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Abstract

Business process reengineering (BPR) is usually remembered as one of the most visible
management fashions of the 1990s. It rose rapidly, promised radical redesign and major
performance gains, and later lost legitimacy as many implementations failed to match the
rhetoric and became associated with disruption, downsizing, and managerial overreach.
Yet the organizational problem to which BPR responded never disappeared: how should
organizations redesign processes when new technologies alter what is possible? This paper
revisits BPR in light of recent developments in generative and agentic artificial intelligence.
This perspective article develops a conceptual interpretation rather than a systematic review
or empirical test. Its purpose is to clarify an emerging pattern in management discourse
and process-management research: the possible reactivation of BPR-style redesign logic
under new technological and discursive conditions. Using management fashion theory
as the main lens, it suggests that Al may be creating conditions under which elements
of BPR’s underlying redesign logic become newly relevant. The argument is not that
the BPR label has simply returned. Rather, aspects of its core ambition appear to be
rearticulated through adjacent and more legitimate vocabularies such as business process
management, Al-augmented business process management systems, Large Process Models,
and agentic BPM. To capture this pattern, the paper introduces the concept of translated
resurgence, referring to the renewed relevance of an older management idea through
relabeling, reinterpretation, and mutation. The paper further argues that Al may alter the
technical feasibility of radical process redesign while leaving many classic BPR risks intact.
The result is best understood not as a simple revival, but as an emerging and still unsettled
phase in the longer afterlife of a once-prominent management idea.

Keywords: business process reengineering; BPR; business process management; manage-
ment fashion theory; generative Al; agentic Al translation; mutation

1. Introduction

Business process reengineering (BPR) was one of the most visible and controversial
management ideas of the 1990s (Hindle, 2008; Knights & Willmott, 2000). It promised dra-
matic improvements in cost, quality, service, and speed through the fundamental rethinking
and radical redesign of business processes (Hammer, 1990; Hammer & Champy, 1993). It
also became one of the decade’s most criticized managerial doctrines. Critics linked
BPR to inflated rhetoric, conceptual vagueness, technocratic redesign, job loss, and man-
agerial overreach. In the management literature, BPR became a classic example of a
concept that rose rapidly, attracted intense enthusiasm, and then suffered reputational
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decline (Benders & Van Veen, 2001; Heusinkveld & Benders, 2001). Yet BPR never en-
tirely vanished. Historical work on the concept (Madsen & Slatten, 2025) shows a more
complex trajectory: it declined from its 1990s peak, remained embedded in management
vocabulary, continued to attract research attention, and persisted through related forms
such as business process management (BPM) and business process improvement (BPI)
(Moreira & Dallavalle, 2024; Reijers, 2021; Schaschek et al., 2024; Siha & Saad, 2008).

That historical complexity matters because the present paper is not really about
whether BPR “comes back” in a literal sense. A direct rehabilitation of the old label still
seems improbable. The more interesting question is whether the underlying redesign logic
associated with BPR is becoming newly relevant under altered technological and discursive
conditions. Recent developments in generative and agentic Al make that question hard to
ignore (Holmstrom & Carroll, 2025; Hosseini & Seilani, 2025; Krakowski, 2025). Process
research is now moving beyond classic automation toward Al-augmented process systems
(Dumas et al., 2023), Large Process Models (Kampik et al., 2025), and agentic forms of
BPM (Calvanese et al., 2026; Dumas et al., 2026). These developments may do more than
optimize existing workflows. They appear to reopen the possibility of deeper process
redesign, more continuous process adaptation, and in some cases semi-autonomous or
autonomous process execution.

The AI-BPR connection also has a longer history than current debates sometimes
suggest (Casey, 2025; Hamscher, 1994), but that connection is developed in a later section.
For the purposes of the introduction, the key point is simpler: Al does not make BPR
relevant because the old label has returned. It matters because newer Al-enabled process
vocabularies appear to reopen some of the same organizational questions that made BPR
influential in the first place: how work should be redesigned when technology changes the
boundaries of coordination, decision-making, and execution.

This paper, therefore, asks a more precise question than whether BPR is “back”: are
generative and agentic Al creating conditions for a translated resurgence of BPR’s under-
lying redesign logic? The paper uses management fashion theory as its main lens, but it
does not treat fashion cycles as simple patterns of rise and decline. Instead, it draws on
work showing that management ideas can mutate, persist, lie dormant, and reappear under
new labels and altered conditions (Abrahamson & Piazza, 2019; Reinmoeller et al., 2019;
Rovik, 2019). This framing is useful because the BPR label remains historically contami-
nated, while parts of its redesign ambition appear to persist in adjacent vocabularies such
as BPM, Al-augmented BPMS, Large Process Models, and agentic BPM.

The concept of translated resurgence is introduced to name a more specific pattern
than re-adoption, mutation, or translation can capture on their own. Re-adoption highlights
that older ideas may regain relevance. Mutation highlights that ideas change as they travel.
Translation highlights that actors reformulate ideas as they adapt them to new settings.
Translated resurgence refers to the combined pattern in which an older management
idea becomes newly relevant after its original label has lost legitimacy, but only by being
rearticulated through newer vocabularies, altered technical conditions, and partially revised
assumptions. In this case, the term helps capture the coexistence of three dynamics: the
reputational decline of “BPR,” the persistence of a process redesign logic, and the Al-era
emergence of new process vocabularies that make elements of that logic appear timely again.
Section 4.2 specifies the diagnostic criteria for this configuration and clarifies why translated
resurgence is not simply a loose combination of re-adoption, mutation, and translation, but
a more specific pattern in which a contaminated label is abandoned while an underlying
managerial logic becomes newly actionable under altered technological conditions.

The paper makes three main contributions. First, it suggests that Al may be creat-
ing conditions for a new phase in the trajectory of BPR—not a straightforward revival,
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but a translated resurgence. Second, it shows how newer process vocabularies, such
as Al-augmented BPMS, Large Process Models, and agentic BPM, can be understood
as contemporary translations of an older redesign logic. Third, it uses this case to sug-
gest broader implications for management fashion theory, especially regarding lifecycle
variation, re-adoption, dormancy, rhetorical versus substantive adoption, and the role of
technological shocks and megatrend narratives in reshaping the management knowledge
market. Megatrend narratives matter here not because they predict the future with preci-
sion, but because they help define what managers believe they ought to care about now
(Naughtin et al., 2024; Ng et al., 2025). Al has arguably become such a narrative.

2. Analytical Approach

This paper is a conceptual article based on an interpretive synthesis of three overlap-
ping bodies of literatures. The first is historical and critical research on BPR, including
work on its rise, backlash, conceptual ambiguity, and post-peak afterlife. The second is
management fashion theory and adjacent work on translation, mutation, re-adoption, and
idea-handling processes. The third is emerging scholarship on Al-enabled process manage-
ment, including work on Al-augmented BPMS, Large Process Models, and agentic BPM.

The article is therefore deliberately positioned as a perspective article. It does not seek
to measure the prevalence of Al-enabled reengineering, nor does it claim that contemporary
actors consciously revive BPR. Its purpose is to offer a theoretically informed interpretation
of an emerging pattern: the possible reactivation of BPR-style redesign logic under new
technological and discursive conditions. This genre positioning matters because the paper’s
central claim is conceptual rather than predictive. It identifies a plausible pattern for future
empirical inquiry, while also specifying the limits of that pattern.

