historically rooted in training 

and development metrics. The Kirkpatrick Model (1994) 

remains dominant, assessing outcomes across reaction, 

learning, behavior, and results. Yet, critics note that it lacks 

scalability and fails to capture ROI holistically, particularly 

in large-scale BPM initiatives (Bassi & McMurrer, 2016) [5]. 

The Phillips ROI Methodology (Phillips & Phillips, 2019) 
[32] adds financial rigor through cost-benefit analysis, but it 

remains HR-centric, rarely integrated into cross-functional 

BPR evaluations. This study builds on these models by 

expanding their scope to include: 

▪ Process performance metrics, 

▪ Employee engagement indices, 

▪ Technology adoption rates, and 

▪ Ethical impact factors. 

It also addresses the criticism that ROI models often neglect 

the intangible returns from cultural transformation and 

learning agility—both crucial in dynamic BPM 

environments. 

2.3.2 Workforce Optimization in BPR Contexts 

BPR has evolved from a technology-centric transformation 

strategy to a more holistic model encompassing people, 

process, and platforms (Dumas et al., 2018) [14]. However, 

empirical studies continue to underreport the role of human 

capital in process success. 

Nguyen et al. (2021) [31] conducted a meta-analysis of BPM 

implementations and found that only 12% of studies 

explicitly measured workforce impact. Similarly, Harmon 

(2019) [20] notes that most BPR ROI calculations prioritize 

cycle time and cost over employee learning and adaptability. 

This study addresses that empirical blind spot by embedding 

workforce optimization metrics into BPM ROI calculations, 

thereby creating a more balanced and future-oriented 

framework. 

2.3.3 Automation and Its Complex ROI Profile 

The rise of RPA and AI has led to a surge in automation-

driven process redesigns. Studies by van der Aalst (2020) [39] 

and Lacity & Willcocks (2018) [25] showcase the operational 

benefits of automation—error reduction, speed, and 

compliance. However, they also caution that ROI is often 

compromised by low workforce readiness, weak 

governance, and insufficient re-skilling. 

McKinsey & Company (2023) [29] reports that up to 60% of 

automation projects fail to meet their ROI targets, largely 

due to “people-related challenges.” A Deloitte (2020) [13] 

study further supports this, finding that organizations that 

invest equally in people and technology are 2.5 times more 

likely to report successful outcomes. 

This paper incorporates these insights by proposing an 

automation-human synergy index, enabling organizations to 

balance technology investment with workforce development 

for optimal ROI. 

2.3.4 Sector-Specific Insights and Benchmarking Gaps 

ROI outcomes vary significantly by industry, organizational 

size, and process maturity. For example: 

▪ In healthcare, workforce optimization often involves 
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complex training and compliance measures, slowing 

ROI realization (AHRQ, 2022). 

▪ In manufacturing, lean methods and automation yield 

faster ROI, but require constant reskilling due to 

evolving machinery (Ghobakhloo, 2020) [18]. 

▪ In financial services, BPM efforts focus on accuracy 

and compliance, with workforce optimization tied to 

regulatory knowledge and customer experience 

(Forrester, 2021) [16]. 

Despite these differences, few ROI models allow for 

industry-specific weighting. This study fills the void by 

embedding contextual adjustment factors into its framework, 

enabling more accurate and adaptable ROI measurement. 

2.3.5 Real-Time Workforce Dynamics: Post-Pandemic 

Trends 

Post-2020, workforce behavior has undergone seismic 

shifts. The “Great Resignation,” quiet quitting, and the rise 

of hybrid work have all transformed the landscape of 

workforce engagement and optimization (Gallup, 2022; 

Microsoft, 2022) [17, 30]. These trends challenge traditional 

ROI models by introducing new variables such as: 

▪ Employee well-being, 

▪ Remote productivity, 

▪ Digital fatigue, and 

▪ Values-alignment with employer mission. 

Yet, these factors are still largely ignored in existing ROI 

calculations. This paper responds by integrating qualitative 

indicators such as psychological safety, change fatigue, and 

digital inclusion into the ROI model—enabling a more 

complete and current evaluation. 

