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ABSTRACT 

 

This paper describes the development of the procurement maturity model, a self-assessment tool 

that helps public contracting authorities to evaluate the state of procurement maturity as a whole and 

to compare the results internally between different personnel groups and externally between other 

organisation. The model evaluates different procurement processes, as well as the structure and the 

agility of the organization. The theoretical frameworks implemented are the Capability Maturity Model 

and the EFQM Excellence model. The organizations maturity is depicted through five levels, which 

help to describe how an organization matures in professional public procurement from ad hoc 

functions to coordinated, strategic and lean processes.  

 

 

OVERVIEW 

 

By studying the maturity of an organisation, it is possible to identify the current status of the 

organization and to determine the necessary areas for future development. Maturity is determined, 

among other things, by the status and role of procurement, the availability of procurement systems, 

the quality of operations, and the competence, professionalism and ability of procurement personnel. 

Although relatively much has been known already about the procurement maturity (Reck & Long's 

1988, Van Weele et al. 1998, Schiele, H., 2007) the challenges with these maturity models 

developed for the procurement in private sector is that they do not take into account the special 

features of public procurement. The presented procurement maturity model in this paper is one of 

the first maturity models tailored for the public sector. It aims to describe various components of 

public procurement carried out by the Finnish public contracting authorities and their degrees of 

maturity by procurement sub-areas in organisation level, as well as in the entire public sector level. 



 

The Procurement Maturity Model has been developed in cooperation with procurement developers, 

Universities, and various cooperation partners. The contents of the model were pre-audited by an 

external quality auditor. The technical implementation of the Procurement Maturity Model self-

assessment survey and reporting tool was executed by a Finnish start-up company from Aalto 

University. With this model and tool, organisations can assess the current and targeted state of 

procurement, and compare evaluations made by various groups of respondents and their differences 

from the perspectives of procurement areas. The model takes into account factors associated with 

the entire life cycle of procurement as well as the structure and agility of procurement processes.  

The maturity model takes into account the fact that a public organisation can achieve a high 

procurement maturity through different development paths. The scoring used in the model follows 

the expected normal distribution of responses. The principle of the model is Juran’s rule where 

quality is fitness for use (Juran, 1986). 

 

The Finnish maturity model’s theory is based on the Capability Maturity Model and on the EFQM 

Excellence quality assessment model as it is presented in the Danish maturity model (Møller et al. 

(2010). The capability model is a well-documented and approved method for self-assessment and 

outside evaluation used to measure the maturity and capability of an organisation. The EFQM 

Excellence Model is widely used as an assessment and development tool by public and private 

sector organisations for evaluating their operations and results.  

 

 

 

 

 



THEORETICAL STARTING POINT OF THE MATURITY MODEL 

 

The Capability Maturity Model assesses behaviour and maturity depending on an organisation’s 

performance. One of the first capability maturity models was created in the United States in 1986 

when the Federal Government asked the Software Engineering Institute (SEI) to use it to determine 

the background of software suppliers it had acquired. In 1987, the SEI published a concise 

description of the maturity framework of the process and questions included in the Capability Maturity 

Model (Humphrey & Sweet, 1987).  

 

The core idea behind the capability maturity model is to serve as a model for organisational 

development and change. Enabling change within an organisation requires developing processes 

and ensuring that people have the capabilities needed for implementing the change. In his studies, 

Deming (1986) states that inspiring employees to change without the tools and competence for 

achieving the changes is a great risk. The model aims to prevent this risk by offering a theoretical 

framework for analysing results and creating a frame of reference to achieve change by means of 

systematic development of procurement. 

 

Another inspiration for the development model comes from the EFQM Excellence Model. The EFQM 

Excellence Model is a non-prescriptive framework that recognizes that there are many ways in which 

an organisation may achieve excellence, but which embraces TQM concepts such as the importance 

of the customer. (Porter & Tanner, 1996). The scoring methods in the EFQM Excellence Model and 

in the capability maturity model are somewhat subjective, which has drawn criticism (Hughes, 1999, 

Møller et al. 2010). 