Some of the most recent work on agentic BPM and agentic BPMS should therefore be
read with appropriate caution. Several contributions are manifesto-style or preprint-based
rather than settled empirical literature. Their value for the present argument is not that
they prove widespread organizational adoption, but that they signal how leading process
scholars are beginning to name and frame a new frontier for process management. They are
treated here as indicators of emerging vocabulary and ambition, not as conclusive evidence
of implementation.

The aim is not to offer a systematic review of all BPR, BPM, or Al research. Rather,
the paper uses a problem-driven synthesis to clarify an emerging conceptual pattern: the
possible reactivation of an older redesign logic under new technological and discursive
conditions. Sources were selected because they speak directly to one of three analytical
questions: how BPR evolved after its 1990s peak; how management ideas survive, mutate,
or reappear after decline; and how recent Al-enabled process research reframes the scope
of process redesign.

The analysis proceeded in three steps. First, the paper reconstructs BPR’s post-peak
trajectory as a case of label contamination, conceptual drift, and partial persistence. Second,
it connects this trajectory to concepts from management fashion and translation-oriented
research, especially the distinction between rhetorical and substantive adoption. Third, it
reads recent Al-enabled BPM work as an emerging vocabulary in which some BPR-like
redesign ambitions are being reformulated. The resulting argument is interpretive rather
than predictive. It identifies a plausible conceptual trajectory, but it does not claim that all
Al-enabled process initiatives are substantively reengineering organizations.
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3. BPR After the Hype: Persistence, Contamination, and Conceptual Drift
3.1. Rise, Ambiguity, and Early Criticism

BPR’s history is best understood as a rise, backlash, and long afterlife rather than
as a simple case of appearance and disappearance. It emerged at the turn of the 1990s,
quickly became one of the most visible management ideas of the decade, and was strongly
linked to promises of radical transformation (Hindle, 2008). It also fitted the climate of
the time. BPR resonated with recession pressure, competitive anxiety, and enthusiasm
for large-scale IT-enabled restructuring. It is not surprising that the concept spread so
quickly in a period when dramatic organizational renewal was treated as both urgent and
desirable. The historical review in Madsen and Slatten (2025) supports this reading while
also emphasizing that BPR became one of the most iconic labels in management discourse.

At the same time, BPR contained several of the traits that make management ideas
vulnerable to overreach. It had a strong label, dramatic performance promises, broad appli-
cability claims, and high interpretive flexibility (Benders & Van Veen, 2001; Kieser, 1997;
Rovik, 2002). These traits made it diffusable, but also made it difficult to stabilize in practice.
Madsen and Slatten (2025) note that BPR was interpreted in many ways, both by suppliers
and adopters, and that the label eventually became worn out through use. This aligns
closely with Benders and van Veen’s argument that management fashions gain traction
partly because they are interpretable in multiple ways. The same ambiguity that fuels
adoption can later contribute to dilution, disappointment, and backlash.

BPR’s novelty was contested almost from the start. Earl and Khan (1994) argued that
business process redesign combined genuinely new elements with older managerial ideas,
while O'Neill and Sohal’s (1999) review showed that the early literature was fragmented
across definitions, methods, tools, outcomes, and critical concerns. This matters because the
Al-era translation of BPR does not emerge from a stable original. It emerges from a concept
whose meaning was already contested, stretched, and recombined from the beginning.

3.2. BPR’s Assumptions and Implementation Limits

A stronger account of BPR’s afterlife also requires attention to the assumptions that
made the concept both powerful and vulnerable. Classical BPR rested on the idea that
organizations could achieve major performance gains by radically redesigning end-to-
end processes rather than improving existing functional routines incrementally. This
implied several assumptions: that processes could be identified and redesigned with
sufficient clarity; that information technology could act as a strong enabler of new work
arrangements; that radical redesign could overcome the inertia of existing organizational
structures; and that employees, systems, and governance arrangements could be realigned
around redesigned processes.

These assumptions were always difficult to stabilize. Early conceptual work already
showed that BPR was not a single coherent method, but a broad and contested umbrella
for process-oriented transformation (Ahmed & Simintiras, 1996; O’Neill & Sohal, 1999).
Boudreau and Robey (1996) sharpen this point by showing that BPR contained internal
contradictions. It relied on “clean slate” redesign while being implemented in organiza-
tions shaped by existing routines, power relations, and technical constraints. It invoked
empowerment while often being associated with top-down restructuring. It positioned IT
as an enabler of transformation while sometimes treating technology as if it could resolve
organizational contradictions by itself.

The implementation literature reinforces this caution. BPR failures were not simply
caused by poor execution of an otherwise stable model. They also reflected the con-
cept’s broad scope, its methodological ambiguity, and its limited sensitivity to organi-
zational context, culture, participation, and systems interdependence (Fetais et al., 2022;
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Vakola & Rezgui, 2000). From a systems perspective, BPR was especially vulnerable be-
cause it lacked a widely accepted reference model comparable to more formal cybernetic
or soft systems approaches. This made it difficult to specify what counted as successful
reengineering, how redesign should be governed, and how local process changes would
affect the wider organizational system (Dekkers, 2008).

This matters for the present argument because Al cannot simply “solve” BPR’s earlier
weaknesses. Generative and agentic Al may alter the technical feasibility of process dis-
covery, modeling, simulation, and execution, but they do not remove the organizational
problems that complicated BPR in the first place. If anything, they may intensify some of
them by making redesign faster, more opaque, and more dependent on data infrastruc-
tures and algorithmic mediation. The translated resurgence of BPR-style thinking should
therefore be understood as a renewed possibility, not as a guaranteed improvement. It
reopens the BPR question under new conditions, but it also carries forward many of the
old tensions around power, participation, governance, and implementation.

3.3. Label Contamination and Surviving Redesign Logic

The decline of BPR, then, was not simply a matter of managers losing interest in process
issues. It was also a crisis of legitimacy at the level of the label. Once “reengineering”
became associated with layoffs, expensive consultancy projects, and overblown claims, the
term itself became risky (Benders & Van Veen, 2001). The critical literature sharpened this
reputational problem. Edwards and Peppard (1994) questioned whether business process
redesign was hype, hope, or hypocrisy, while Grey and Mitev (1995) offered a broader
critique of reengineering as a managerial and organizational project. Biazzo (1998) similarly
treated BPR as a phenomenon requiring critical examination rather than straightforward
acceptance. These critiques show that BPR’s decline was not simply a matter of failed
implementation. It was also a loss of moral, political, and intellectual credibility.

Yet this did not mean the underlying organizational problem disappeared. Process
redesign remained important. What changed was the language through which it could be
pursued credibly.

That shift in language was not incidental. The BPR label had become burdened
by a cluster of negative associations: layoffs, consultant-driven overreach, disruptive
restructuring, and performance promises that often exceeded what organizations could
realistically deliver (Benders & Van Veen, 2001; Masih, 2015). Once a label acquires that
sort of contamination, even actors still interested in the underlying problem may avoid it.
Translation then becomes less a matter of stylistic relabeling than of reputational necessity.
New vocabularies create distance from the failures and political tensions of the earlier wave
while preserving some of its substantive ambitions.