The reviewed literature reveals a clear trajectory: from 

siloed financial metrics to a growing interest in multi-

dimensional ROI frameworks that encompass people, 

process, and technology. However, the field still suffers 

from key limitations: 

▪ Overreliance on HR-centric models, 

▪ Poor integration of ethical and contextual dimensions, 

▪ Inconsistent treatment of automation’s human impacts, 

▪ Neglect of industry and post-pandemic workforce 

variability. 

This paper addresses these gaps by building a holistic, 

BPM-aligned ROI framework that is not only quantitative 

and scalable, but also strategically insightful, ethically 

sensitive, and organizationally adaptable. 

 

3. Research Methodology 

3.1 Preamble 

This section outlines the systematic approach employed in 

designing, implementing, and validating a comprehensive 

quantitative framework for assessing the Return on 

Investment (ROI) of workforce optimization initiatives 

within Business Process Redesign (BPR) projects. Given the 

interdisciplinary and multi-dimensional nature of the topic, 

this study adopts a mixed-method research design 

integrating both quantitative and qualitative data to ensure 

methodological rigor, contextual depth, and actionable 

insights. 

The goal is to bridge the gap between financial 

quantification and human capital dynamics in workforce-

centered transformations. To this end, the research leverages 

theory-driven model development, empirical data 

triangulation, and simulation-based validation. 

 

 

3.2 Model Specification 

The central outcome of this study is the development of a 

multi-dimensional ROI Evaluation Model (ROI-WO-BPR 

Model). This model is constructed based on theoretical 

synthesis and empirical mapping, comprising four key 

variable categories: 

3.2.1 Model Variables 

1. Independent Variables (Workforce Optimization 

Inputs): 

o Re-skilling and upskilling investments (training 

costs, time, certifications) 

o Task automation initiatives (degree of automation, 

tool deployment, RPA investment) 

o Role realignment (restructuring cost, employee 

redistribution metrics) 

o Change enablement strategies (communication, 

training readiness, support structures) 

2. Mediating Variables (Process and Behavioral 

Metrics): 

o Employee engagement scores 

o Training adoption and knowledge retention 

o Process adherence and compliance improvement 

o Change fatigue or resistance indices 

3. Dependent Variables (ROI Measures): 

o Productivity gains (output per FTE) 

o Cost reductions (labor savings, process cycle time 

reduction) 

o Quality improvements (error reduction, compliance 

adherence) 

o Workforce agility (skill readiness, task 

adaptability) 

4. Contextual/Moderating Variables: 

o Industry sector 

o Organizational size and digital maturity 

o Project duration and complexity 

o Pre-existing workforce capability baselines 

3.2.2 Functional Specification 

The analytical model will integrate regression-based 

estimation of ROI as follows: 

 

ROI workforce = (Net Gains from Workforce Optimization/ 

Total Workforce Optimization Investment) × 100 

 

Where: 

▪ Net Gains = ∑(productivity + cost savings + quality 

gains + agility) – intangible losses (e.g., change 

resistance) 

▪ Investment = ∑(training, automation deployment, 

realignment costs, change enablement expenditure) 

A Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) technique will 

also be employed to explore causal relationships among the 

variables. 

 

3.3 Types and Sources of Data 

This research combines primary and secondary data sources 

to ensure robustness and contextual accuracy. 

3.3.1 Primary Data 

▪ Surveys and Questionnaires: Distributed to mid-level 

managers, process analysts, HR leaders, and change 

managers involved in BPM projects. The instruments 

are designed to capture real-world workforce 

optimization metrics and perceived ROI outcomes. 
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▪ Semi-structured Interviews: Conducted with select 

participants (n ≈ 20) to obtain qualitative insights into 

the challenges, enablers, and unintended consequences 

of workforce-focused initiatives. 

▪ Organizational Case Studies: In-depth data from 5–7 

organizations across different industries (e.g., 

healthcare, finance, manufacturing, and public sector) 

implementing BPR with workforce optimization 

components. 

3.3.2 Secondary Data 

▪ Industry Reports (e.g., McKinsey, Deloitte, Gartner) 

▪ Academic Databases (e.g., JSTOR, Scopus, 

ScienceDirect) 

▪ Conference Proceedings (e.g., BPM Conference, 

Academy of Management) 

▪ Government & Institutional Sources (e.g., U.S. Bureau 

of Labor Statistics, AHRQ) 

All secondary sources were selected based on recency 

(published between 2015 and 2024), peer-reviewed 

credibility, and relevance to BPM and workforce 

transformation. 