 



The problem with general procurement maturity models is that most of them are conceptual and not 

completely tested. Therefore, In Finnish maturity model we should explore practical applications of 

maturity evaluation, showing how organisations can use self-assessment for the improvement of its 

management and good procurement practises. As a tool, self-assessment provides an efficient and 

effective way to highlight the current status of an organisation in terms of its various components. 

Binney (1992) suggests that the power of self-assessment depends on finding a mutual language 

between senior management and employees at all levels of the organisation, and that change is 

possible only through commonly shared strategic understanding. Implementation of the self-

assessment model enhances the attainment of several goals. The model helps employees identify 

strengths and areas requiring development (Aly, 1997; Black & Crumley, 1997). The model also 

provides an opportunity to benchmark an organisation’s performance with coherent standards, 

compared with front runners in the field (Aly, 1997). It is also possible to use the model as a basis 

for preparing an action plan for the development of an organisation (Conti, 1997; Davis, 1992). The 

model can, for its part, increase customer loyalty (Fountain, 1998). The model supports the 

development of competence in an organisation (Davis, 1992), and it has been observed that an 

important link exists between utilisation of the self-assessment tool and learning within the 

organisation (Teece, 1997; Grant, 1991). Furthermore, based on the general experiences, it is 

important to promote the broadest possible use of the maturity model among different public 

organisations and ensure that the comparative data and questions provided by the model remain up 

to date. 

 

There are many definitions of self-assessment (Finn & Porter, 1994; Hillman, 1994), but the 

European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) has one of the most comprehensive one. 

The EFQM proposes that self-assessment is a comprehensive, systematic, and regular referencing 

of an organisation's activities and results with the Excellence Model. The self-assessment process 

enables distinguishing between an organisation’s strengths and areas requiring development 

(EFQM, 1999). In her study, Mehlbye (1993) divides assessment into two elements: assessment of 



performance and assessment of development measures. The former aims to determine the causality 

of effort and performance. The latter assesses need for development in various activity components, 

such as interaction, competence and processes. 

 

The first procurement maturity model was presented in the scientific literature by Reck & Long's 

(1988) “Strategic stages in the development of a purchasing function”. After that Keough (1993) 

proposes that to achieve more strategic practices in purchasing, four barriers to overcome before 

the organisation can truly have strategic procurement organisation. These barriers are: (1) Get the 

basics right, (2) Put money on the table, (3) Develop supporting organisational infrastructure and (4) 

Build world-class suppliers. The maturity model presented by Van Weele et al. in 1998 combines all 

the purchasing maturity models presented before into one model. The model leans heavily on the 

one presented by Keough (1993), but it has some updates to the model: organisational structures, 

focus and the views of different industries. The model captures important aspects of purchasing 

development and how the corporations will find the better ways of organising procurement, for 

example decentralised versus centralised organization and functional versus cross-functional focus 

(Koivisto 2013).  

 

In the Procurement Maturity Model, the performance of a procurement organisation is determined 

usually with a four-step or five-step maturity scale. Maturity levels are used to describe how the 

organisation evolves in professional procurement activities and processes, from ad hoc operation to 

more mature levels and, in the case of the best organisations, all the way to the front runner level 

(e.g. Reck, & Long, 1988). Procurement maturity models with five different maturity levels are very 

common in scientific literature, but none of them directly fulfils the needs of the public sector which 

traditionally values practical models that are easy to use and utilise. 

 



The challenge with these maturity models developed for the procurement in private sector is that 

they do not take into account the special features of public procurement. While cost savings are 

often the primary objective of the private sector procurement, the public sector procurement needs 

to take into account not only procurement law but also many different public policy objectives. In the 

public sector, the greatest efforts have traditionally been spent on preparing the tendering process 

itself, when research states that the focus of the work should rather be on the planning and contract 

period (Stenecker, 2008). In general, it can be stated that the measurement of public procurement 

maturity is still undeveloped with not so many applied models around the world. A couple of ambitious 

public procurement maturity models have been developed, such as the MSU + model in the 

Netherlands (Johannsen, S., 2013) and the SKI procurement model in Denmark (Møller et al. (2010). 

The Danish Procurement Maturity Model serves as a practical and ambitious example to the Finnish 

procurement maturity model.  