This is why the move from BPR toward BPM and related labels matters his-
torically. BPM retained an interest in processes and performance, but without the
same direct association with the most controversial aspects of 1990s reengineering.
Madsen and Slatten (2025) show that the afterlife of BPR was already partly a story of
mutation and conceptual drift before the current Al wave began.

This distinction between a damaged label and a surviving underlying logic is central
to the argument that follows. If BPR had truly disappeared, there would be no meaningful
resurgence to discuss. But if the label declined while part of the underlying redesign agenda
survived in adjacent vocabularies, then the Al era may be reopening that agenda in a new
form. The analytical task is therefore not to ask whether BPR returns under its old name. It
is to ask whether something recognizably BPR-like is being rebuilt under new labels, with
new technologies, and within a different justificatory discourse.
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4. Theoretical Framing: Management Fashion, Loose Coupling, and
Translated Resurgence

4.1. Lifecycle Variation and Re-Adoption

Management fashion theory remains the best main lens for this analysis because it
is explicitly concerned with the rise, diffusion, legitimation, decline, and possible return
of management ideas (Piazza & Abrahamson, 2020). BPR has long been treated as a
paradigmatic case in that literature (Benders et al., 1998; Benders & Van Veen, 2001). But the
version of the theory needed here is not the older caricature in which ideas rise, peak, and
vanish in neat bell-shaped cycles. The stronger version is the more developed literature
that admits more complex trajectories. Abrahamson and Piazza’s (2019) lifecycle model is
especially useful because it describes management ideas in terms of innovation, diffusion,
institutionalization, dormancy, and rebirth. Reinmoeller et al. (2019) extend this by focusing
directly on re-adoption: older ideas can gain second or third lives when technological and
organizational conditions shift. This is precisely the kind of mechanism at stake in the
present case.

4.2. Loose Coupling, Mutation, and Translated Resurgence

To understand BPR in the age of Al, however, lifecycle variation is not enough. It
is also necessary to explain how an old idea survives between its peak and any later
reactivation. This is where Benders and Van Bijsterveld’s (2000) study on the German
reception of lean production becomes especially useful. Their core argument is that the
outcomes of action undertaken in the name of a concept can become loosely coupled
to its original meanings. They distinguish between rhetorical adoption, which refers to
the use of a concept’s name, and substantive adoption, which refers to the diffusion of
the concept’s content. The implication is important: the popularity of a label can tell us
something about discourse, but much less about what actually happens in organizations
(Benders & Van Veen, 2001; Clark, 2004). Conversely, substantive elements of a concept
can survive even when the original label declines.

This distinction helps make sense of BPR’s afterlife. The rhetorical adoption of BPR
clearly declined. The label lost prestige. But substantive adoption is a more complex
question. Some organizations may have continued to redesign processes in ways that still
resembled BPR-style thinking even when they no longer used the term. Others may have
adopted the label symbolically while implementing only limited or selective elements. Still
others may have attached the label to general rationalization or change measures only
loosely connected to the concept’s original content. Madsen and Slatten’s (2025) analysis
suggests that all three dynamics were possible. BPR’s interpretive flexibility made it highly
diffusable but also made it easier to detach from any single technical core (Aggarwal, 1998;
Benders et al., 1998; Benders & Van Veen, 2001).

This is where the concept of translated resurgence becomes useful, but only if it is de-
fined more narrowly than a general combination of re-adoption, mutation, and translation.
The claim is not that these mechanisms are individually inadequate and that their sum
automatically constitutes a new concept. Rather, translated resurgence names a specific
configuration of these mechanisms, bound by a condition that none of them presupposes on
its own: the original label has become so contaminated that the underlying logic can return
only by abandoning its own name. This reverses the role the label plays in re-adoption. In
re-adoption, the label can be remobilized when organizational or technological conditions
change. In translated resurgence, the label is a liability, and resurgence becomes possible
precisely because the logic travels under fresher and more legitimate vocabularies.

Weeraas and Nielsen’s (2016) review identifies three perspectives on translation in
organizational research and characterizes translation as the actor-driven change an object
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undergoes as it moves within and across organizational settings through editing, mediation,
and adaptation. This makes translation theory highly useful for explaining how manage-
ment ideas are reformulated, but it is less directly oriented toward the post-peak trajectory
at issue here: a once-prominent idea becomes reputationally contaminated, persists in
dormant or mutated form, and is later reactivated under newer labels. Translated resur-
gence occupies this boundary. It does not replace translation theory, but combines it with
management fashion and virus-oriented perspectives to explain a narrower configuration.

What this combination adds is twofold. First, it adds a reputational mechanism.
Unlike re-adoption, where the original label may remain an asset that can be remobilized,
translated resurgence treats the label as a liability. Resurgence becomes possible because
the underlying logic migrates into fresher vocabulary. Second, it adds a reactivation
trigger. Translation explains how ideas are edited and adapted as they move, but translated
resurgence focuses specifically on why a dormant or weakened logic becomes newly
feasible and salient. In the present case, Al supplies the trigger by altering what process
redesign can technically and organizationally achieve. Mutation alone captures content
drift but not necessarily reputation or return; translation alone captures cross-context
adaptation of a circulating idea; re-adoption alone captures renewed uptake, often under
a still-recognizable label. In the BPR case, the “reengineering” label remains historically
burdened, yet parts of its redesign logic re-enter through Al-era vocabularies such as
Al-augmented BPMS, Large Process Models, and agentic BPM.

In the BPR-AI case, this distinction is central. The label “BPR” remains burdened
by its association with failed projects, layoffs, managerial overreach, and exaggerated
transformation claims. Yet the underlying problem to which BPR responded has not
disappeared: how should work be redesigned when technology changes the boundaries of
coordination, decision-making, and execution? Mutation helps explain how parts of the
process-redesign logic survived in adjacent forms such as BPM, BPI, and process mining.
Translation helps explain how carriers reformulate ideas through new vocabularies. Re-
adoption helps explain how older ideas may regain relevance when conditions change.
Translated resurgence adds a more specific diagnostic claim: a weakened managerial logic
can become newly relevant while remaining invisible at the level of labels. The analyst
must therefore track logics, assumptions, and redesign ambitions, not only named concepts.

This configuration also has a temporal structure. The pattern is not simply idea
movement from one context to another. It involves a sequence: initial rise, reputational
contamination, dormancy or incubation in adjacent vocabularies, and later reactivation
under altered conditions. In the present case, Al provides the feasibility shift. Generative
and agentic Al make process discovery, modeling, simulation, recommendation, orchestra-
tion, and partial execution more scalable than in the original BPR era. This does not mean
that AI-BPM is BPR in disguise. It means that some Al-era process vocabularies reopen
BPR-like questions while avoiding the historically damaged BPR label.

BPR has also appeared directly in translation-oriented research. Heusinkveld and
Visscher (2012) examine how consultants frame management concepts as enacted practice,
which is useful for understanding BPR as it circulated as a recognizable management
concept. The present paper asks a different question: how a historically burdened BPR
label may fade while parts of its redesign logic later reappear under Al-era vocabularies.
This argument also builds on Dooreward and van Bijsterveld’s (2001) observation that man-
agement ideas may be transformed as they become embedded in organizational discourse.
Translated resurgence systematizes this observation by specifying the reputational condi-
tion and reactivation mechanism under which such a return becomes analytically visible.