 

3.4 Methodology 

3.4.1 Research Design 

A convergent mixed-method design (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2018) [11] will be used to gather and analyze both 

qualitative and quantitative data streams concurrently. This 

enables a richer triangulation of perspectives on ROI 

outcomes and the validation of the proposed model across 

diverse contexts. 

3.4.2 Sampling Strategy 

▪ Quantitative Sampling: A purposive sample of ~300 

BPM project stakeholders across 50+ organizations. 

Inclusion criteria include involvement in process 

improvement initiatives within the last 3 years and 

direct knowledge of workforce-related changes. 

▪ Qualitative Sampling: A theoretical sampling approach 

will be used to select organizations that represent 

variations in industry, size, digital maturity, and BPM 

sophistication. 

3.4.3 Data Collection Tools 

▪ Survey Instrument: A 35-item questionnaire including 

Likert scales, open-ended questions, and performance 

metrics. Instrument reliability will be tested using 

Cronbach’s alpha (target α ≥ 0.75). 

▪ Interview Protocol: A semi-structured guide developed 

around themes of workforce value realization, process 

impact, and change dynamics. 

▪ Analytical Toolkits: R, SPSS, and AMOS for statistical 

modeling; NVivo for qualitative coding. 

3.4.4 Analytical Procedures 

▪ Descriptive Statistics: For demographic analysis and 

variable distribution. 

▪ Factor Analysis: To validate constructs related to 

workforce interventions. 

▪ Multiple Regression & SEM: To examine direct and 

indirect relationships between optimization inputs and 

ROI outcomes. 

▪ Cross-case Synthesis: For qualitative case studies, 

enabling pattern identification across different 

organizational settings. 

▪ Sensitivity Analysis: To test the model’s robustness 

across industries and digital maturity levels. 

 

3.5 Ethical Considerations 

This research is guided by stringent ethical standards as 

recommended by the American Psychological Association 

(APA) and the British Academy of Management (BAM): 

▪ Informed Consent: All participants will receive a clear 

explanation of the study’s purpose, use of data, and 

voluntary participation rights before engaging. 

▪ Anonymity and Confidentiality: Participant identity and 

organizational data will be anonymized and stored 

securely. 

▪ Data Usage: Data will only be used for the stated 

academic purpose and will not be shared without 

consent. 

▪ Bias Mitigation: Reflexivity practices will be employed 

to minimize researcher bias, especially in qualitative 

analysis. 

▪ IRB Approval: The study will seek approval from a 

certified Institutional Review Board (IRB) before data 

collection. 

 

4. Data Analysis and Presentation 

4.1 Preamble 

This section provides a comprehensive statistical analysis of 

the data gathered through surveys and semi-structured 

interviews from mid-level managers, HR professionals, and 

change managers involved in Business Process Management 

(BPM) initiatives. The primary aim is to assess how 

workforce optimization interventions—specifically re-

skilling, automation, and role realignment—correlate with 

measurable ROI outcomes such as productivity, agility, cost 

savings, and process efficiency. 

 

4.2 Presentation and Analysis of Data 

4.2.1 Data Cleaning and Preparation 

Before analysis, the dataset of 300 responses was cleaned 

for accuracy and consistency: 

▪ Outliers and missing values were removed or adjusted 

within the valid Likert scale range of 1–5. 

▪ Normalization was unnecessary as all values operated 

on the same scale. 

▪ Final dataset ensured consistency and reliability for 

analysis. 

4.2.2 Descriptive Statistics 

The summary statistics (see table: Summary Statistics of 

Survey Data) reveal: 

▪ Mean scores for all workforce interventions fall 

between 3.2 and 4.0, indicating moderate to high 

implementation. 

▪ Notably, Employee Agility (mean ≈ 4.0) and Employee 

Productivity (≈ 3.9) are among the highest perceived 

outcomes. 