 

To evaluate the Organisation's maturity, an important issue to be addressed is how to measure the 

degree of maturity, or the levels at which the Organisation is. In addition to the distinctive dimensions 

to be measured (Schweiger, 2014), there is a need to identify how each aspect to be measured 

should be evaluated. In this sense, models to assess procurement management propose different 

ways to measure the maturity level of each question. Some are based on a Likert scale, ranging 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree. A challenge of this type of scale is that the measurement 

ends up being subjective, depending on the degree of respondent’s knowledge and attitude. Other 

works propose predefined scenarios and describe each level of maturity of each issue (Schiele, 

2007). In this case there is a risk that the questionnaire becomes long and time-consuming to 

answer. Another way is related answering just "yes-no" for each described situation. In this case, 

though with objective responses, there is uncertainty for aspects that were initiated, but not 

completed. In this respect, in practical maturity model, questions must be specific, what might make 

the evaluation questionnaire to be very long (Tontini et. al. 2016). To avoid these risks Finnish 

maturity model involves the degree of formality, and degree of implementation, for every aspect 



asked. To assess the degree of maturity of different procurement areas the questionnaire has a 

sequence of questions that embody basics to advanced aspects of the measured area, as well as 

the implementation stage and formalisation. In the highest maturity levels a lot of lean (Plan-Do-

Check-Act) procurement practices must be in place. 

 

Many tools exist for measuring the structure of procurement, but the theoretical frame of reference 

for the agility of procurement is thinner. Still, it holds a key position in terms of the practical success 

of procurement. With regard to agility, the developed Finnish model uses, e.g. success factors 

identified in the EU’s Horizon 2020 programme that have been utilised in financing decisions on 

projects under evaluation. The Horizon Model is used to fund both public and private investment 

projects, and its assessment criteria are built on the “value for money” thinking emphasised by EU 

recommendations for the development of procurement. With this model, several dozen billions of 

euros have been distributed to businesses and the public sector in the past decade and its theoretical 

background has been studied comprehensively. This model also provides ideas for assessing 

procurement agility in the procurement maturity model in the Finnish public sector.  

 

 

STRUCTURE OF THE MATURITY MODEL FOR THE FINNISH PUBLIC PROCUREMENT 

 

The degrees of maturity in the maturity model provided by Hansel are divided into five levels:  

(1) Undeveloped, (2) Recognised, (3) Developing, (4) Developed, and (5) Front runner level. 

At the Undeveloped level, procurement tasks are uncoordinated, sporadic and mostly managed by 

individuals in an organisation. The process perspective may exist, but various roles and functions 

have not been surveyed and the operating model has not been taken into practice. Information and 

communication of any procurement measures are incompatible and sporadic. The organisation’s 



procurement function is characterised by management without goals. At this lowest maturity level, 

procurement practices and results are inconsistent. Development measures are rarely specified, and 

the procurement process is subject to unreasonable timetable pressures when procurements cannot 

be anticipated. 

 

At the Recognised level, a few people in the organisation are aware of the need to develop 

procurement. General and coherent processes result in the fulfilment of practical needs, which 

provides motivation to support the use of general tools. The need for developing procurement exists 

and it has been communicated to senior management, but the larger-scale implementation of change 

is only at the planning stage. The development of procurement competence of individuals in the 

organisation or the results of procurement are not monitored systematically. Procurement projects 

are implemented separately from one another, and there is no interaction between them.  

  

At the Developing level, the need for action and change has been identified, and the current 

processes of the procurement section are surveyed, documented and standardised. A procurement 

organisation that measures up to the target state for procurement has not been created yet, but the 

first development measures have been carried out. In procurement, the need for developing 

personnel’s competence has been identified. The development measures launched are based on 

information observation in procurement, without a broader commitment by the organisation to 

developing procurement. 

 

At the Developed level, management specifies the vision and goals for procurement and 

communicates these clearly to the entire organisation. The processes are, by nature, verifiably 

mature, and the whole organisation uses standardised tools. Ownership of and responsibility for the 

process have been created, and the best internal practices are implemented. The vision concerning 

procurement is implemented by means of competence development and training events. Certain 



procurement components have adopted tools promoting the impact of procurement, and progress is 

monitored systematically by analysing the causality underlying successes and failures. Procurement 

areas, such as contract management, supplier cooperation and other procurement processes, are 

implemented in close cooperation with specialists throughout the organisation. 