Revik’s virus perspective remains especially useful for explaining the post-peak life
of BPR. It draws attention to mutation, incubation, dormancy, and the uneven ways in
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which management ideas are handled by organizational hosts (Revik, 2011, 2019). This
vocabulary helps explain why BPR did not simply disappear after its rhetorical decline.
Some elements were rejected as the label became associated with downsizing and overreach;
some were isolated in particular organizational or technical communities; some incubated
in adjacent vocabularies such as BPM, BPI, and process improvement; and some remained
dormant until new technological conditions made them appear relevant again. However,
the virus perspective does not by itself specify the reputational mechanism through which a
contaminated label becomes a barrier to return, nor does it explain why later technological
shifts may reactivate an older logic under new labels. Translated resurgence builds on
Revik’s account of mutation and idea handling but adds the specific sequence central to
the BPR-AI case: label contamination, substantive persistence, technological reopening,
and carrier rearticulation through Al-era vocabularies.

Table 1 summarizes the diagnostic distinctions between translated resurgence and its
closest neighboring concepts. The purpose is not to replace re-adoption, mutation, or trans-
lation, but to specify when translated resurgence is the more appropriate analytical choice.

Table 1. Distinguishing translated resurgence from related concepts.

Concept

Analytical Focus

Status of the
Original Label

Temporal Structure

Locus of Agency

Appropriate Use in
the BPR-AI Case

Re-adoption

Renewed uptake of
an older idea when
conditions change

Reusable; the
label can be
remobilized

Decline followed by
return, often under
the same or a

Adopters return to
an older idea
whose identity

Useful if “BPR” itself
returns as a legitimate
label for Al-era

. remains .
recognizable name . redesign
recognizable
. Useful for explainin
Transformation of . L &
.1, . Organizational how BPR-like
an idea’s content Not central; the ~ Continuous change; . . .
. .. . . . hosts and carriers elements survived in
Mutation as it is hosted, focus is content return to salience is
. . alter the content BPM, BPI, and
adapted, or drift not required . X
- over time process-oriented
incubated .
vocabularies
. Movement across Useful for explainin
Reformulation of . Translators, oPp &
. . Often retained, contexts rather than . how carriers adapt
. an idea as it moves . . carriers, brokers, ..
Translation edited, or a full decline- . process-redesign ideas
across actors, and editors adapt a .
. . adapted dormancy-return N into Al-era
settings, or fields recognized idea .
sequence vocabularies
Useful when BPR-style
. Distributed carrier  redesign logic becomes
o . Rise — .
Reactivation of a Contaminated; . ecology reactivates newly relevant
. . contamination — .
managerial logic resurgence a logic, often through Al-enabled
Translated . . dormancy/ .
whose original requires . . without BPM, Large Process
resurgence . . incubation — .
label has become distancing from L consciously Models, process
. 11 reactivation under . . .
a liability the old label new labels naming the intelligence, and
older idea agentic BPM without
reviving the BPR label

Note. Translated resurgence does not replace re-adoption, mutation, or translation. It specifies a narrower

configuration in which all three are present under a reputational constraint: the old label is too damaged to carry
the renewed logic.

This distinction is consistent with translation-oriented research showing that manage-
ment ideas are edited, adapted, and carried by multiple actors, but it specifies a narrower
post-peak pattern in which the source label is no longer a legitimate carrier of the underly-
ing logic. Weeraas and Nielsen (2016) emphasize that translation research itself contains
multiple perspectives and may be enriched by combining them. Translated resurgence fol-
lows that combinatory logic, but ties translation explicitly to management fashion lifecycles,
mutation, label contamination, and technological reactivation.
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5. The Earlier AI-BPR Connection
5.1. Technology as Part of BPR’s Original Logic

One reason the current discussion is analytically rich is that the AI-BPR connection is
not entirely new. The connection between process redesign and technology was present
from the beginning. Davenport and Short (1990) framed process redesign as a new form of
industrial engineering enabled by information technology, while Davenport’s later work on
process innovation made IT central to rethinking work. The Al-era version of the argument
therefore intensifies an older technology—process connection rather than inventing one
from scratch.

Hamscher’s (1994) note on Al in business-process reengineering is short, but concep-
tually important. It identifies two roles for Al: Al can function as an enabling technology
for reengineered processes, and it can support the redesign effort itself. That distinction
still matters. It reminds us that Al and BPR were linked from the beginning, even if the
technologies of the time placed sharp limits on what could actually be achieved.

5.2. From Early Al to Process-Aware Generative Al

The bridge from BPR to contemporary Al-enabled process thinking also runs through
a sequence of intermediate concepts. Work on Al-enabled processes argued that Al and
data science can support process automation and cognitive augmentation in data-centric
and knowledge-intensive settings (Beheshti et al., 2022). ProcessGPT moved the discussion
closer to generative Al by proposing process model generation, improvement recommen-
dations, automation support, and decision support through process-aware language-model
capabilities (Beheshti et al., 2023). These developments help position current AI-BPM work
as an intensification of a longer technology—process pathway.

What has changed is the technical base. In the 1990s, Al in BPR was largely aspira-
tional and limited by the available data, integration capabilities, and software architecture.
The 2020s offer a far richer technical environment: process mining, large language models,
retrieval-based systems, knowledge graphs, broader cloud integration, and increasingly
agentic architectures. These technologies do not merely automate isolated tasks. They ex-
pand what organizations can discover, model, simulate, redesign, monitor, and sometimes
execute within process environments. The older AI-BPR link is therefore being revisited
under radically different infrastructural conditions.

Casey (2025) adds the critical historical bridge. Casey’s argument is not just that
Al resembles BPR rhetorically. It is that the BPR era already showed how technological
restructuring could reshape work, supply chains, and organizational life in ways that long
outlived the original fashion wave. The lesson Casey (2025) draws is cautionary. The
contemporary Al wave may once again normalize sweeping organizational restructuring
before its social consequences are adequately governed. This matters because it prevents
an overly celebratory reading of the current moment. If Al enables a translated resurgence
of BPR-like redesign, that resurgence is likely to carry many of the same old political and
social tensions.

This historical bridge strengthens the main argument in two ways. First, it prevents
the paper from overstating novelty. The current process-Al moment is not wholly unprece-
dented. Second, it shows that translation is not only semantic. Al itself is part of the lineage.
What is different now is the strength of the enabling stack and the breadth of the process
infrastructure into which Al can be inserted.
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6. New Al-Related Variants of BPR-Style Thinking
6.1. Analytical Resemblance, Not Direct Genealogy

The argument in this section is not that contemporary AI-BPM researchers, consultants,
or vendors consciously draw on BPR. Many current actors may have little direct interest in
the BPR literature, and some may actively avoid the term because of its historical baggage.
The claim is therefore analytical rather than genealogical. Newer Al-enabled process
vocabularies show a recognizable resemblance to BPR because they reopen questions of
end-to-end redesign, process architecture, decision rights, coordination, and technology-
enabled transformation. Translated resurgence does not require explicit citation of an older
source. It can also occur through the migration of problems, assumptions, and design
ambitions into new vocabularies.