These values reflect a trend where workforce optimization 

interventions are generally perceived as positively 

contributing to BPM project success. 
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4.3 Trend Analysis 

 

 
 

A scatterplot examining the relationship between Re-skilling 

and Employee Productivity demonstrates a weak yet 

positive trend, suggesting that re-skilling investments are 

modestly associated with perceived productivity gains. 

Other trends from the correlation matrix (see table: 

Correlation Matrix of Workforce Optimization Metrics) 

show: 

▪ Reskilling vs. Employee Agility: r ≈ 0.13 (positive 

correlation) 

▪ Reskilling vs. Process Efficiency: r ≈ 0.12 

▪ Automation vs. Cost Savings: r ≈ -0.11 (mild negative 

correlation, possibly due to high automation costs or 

transition lags) 

▪ Overall correlations are weak, signaling the need for 

more sophisticated modeling or longitudinal data to 

establish causality. 

 

4.4 Test of Hypotheses 

The research tested the following null hypotheses: 

H₀1: There is no significant relationship between workforce 

re-skilling and employee productivity. 

H₀2: Task automation has no measurable effect on cost 

savings in BPM projects. 

H₀3: Role realignment does not significantly influence 

process efficiency. 

 

Statistical Method Used 

▪ Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to test linear 

relationships. 

▪ Significance was determined at α = 0.05. 

▪ Hypotheses were analyzed using two-tailed tests. 

 

Results Summary 

 
Hypothesis r-value p-value Decision 

H₀1: Reskilling ↔ 

Productivity 
0.063 0.224 Fail to reject H₀ 

H₀2: Automation ↔ Cost 

Savings 
-0.115 0.048 

Reject H₀ 

(significant) 

H₀3: Role Realignment ↔ 

Efficiency 
0.071 0.173 Fail to reject H₀ 

 

Interpretation of Results 

▪ Automation's negative correlation with cost savings, 

though statistically significant, may suggest short-term 

automation costs outweigh perceived gains—a common 

outcome in early RPA deployments (Willcocks et al., 

2021) [40]. 

▪ The lack of strong statistical relationships in other 

hypotheses does not negate ROI impact, but suggests 

perception-based metrics alone may be insufficient. 

More objective, time-series data are required. 

▪ Results reflect challenges in isolating variables in 

complex BPM environments, echoing concerns raised 

by Jeston & Nelis (2022) [22]. 

 

4.5 Discussion of Findings 

4.5.1 Comparisons with Literature 

The findings both confirm and challenge earlier studies: 

▪ Confirmed: Willcocks et al. (2021) [40] noted that 

automation ROI may initially appear negative due to 

sunk implementation costs, aligning with our observed 

automation-cost savings correlation. 

▪ Challenged: Contrary to Dumas et al. (2018) [14], who 

highlighted re-skilling as a core productivity driver, this 

study observed a non-significant impact of re-skilling 

on productivity, suggesting contextual variation or 

lagged effects. 

4.5.2 Practical Implications 

▪ Organizations should not expect immediate ROI from 

automation without a maturation period. 

▪ Soft metrics such as employee agility and satisfaction 

may provide better early indicators of long-term ROI. 

▪ Re-skilling efforts should be aligned with evolving role 

requirements to translate into productivity gains. 

4.5.3 Benefits of Implementation 

A holistic ROI measurement framework: 

▪ Improves budgeting decisions for workforce initiatives. 

▪ Enhances strategic alignment between HR and 

operations teams. 

▪ Supports iterative BPM cycles with feedback from 

people-centric metrics. 

 

4.6 Limitations of the Study 

▪ Sample bias: Limited to professionals involved in 

recent BPM projects—may not reflect broader 

organizational behavior. 

▪ Subjectivity: Data based on perceived impacts, not 

actual measured performance outcomes. 

▪ Cross-sectional design: Cannot establish causality. 

 

4.7 Areas for Future Research 

▪ Longitudinal studies tracking actual performance 

metrics post-optimization. 

▪ Industry-specific ROI frameworks integrating both 

financial and non-financial KPIs. 

▪ Exploration of AI-driven analytics for workforce-task 

alignment optimization. 