 

At the Front runner level, the focus is on applying good practices through continuous optimisation of 

procurement that takes the organisation’s core operation into account. At this highest maturity level 

of procurement, the organisation continuously assesses the ability of its processes to improve 

procurement components that require the greatest improvement. Continuous improvements can be 

achieved through constant learning, by evaluating new, potential development methods, processes 

or techniques. Development measures have been integrated into the organisation’s strategic 

development process. Training events are focused on training the use of the latest procurement 

concepts and tools, and electronic tools are utilised actively and comprehensively in all procurement 

components. 

 

In addition to these five maturity levels, one should recognise the agility and ability of procurement 

for practical procurement operation. Whereas traditional maturity models are based around the 

organisational structure, i.e. instructions and processes, Hansel’s procurement maturity model 

brings alongside it the concept of agility, which is key in the current operating environment. In the 

context of public procurement, this term means the productiveness of the organisation’s procurement 

function, proactive operation, speed of execution, and organisational flexibility, which ultimately 

ensure the building of the organisation’s trust towards procurement through practical successes. 

 

The model has the following areas: 

• Procurement management 



• Procurement planning 

• Tendering and preparations 

• Contract management 

• Purchase to Pay 

• Sustainability 

• Innovative procurement 

• Competence development 

• Cooperation with suppliers 

• Analysing and reporting 

• Current state analysis 

 

In the model, these areas can be viewed from the perspectives of different respondent groups. The 

groups are: 

• Management  

• Procurement specialist 

• Other specialist 

 

The main dimensions in the long survey are: 

• Procurement structure 

• Procurement agility 

 

All the dimensions of the model are measured with slightly different types of questions and visual 

reports. Figures 1 below explains the targeted state of the model and the positioning of the questions 

at various dimensions. 



 

Figure 1: Fourfold table of procurement structure and agility in the long survey 

 

QUESTIONS IN THE MODEL 

 

The Procurement Maturity Model includes two surveys. The key idea in the short survey is to view 

the big picture from the perspective of management and other internal stakeholders, and to focus on 

development of the organisation’s key procurement components. The focus of the long survey is on 

obtaining more detailed information about the organisation’s procurement practices. In both surveys, 

it is also possible to study whether there are any big differences in the views of the organisation’s 

various procurement roles.  

 



- short survey, 11 questions to the organisation’s management and procurement specialists, and 

to other representatives of the organisation. Answering is supported by key performance indicators 

(KPIs) that help the respondent submit answers that are in the right direction. The short survey also 

asks about the significance of the procurement area for the organisation in question. As the outcome 

of the short survey, the customer receives a drill-down report as in figure 2 described below. 

 

Figure 2: Maturity and significance of procurement areas for the organisation - fourfold table 



- long survey, the target group of the 54 questions comprises procurement professionals and 

individuals who are more profoundly involved with procurement. The set of questions distributes 

information about good practices in the public sector, with regard to both organisational structures 

related to procurement and matters that enhance agility. As the outcome of the survey, the customer 

receives reports described in Figures 3 and Figure 4 below. (more closely in Annex 1)   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Overall maturity of procurement in relation to other organisations 



  

Figure 4: Fourfold table of procurement structure and agility 

 

EARLY FINDINGS 

 

The Procurement Maturity Model has been in use in Finland for about half a year. It has been actively 

used and extended to the entire public sector. The users have been mainly procurement 

professionals, but theoretically everyone working for public organisations in Finland can have access 

to the tool. 



Users have liked the model to be relatively quick to use and the questions have been easy to answer. 

It has been especially interesting to see the differences and divergences in the responses of different 

roles in organisation. In particular, organisations in the early stages of procurement development will 

benefit greatly from the model, because they will be able to find good practices to implement in their 

daily activities. Organisations that are more advanced in the procurement, are able to validate their 

own good practises, but there is no so-called quick wins for them easily available from the model. 

That’s because the forerunner activities in procurement are difficult to achieve. This is well illustrated 

by the fact that the model's best organisation to date has a procurement maturity score of 3.6 out of 

5.0. 

SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 

 

With the help of the Finnish maturity model and e-tool, basically each public sector employee can 

evaluate the quality of the procurement in his or her own organisation and compare the results with 

other organisations. The tool is an interactive and easy way to evaluate and develop procurement. 

At the same time as tool was developed, the theory framework was created to develop public 

procurement and identify the organisation's strengths and weaknesses. Maturity model Increases 

openness and interest in procurement development and improves procurement knowledge for public 

sector organisations. The paper advances the understanding and knowledge of procurement 

maturity (Reck & Long's (1988, Van Weele et al. 1998, Schiele, H., 2007) by applying maturity model 

in the public procurement and considering the special features of public procurement. 

 

In practice, during the process, a theory framework was created and various aspects of public 

procurement maturity were analysed. Initially, the Maturity Model Tool was piloted with Finnish public 

organisations. Finally, based on agile development principles and APIs, Hansel Oy created maturity 

surveys and drill down visualisations in collaboration with a Finnish startup company Inforglobe Ltd. 

 



 With the developed maturity model it is possible evaluate the procurement maturity through a 

coherent framework and an easily scalable tool that can compare the results of different respondent 

groups and organisations and look at longer-term developments with advanced reports. The tool 

easily identifies the current state of organisation procurement and development priorities. 

 

Next step is to extend the tool for the whole public sector in Finland. Hansel Oy also will try out other 

new, inclusive tools to develop procurement with its stakeholders in Finland to the next level. 
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Annex 1: Dimensions and questions in long survey 
 

Procurement area Question theme 

1. Procurement management 1.1. Procurement management – guidelines 

  1.2. Procurement management – ethics 

  1.3. Procurement management – coordination 

  1.4. Procurement management – categorisation 

  1.5. Procurement management – small purchases 

  1.6. Procurement management – approval powers 

  1.7. Procurement management – development projects 

  1.8. Procurement management – level of freedom 

  1.9. sitoutuminen -management commitment 

  1.10. Procurement management – strategy 

  1.11. Procurement management – goals 

 1.12. Procurement management – managerial work 

2. Procurement planning 2.1. Procurement planning – strategic planning 

  2.2. Procurement planning – procurement plans 

  2.3. Procurement planning – projects and cooperation 

  2.4. Procurement planning – consolidation 

3. Tendering and preparations  3.1. Competence and interaction – dialogue 

  3.2. Competence and interaction – solution focus 

  3.3. Competence and interaction – interaction 

  3.4. Tendering process – electronic tendering 

  3.5. Tendering process – contract law 

  3.6. Tendering process – customer satisfaction 

  3.7. Tendering process – risk management 

  3.8. Tendering process – continuous learning 

4. Contract management 4.1. Contract management – contract 

  4.2. Contract management – security 

  4.3. Contract management – personal data 

  4.4. Contract management – complaints process 

  4.5. Contract management – contract change 

  4.6. Contract management – electronic process 

5. Purchase to pay 5.1. Purchase to pay – invoice processing 

  5.2. Purchase to pay – order management 

6. Sustainability 6.1. Sustainability – strategic planning 

  6.2. Sustainability as part of the process 

  6.3. Sustainability - communication 

7. Innovative procurement 7.1 Innovative procurement – strategic planning 

  7.2. Innovative procurement – preliminary assessment 

  7.3. Innovative procurement – procedures 

  7.4. Innovative procurement – iterative process 

  7.5. Innovative procurement – contract period 

  7.6. Innovative procurement – open process 

8. Competence development 8.1. Competence development – competence plan 

  8.2. Competence development – knowledge sharing 

  8.3. Competence development – areas of expertise 

9. Cooperation with suppliers  9.1. Supplier management – market potential 

  9.2. Supplier management – procurement categories 

  9.3. Supplier management – supplier numbers 

  9.4. Supplier management – supplier classification 

  9.5. Supplier management – supplier risks 

10. Analysing and reporting 10.1. Analysing and reporting – tendering 

  10.2. Analysing and reporting – procurement planning 

  10.3. Analysing and reporting – task monitoring 

  10.4. Analysing and reporting – cost monitoring 

11. Current state analysis 11.1. Current state analysis in use 

 