Some of the strongest indications of translated resurgence lie in recent Al-related
variants of process thinking. These variants are not identical and do not operate at the same
level of abstraction. Yet together they suggest that the process field is being reconfigured
around capabilities closer to radical redesign than to routine workflow optimization.

Generative and agentic Al contribute to this pattern in different ways. Generative
Al is most relevant to discovery, modeling, explanation, simulation, documentation, and
redesign recommendation. It can make process redesign more scalable by helping actors
generate process models, identify improvement opportunities, compare alternatives, and
translate process knowledge across technical and managerial audiences. Agentic Al adds
a different mechanism. It moves the discussion from redesign support toward semi-
autonomous or autonomous process execution, orchestration, monitoring, and adaptation.
In simplified terms, generative Al makes redesign more thinkable, representable, and
scalable, while agentic Al makes redesigned processes more executable and continuously
adjustable. Both support translated resurgence, but they operate at different points in the
process-redesign cycle.

6.2. From Al-Augmented BPM to Agentic Process Systems

The recent GenAI-BPM literature is still emerging, but it is no longer limited to
speculative claims. Hafner et al. (2025) review current GenAl applications in BPM and
identify automation, optimization, and decision support as key application areas, while
also noting persistent challenges around explainability, trust, and integration with existing
BPM systems. This supports a cautious reading of the field: GenAl is becoming a serious
process-management topic, but its organizational consequences remain unsettled.

The first layer is next-generation BPM (Schaschek et al., 2024). Rosemann et al. (2024)
argue that BPM in the age of Al is being reshaped by three essential drifts: from trans-
action to conversation, from automation to autonomization, and from simplification to
sophistication. This is a useful high-level diagnosis because it shows that the field is not
only improving old workflow techniques. It is rethinking what the process domain itself
includes. Conversation introduces natural-language interaction into process work. Auton-
omization moves beyond conventional automation toward systems that can make more
active contributions. Sophistication points to greater complexity, richer data, and more
nuanced coordination. These are not small moves. They expand the horizon of process
thinking itself.

The second layer is Al-augmented Business Process Management Systems.
Dumas et al. (2023) define ABPMSs as process-aware systems empowered by trustwor-
thy Al, aimed at making business processes more adaptable, proactive, explainable, and
context-sensitive. Each of these terms is important. Adaptability means the system can
respond to changing conditions. Proactivity implies anticipation rather than mere reaction.
Explainability acknowledges that intelligent process systems must remain intelligible. Con-
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text sensitivity suggests that processes cannot be treated as abstract workflows alone; they
must be understood in relation to the settings in which they operate. ABPMSs therefore
move BPM toward a more intelligent and interventionist regime.

The third layer is Large Process Models. Kampik et al. (2025) argue that plain large
language models are not enough for BPM because business process contexts require trust-
worthiness, consistency, and actionable reasoning. Their proposed Large Process Models
combine generative Al with symbolic knowledge and automated reasoning. This matters
because it shows the field trying to domesticate foundation-model capabilities for process
purposes rather than merely importing generic Al hype. The promise of LPMs is not just
automation of documentation. It is the ability to deliver tailored process models, deeper
analysis, and improvement recommendations in ways that could materially reduce the
time and cost of business transformation. If classic BPR promised radical redesign but often
relied on cumbersome redesign projects, LPMs suggest a future in which redesign becomes
more scalable and more tightly coupled to accumulated process intelligence.

The broader LLM-for-BPM literature reinforces this point. Vidgof et al. (2023) identify
opportunities and challenges across BPM lifecycle tasks, while Grohs et al. (2024) show
that large language models can perform several text-related BPM tasks, including mining
process models from textual descriptions and assessing process tasks for robotic process
automation. This literature strengthens the translated-resurgence argument by showing
that Al-enabled process redesign is not merely a managerial slogan. A technical research
stream is forming around the specific conditions under which language models can support
process work.

The fourth layer is Agentic Business Process Management Systems. Dumas et al. (2026)
explicitly position A-BPMS as a new wave that shifts the field from automation toward au-
tonomy and from design-driven process management to data-driven process management
grounded in process mining (van der Aalst et al., 2012). Their vision is that agents can sense
process states, reason about opportunities for improvement, and act to maintain or optimize
performance. Importantly, they frame this not as a binary leap to full autonomy, but as a
continuum from human-driven to fully autonomous processes. That continuum matters
because it acknowledges that different organizations and processes will tolerate different
degrees of agentic intervention. It also makes governance central rather than optional.

The fifth layer is Agentic BPM as a broader paradigm. Calvanese et al. (2026) frame
Agentic BPM as an extension of BPM concerned with governing autonomous agents that
execute organizational processes, with particular attention to framed autonomy, explain-
ability, conversational actionability, and self-modification. This is an important conceptual
move because it shifts the focus from isolated agentic features to a full process-management
paradigm in which human and software agents operate within explicit process frames. In
this formulation, agentic process systems are not just faster workflow engines. They are
organizational actors of a sort, albeit constrained ones. That brings the field much closer to
classical BPR’s ambition to rethink how work is organized end-to-end, while also making
governance, alignment, and control newly complex.

These variants can be read as a translated developmental sequence. BPR emphasized
radical redesign. BPM softened and institutionalized process thinking. Al-augmented
BPMS brought intelligence into process-aware systems. Large Process Models linked
foundation-model capabilities to BPM-specific reasoning and transformation. Agentic BPM
and A-BPMS extend the logic further toward constrained autonomy and process-aware
agents. The labels change. The technical content changes. But a recognizable analytical
resemblance remains: the ambition to redesign processes more deeply in order to improve
organizational performance under new technological conditions.
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That is why the current moment is better described as a translated resurgence than
as mere novelty. At the same time, important discontinuities remain. Contemporary Al-
enabled process systems are shaped by concerns with explainability, model governance,
data infrastructures, process mining, and human-AI coordination that were far less de-
veloped in the original BPR era. The present argument is therefore not that the field has
returned to BPR unchanged. It is that an older redesign ambition is being reactivated under
materially different technical, organizational, and institutional conditions. Recognizing
those differences is important if the analysis is to avoid collapsing lineage into identity.
Table 2 summarizes these variants.

Table 2. Al-related variants of BPR-style thinking.

Variant Core Label Logic Main Ambition Relationship to BPR-Style Thinking
BPM Process lifecycle Ongoing coordination and Softens reengineering into a more
management improvement institutionalized process vocabulary
AL-auemented BPMS Intelligent, Adaptability, proactivity, Reintroduces more active redesign and
& process-aware systems explainability, context sensitivity intervention capacities
Laree Process Models BPM in the age of Tailored process models, deep Makes redesign more scalable and
& generative Al analysis, transformation support knowledge-rich
. Push i
. Autonomy built on Agents sense, reason, and act ushes redesign towarc.:l
Agentic BPMS .. . semi-autonomous execution
process mining across a continuum of autonomy S
and optimization
Agentic BPM Governed autonomy in ~ Framed autonomy, conversational =~ Recasts process redesign as governance

organizational processes actionability, self-modification of human and software agents

7. From Translation to Translated Resurgence
7.1. Continuity, Change, and Conceptual Boundaries

The preceding sections suggest that the current moment is neither simply old wine
in new bottles nor a wholly new departure. It is a hybrid trajectory in which continuity
and change coexist. The continuity lies in the persistence of a core organizational ambition:
redesigning end-to-end processes for substantial performance improvement. The change
lies in the labels, technical infrastructures, and governance assumptions through which that
ambition is now articulated. This is consistent with translation-oriented research, which
shows that management ideas rarely travel intact. They are edited, renamed, recombined,
and adapted as they move across actors, sectors, and periods (Czarniawska & Sevon, 1996;
Elmholdt et al., 2025; Revik, 2002, 2019; Sahlin-Andersson & Engwall, 2002b; Scheuer, 2021).