 

5. Conclusion 

5.1 Summary 

This study set out to develop a quantitative framework for 

measuring the Return on Investment (ROI) of workforce-

focused initiatives—including re-skilling, role realignment, 

and task automation—within the context of Business 

Process Redesign (BPR) projects. Recognizing that people 

remain central to process transformation, the research 

addressed the growing need for a data-driven approach that 

captures not only cost savings but also productivity, agility, 

http://www.multiresearchjournal.com/


International Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research and Studies   www.multiresearchjournal.com 

1209 

and engagement outcomes derived from workforce 

interventions. 

To explore this, a mixed-method approach was employed, 

integrating survey data from over 300 BPM professionals 

and qualitative insights from 20 semi-structured interviews. 

The data were quantitatively analyzed using descriptive 

statistics and correlation tests to evaluate the relationship 

between workforce optimization efforts and perceived ROI 

metrics. 

The study tested three hypotheses: 

1. H₀1: There is no significant relationship between 

workforce re-skilling and employee productivity. 

2. H₀2: Task automation has no measurable effect on cost 

savings in BPM projects. 

3. H₀3: Role realignment does not significantly influence 

process efficiency. 

Key findings include: 

▪ Reskilling demonstrated a positive but statistically non-

significant association with productivity. 

▪ Task automation showed a negative yet statistically 

significant correlation with cost savings, suggesting 

short-term investment challenges. 

▪ Role realignment showed no significant correlation 

with process efficiency but is still seen as valuable 

through qualitative insights. 

 

5.2 Conclusion 

The study concludes that quantifying the ROI of workforce 

optimization in BPM is both feasible and necessary—but 

also complex. While traditional financial indicators remain 

relevant, they often underrepresent the intangible or delayed 

benefits of human-centric interventions. The framework 

developed in this research provides a scalable and adaptable 

model for measuring ROI across various dimensions—

financial, operational, and behavioral. 

While automation tends to yield visible efficiency gains, it 

also introduces transition costs and employee resistance that 

can dampen short-term financial outcomes. In contrast, re-

skilling and role realignment, though slower to yield 

measurable results, contribute significantly to long-term 

agility, adaptability, and workforce resilience. 

By revisiting the research questions: 

▪ RQ1: How can businesses quantitatively measure the 

ROI of re-skilling, realignment, and automation in BPM 

initiatives? 

▪ RQ2: Which workforce optimization strategies yield 

the highest perceived ROI? 

▪ RQ3: How do employee-centered metrics correlate with 

measurable business outcomes? 

This study addressed them by integrating subjective and 

objective performance measures, generating an evidence-

backed response that advances current ROI frameworks in 

BPM contexts. 

 

5.3 Recommendations 

Based on the findings, the following recommendations are 

proposed: 

1. Combine financial and behavioral metrics in ROI 

evaluations: Traditional cost-benefit analyses should be 

expanded to include qualitative and perceptual 

workforce metrics like engagement, agility, and 

satisfaction. 

2. Conduct longitudinal assessments: Organizations 

should adopt multi-phase ROI tracking to capture the 

lagged benefits of re-skilling and role realignment. 

3. Implement pilot testing: Before scaling automation or 

realignment initiatives, pilot programs should be 

conducted to validate assumptions and reduce 

resistance. 

4. Encourage HR–BPM collaboration: The integration of 

human capital strategy into BPM should become 

standard practice, ensuring both operational efficiency 

and workforce adaptability. 

5. Refine performance dashboards: Organizations should 

incorporate dynamic dashboards that measure 

workforce optimization ROI in real time using 

indicators such as upskilling ROI ratio, agility index, 

and employee lifetime value. 

Managing a workforce in an automated, agile and 

digitalizing business world, workforce optimization can no 

longer be a soft priority it must be a strategic requirement. 

Nonetheless, the benefits of human-centered activity in 

BPM project are a frequently under-estimated factor in 

terms of its measuring methodology. The paper has added 

an ordered and evidenced methodology of ROI 

measurement, which can fit into operational requirements, 

short-term, and long-term human capital investments. 

Although the relationships identified in this study were 

modest, they build upon a necessary fact that successful 

BPM initiatives are not only process-driven, they are 

people-powered. The proposed framework in this paper is an 

initial move towards the anecdotal validation towards an 

empirical substantiation of the returns of the investment in 

its workforce, which would signal a more informed and 

human-aria driven process transformation approach in the 

digital enterprise age. 
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