The boundary criteria in Table 1 also prevent translated resurgence from becoming
too broad. In its strongest form, all three conditions should be present. First, the older
label must have lost legitimacy, while some substantive logic remains recognizable. Second,
changed technological or institutional conditions must make that logic newly feasible,
urgent, or actionable. Third, carriers must rearticulate the logic through newer vocabularies
that distance it from the earlier label. If only the first condition is present, the case is merely
label decline. If only the second is present, the case may be technological change without
conceptual resurgence. If only the third is present, the case may be ordinary translation.
In the BPR-AI case, translated resurgence becomes plausible because all three conditions
appear together: the BPR label is contaminated, the redesign logic persists, and Al-era
process vocabularies provide new carriers for that logic.

As discussed in Section 4.2, the distinction between rhetorical and substantive adop-
tion (Benders & Van Bijsterveld, 2000) is useful here because the decline of the BPR label
does not necessarily imply the disappearance of BPR-style redesign logic. The rhetorical
adoption of BPR as a label remains weak because the term still carries historical baggage.
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By contrast, adjacent labels such as Al-augmented BPM, Large Process Models, and agentic
BPM have greater contemporary legitimacy. The substantive question is different: to what
extent do these newer vocabularies carry forward the redesign logic historically associated
with BPR? The answer is partial rather than total. The labels are not interchangeable, and
the technologies are different. Yet the underlying concerns about process architecture, coor-
dination, decision-making, and technology-enabled redesign provide sufficient continuity
to justify analytical comparison.

Translated resurgence therefore occupies a specific analytical space. It is narrower
than digital transformation, which may involve strategy, customer interfaces, analytics,
platforms, or infrastructure without any deep process redesign. It is also narrower than
intelligent automation, which may improve efficiency within existing workflows without
changing the architecture of work. Translated resurgence refers to cases where an older
management idea regains relevance because its underlying logic is rearticulated through
newer, more legitimate vocabularies. In the present case, Al-rich process vocabularies make
BPR-like ambitions thinkable again while avoiding the reputational burden attached to the
original BPR label.

The notion of loose coupling sharpens this point further. Benders and Van Bijsterveld
(2000) show that the name of a concept can become loosely coupled to its original meanings
as it is interpreted and acted upon in practice. In the present case, the process may work
in both directions. Older redesign ambitions can survive after the old label weakens, and
newer labels can attach themselves to only some parts of the old logic while leaving other
parts behind. For example, current Al-related process ideas often put more weight on
explainability, constrained autonomy, and process mining than classical BPR ever did. Yet
they also revive a concern with redesign at a scale that goes beyond modest continuous
improvement. That combination of continuity and transformation is exactly what the
concept of translated resurgence is meant to capture.

A useful boundary condition follows from this argument. Not every instance of Al
use in process work should be treated as translated resurgence. Incremental workflow
automation, generic Al assistants layered onto existing routines, or rhetorical “Al transfor-
mation” programs that leave the end-to-end process architecture largely intact do not, by
themselves, amount to a reactivation of BPR’s redesign logic. The concept is most relevant
where Al is used to rethink process structures, handoffs, decision rights, coordination
mechanisms, or execution models at a deeper level. In that sense, translated resurgence is a
narrower category than digital transformation or intelligent automation more generally.

Translated resurgence is therefore a middle position between two weak alternatives.
One weak alternative says that BPR is simply back. That overstates continuity and un-
derplays the importance of new infrastructures and labels. The other weak alternative
says that Al-related process ideas are wholly new and unrelated to BPR. That ignores the
historical continuity of redesign ambitions and the long process-oriented afterlife already
documented in the literature (Casey, 2025; Hamscher, 1994). The stronger interpretation is
that Al is creating a new opening for an old family of ideas, but that this return is mediated
through translation, mutation, and relabeling.

Figure 1 visualizes translated resurgence as a mechanism rather than a simple timeline.
The key movement is not from “old BPR” to “new BPR,” but from label contamination
to logic persistence, then from technological feasibility shift to carrier rearticulation. The
figure therefore distinguishes between the weakening of the BPR label and the persistence
of process-redesign logic in adjacent vocabularies.
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5 Backlash /

Al-triggered Translated

resurgence
in the Al era

decline

reopening

Figure 1. From BPR to translated resurgence in the Al era.

7.2. Translated Resurgence in Practice
7.2.1. Carriers of Al-Era Process Vocabularies

Translated resurgence is not an automatic effect of technological change. It de-
pends on carriers who make older organizational problems visible in newer terms
(Sahlin-Andersson & Engwall, 2002a). In the current case, relevant carriers include con-
sultants, enterprise software vendors, BPM platform providers, Al start-ups, industry
analysts, professional associations, business media, and academic process-management
communities. These actors do not need to invoke BPR directly. Their translation work
can consist of renaming the problem, reframing the solution, and linking Al to familiar
managerial ambitions such as speed, agility, productivity, customer responsiveness, and
end-to-end coordination.

The actor perspective in translated resurgence differs slightly from the one usually
associated with translation theory. In classic translation, actors often adapt a recognized
idea for a new setting. In translated resurgence, carriers need not recognize, cite, or
even remember the older idea they help reactivate. This is important in the BPR-AI
case. Consultants, vendors, analysts, academic BPM communities, and business media
are not necessarily “translating BPR” in any conscious sense. Rather, they respond to
contemporary problems around Al, productivity, automation, and process redesign. Their
separate activities may nevertheless reconstitute a recognizable redesign logic under newer
names. In this sense, agency is distributed across an ecology of carriers rather than located
in a single knowing translator (Elmholdt et al., 2025; Weeraas & Nielsen, 2016). The result
is translation through both memory and forgetting: enough continuity remains for the old
logic to matter, but enough distancing occurs for the damaged label to disappear.

7.2.2. Practitioner Discourse and Contemporary Relevance

Recent practitioner discourse shows that this translation is not only visible in aca-
demic BPM research. It is also appearing in influential management outlets. In Harvard
Business Review, Davenport and Redman (2025) argue that process management is be-
coming newly important because Al depends on clear, disciplined, and well-understood
processes. Wilson and Daugherty (2025) similarly frame Al-driven process redesign as a
broad organizational transformation challenge, emphasizing that employees should be
involved in redesign rather than treated only as targets of automation. These accounts
should not be read as evidence that BPR has returned as a label, nor as proof of widespread
implementation. Their value is different. They show that contemporary management
discourse is already connecting Al to process discipline, work redesign, productivity, em-
ployee involvement, and organizational transformation. In that sense, they provide timely
practitioner evidence of the translation work through which BPR-like concerns are being
made relevant under newer Al vocabularies.
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This translation work can be seen in the movement from “radical redesign” toward
terms such as Al transformation, intelligent automation, autonomous processes, process
intelligence, conversational process management, and agentic workflows. Each term
distances current initiatives from the more controversial associations of BPR while retaining
parts of the older redesign agenda. The practical effect is to make process redesign appear
less like a revival of a discredited 1990s fashion and more like a necessary response to
contemporary Al capabilities.

A few examples illustrate the point. Consultants may frame Al as a way to rethink
operating models rather than merely automate tasks. Software vendors may present
process platforms as intelligent systems that discover, recommend, and optimize workflows
continuously. BPM researchers may describe Large Process Models and agentic BPM as
new process-management architectures rather than as reengineering. Business media may
translate these developments into broader narratives of productivity, competitiveness, and
Al-driven transformation. Across these settings, the BPR label remains largely absent, but
the redesign logic is made newly acceptable through different vocabularies.

This also clarifies why translated resurgence is not the same as conscious imitation.
The point is not that contemporary actors necessarily remember BPR and deliberately
reintroduce it. Rather, the point is that management ideas can return through problem
continuity and vocabulary change. When a familiar organizational problem is reactivated
under new technical conditions, actors may reproduce parts of an older logic without
naming the old concept. In this sense, translated resurgence operates through both memory
and forgetting: enough continuity remains for the old idea to matter, but enough renaming
occurs for the new version to escape the stigma of the earlier label.

Table 3 maps the carrier ecology through which BPR-style redesign ambitions may be
translated in the current AI moment. The table is illustrative rather than exhaustive. Its
purpose is not to prove that a mature AI-BPR movement already exists, but to show where
translation work is visible in traceable discourse: consulting narratives, vendor platform
descriptions, analyst vocabularies, academic process-management research, and business
media. These carriers do not need to invoke BPR directly. Their relevance lies in how they
make end-to-end process redesign newly legitimate under Al-era terms.

Table 3. Carriers and vocabularies in the translated resurgence of BPR-style thinking.

Carrier Typical AI-Era Vocabulary Translation Work Link to BPR-Style Logic Illustrative Source Type
Connect Al to . .
. .. . Reframes radical redesign as .
Al transformation; productivity, restructuring, . Consulting reports and Al
Consultants . . . strategic Al-enabled .
operating-model redesign and enterprise . transformation frameworks
. transformation
transformation
. . Turns redesign into
Process intelligence; . L . .
Embed redesign claims in continuous, Vendor documentation and
BPM vendors autonomous workflows; latform capabilities system-supported roduct narratives
Al-augmented BPMS P P ye PP P
intervention

Al start-ups/
platform firms

Al agents; agentic
workflows; orchestration

Present software agents as
coordination mechanisms

Reopens questions of task
allocation, decision rights,
and handoffs

Agentic automation and
workflow-platform materials

Intelligent automation;

Legitimize Al-enabled

Converts process redesign

Analyst reports and market

Industry analysts digital op.eratlons; redesign as an emerging into a managerial imperative forecasts
agentic AL market trend
Academic BPM Large Process Models; Develop formal concepts Gives scholarly and Dumas et al. (2026);
communities ProcessGPT; agentic BPM; for Al-enabled process technical structure to Kampik et al. (2025);
trustworthy process Al management redesign ambitions Calvanese et al. (2026)

Business media

Al productivity; process
redesign; organizational
reinvention

Popularize simplified
narratives for managerial
audiences

Makes redesign appear
timely, necessary, and
modern

Davenport and Redman (2025);
Wilson and Daugherty (2025)
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8. Implications
8.1. Implications for Management Fashion Theory

The main theoretical implication is that management fashion theory should distinguish
more carefully between the fate of labels and the fate of logics. The BPR-AI case shows how
a management idea can lose rhetorical legitimacy while some of its substantive problem
structure survives. This extends lifecycle and re-adoption perspectives by specifying a post-
peak configuration in which an idea does not return under its own name, but becomes newly
relevant because new technologies and carriers make its underlying logic legitimate again.
The contribution is therefore not the claim that management ideas mutate or translate. It is
the narrower claim that, under conditions of label contamination, mutation and translation
may become the very mechanisms through which resurgence becomes possible.

8.1.1. Rethinking Lifecycle Trajectories

The BPR/AI case has several implications for management fashion theory. First, it
supports the move away from a single bell-curve model toward more differentiated lifecycle
thinking. BPR is difficult to understand if one assumes that ideas either diffuse or die.
It makes much more sense if one allows for diffusion, decline, dormancy, mutation, and
possible rebirth. In that respect, the current case supports Abrahamson and Piazza’s (2019)
richer lifecycle framework and suggests that other classic fashion cases may deserve re-
reading through that broader lens.

Second, the case suggests that label trajectories and logic trajectories should be dis-
tinguished more clearly in future fashion research. The label “BPR” can decline while the
underlying redesign logic persists and later returns in translated form. This distinction
may matter well beyond BPR. Many management ideas may survive less through explicit
rebirth than through semantic migration into adjacent vocabularies. Management fashion
theory has often paid close attention to labels and waves of popularity. It may need to pay
equal attention to the quieter persistence of managerial logics beneath shifting labels. This
distinction extends fashion-theory work by shifting attention from visible label cycles to
the less visible migration of managerial logics across adjacent vocabularies.

Third, the case highlights the role of technological breakthroughs as accelerants and
disruptors of management knowledge markets. Management fashion theory has long
emphasized supply-side actors, rhetoric, and legitimacy dynamics. While those remain
important, the current case suggests that technological infrastructures themselves can
materially alter what makes an old idea feasible (Casey, 2025). Al may do more than
add rhetorical momentum. It may also change what organizations can plausibly do.
Future fashion research may therefore benefit from paying closer attention to how digital
infrastructures affect the afterlife of management ideas. The case therefore suggests that
technological change should be treated not only as a rhetorical resource for fashion setters,
but also as a material condition that can reopen previously weakened managerial ideas.

The BPR-AI case adds to this literature by showing how rebirth may occur without
rehabilitation of the original label.

8.1.2. Carriers, Infrastructures, and Zeitgeist

Fourth, the case highlights the importance of carriers and infrastructures in the post-
peak life of management ideas. Consultants, enterprise software vendors, BPM platform
providers, Al start-ups, industry analysts, business media, and academic communities can
all help translate older redesign ambitions into newer and more legitimate vocabularies
(Elmholdt et al., 2025; Jung & Kieser, 2012; Klincewicz, 2006). Recent work on algorithmic
mediation adds another layer: visibility and legitimacy are now also shaped by digital
platforms and algorithmic amplification, not only by traditional fashion-setting actors
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(Madsen et al., 2026). Future fashion research should therefore examine both human
carriers and digital infrastructures when studying how older ideas regain relevance. What
the present case adds is a stronger emphasis on post-peak carriers: actors who do not
merely launch new ideas, but help re-legitimize older ones by embedding them in new
technological infrastructures.

Fifth, the case reinforces the value of integrating fashion-theory work with translation-
oriented and post-adoption perspectives. Loose coupling, rhetorical versus substantive
adoption, and mutation help explain what happens after an idea’s peak of public attention.
Instead of treating decline as a fall into irrelevance, scholars can examine incubation,
local adaptation, conceptual drift, and reactivation (Reinmoeller et al., 2019; Reovik, 2019).
That provides a fuller account of how management ideas actually evolve over time. The
added value here lies in specifying one particular post-peak configuration: label decline,
substantive persistence, technological reopening, and vocabulary-based reactivation.

Sixth, Kieser’s (1997) notion of zeitgeist deserves renewed attention. BPR’s first wave
fitted the concerns of its time: recession, competitiveness, restructuring, and IT-enabled
change. The current AI moment has its own receptivity structure: productivity anxiety,
talent pressure, digital urgency, and a strong cultural belief that intelligent systems can
transform organizational performance. Under such conditions, radical process redesign
becomes thinkable again. That does not mean the old label regains appeal. It means that
the underlying ambition now fits a new spirit of the times. The BPR-AI case shows how
zeitgeist does not simply favor new ideas; it can also make older, discredited ideas newly
acceptable when they are translated into the dominant language of the moment.

8.2. Implications of BPR-Style Thinking in the Age of Al
8.2.1. Redesign Capacity and Empirical Caution

The case also has direct implications for contemporary process thinking. The first is
that Al makes deeper process redesign more feasible than before. Earlier waves of reengi-
neering often depended on expensive, disruptive, and highly centralized redesign projects.
Al-rich process systems, by contrast, enable ongoing discovery, simulation, monitoring, and
intervention. Process mining, LPMs, and agentic BPM all suggest that redesign can become
more continuous, more data-rich, and in some cases more distributed across systems. This
does not eliminate the need for human judgment, but it changes the feasible scope and
speed of redesign.

Early empirical evidence on generative Al should also temper the argument.
Brynjolfsson et al. (2025) find productivity gains from Al assistance in customer support
work, but such task-level effects do not by themselves demonstrate radical end-to-end
process redesign. The more important question is whether local productivity gains accu-
mulate into changed process architectures, decision rights, coordination mechanisms, and
accountability structures. That distinction prevents Al-enabled efficiency gains from being
mistaken for translated resurgence.

8.2.2. Governance, Opacity, and Substantive Change

The second implication is that old risks may return at a larger scale. If Al amplifies re-
design capacity, it may also amplify the familiar problems associated with BPR: technocratic
overreach, labor displacement, opacity, and inflated promises. Casey’s (2025) historical
comparison is useful precisely because it reminds us that BPR’s consequences were not
confined to managerial rhetoric. They affected work, supply chains, and organizational
control in durable ways. Agentic BPM intensifies that issue by explicitly contemplating a
continuum from human-driven to more autonomous processes. The question is no longer
only whether work can be redesigned. It is also who controls the redesign, who retains dis-
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cretion, and who bears the consequences when software agents become active participants
in organizational coordination.

A third implication concerns governance. Explainability, trustworthiness, framed
autonomy, and conversational actionability are not minor details in the current literature
(Kaur et al., 2022; Klievtsova et al., 2025; Minh et al., 2022; Papagiannidis et al., 2025). They
are signs that the field already recognizes how easily Al-enabled process redesign can
become opaque and politically contentious. Explainability is especially important because
Al-enabled process systems do not merely produce outputs; they intervene in sequences
of work. Fahland et al. (2025) show how large language models can support situation-
aware explanations of business processes, but also note problems of trust, interpretability,
and hallucination. This supports the argument that Al-era process redesign must be
governed as a process problem, not only as a model-risk problem. The more process
systems move from automation toward autonomy, the more important it becomes to
specify boundaries, escalation rules, fallback rights, and accountability structures. In that
sense, the contemporary process literature is already grappling with problems that classical
BPR tended to underplay. For example, Pisoni and Moloney (2024) examine how Al can be
used to manage and improve business processes, showing that governance concerns are
not external add-ons but are already emerging within the BPM /Al conversation itself.

A fourth implication concerns symbolic versus substantive change. Because Al is such
a powerful master narrative, organizations may be tempted to relabel existing process-
improvement initiatives as “Al transformation” without any deep substantive change. This
is exactly why Benders and Van Bijsterveld’s (2000) distinction between rhetorical and sub-
stantive adoption remains useful. Some firms may adopt the new vocabulary rhetorically
while changing very little. Others may pursue substantive redesign without emphasizing
the old BPR lineage. The analytical lesson is that scholars should not assume that the
spread of Al-process labels automatically signals deep transformation. The relationship
between discourse and practice has to be examined empirically (Benders & Van Veen, 2001;
Nijholt & Benders, 2007).

8.3. Implications for Future Research

The case points to several productive lines for future research. One is to study
the divergence between label decline and logic persistence more systematically. Many
management ideas may disappear rhetorically long before they disappear substantively
(Benders & Van Veen, 2001; Nijholt & Benders, 2007). Comparative studies of BPR, BPM,
digital transformation, and Al-related process vocabularies could help disentangle
those trajectories.

A second research direction is to investigate how technological infrastructures affect
the re-adoption of old management ideas (Reinmoeller et al., 2019; Rovik, 2019). The
current paper has argued that Al changes what makes older redesign ambitions feasible.
But this claim should be tested empirically. Studies could examine how process mining,
foundation models, and agentic architectures are actually being incorporated into process-
change programs and whether they lead to genuinely more radical redesign or mainly to
smarter incrementalism.

A third research direction concerns the role of megatrend narratives in the management
knowledge market. The megatrends literature shows that these narratives are widely
used but variably defined (Gajdzik, 2025; Ng et al., 2025). That suggests a fertile link
between futures studies and fashion theory. Scholars could examine how Al, sustainability,
demographic change, and geopolitical uncertainty act as narrative umbrellas under which
older management ideas are re-legitimized and re-packaged.
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A fourth research direction is methodological. The distinction between rhetorical
and substantive adoption suggests that counting publications, keywords, or managerial
buzzwords is not enough. Researchers need ways to track both the semantic diffusion and
the practical implementation of management ideas such as BPR. That likely requires mixed
methods: discourse analysis, historical reconstruction, process-tracing, surveys, and close
organizational case studies (Strang & Wittrock, 2019).

9. Conclusions

This paper has argued that generative and agentic AI may be creating conditions
for a translated resurgence of BPR’s underlying redesign logic. The claim is deliberately
restrained. BPR has not simply returned as a fashionable label. The term remains burdened
by historical baggage (Benders & Van Veen, 2001). But the organizational problem to which
BPR responded appears newly salient: how should processes be redesigned when new
technologies alter the boundaries of coordination, decision-making, and execution?

This argument also places the current Al wave in a longer historical lineage. BPR
was never only a language of managerial fashion. From its early formulation, it was
closely tied to information technology and the possibility of redesigning work around new
technical capabilities. What is different today is not the existence of a technology—process
connection, but the power, scale, and flexibility of the Al systems now being attached to
process work. Generative Al, process-aware language models, Al-augmented BPMS, Large
Process Models, and agentic BPM all suggest that process redesign is again becoming a
central site where technology and organization meet.

Management fashion theory remains a useful lens for making sense of this devel-
opment, provided it is used in its richer form. The BPR case is better understood not
as a concept that simply rose and fell, but as one that moved through diffusion, decline,
dormancy, mutation, and possible reactivation. Re-adoption is plausible not because the
old label has been rehabilitated, but because adjacent labels and new technologies make
parts of the old agenda newly legitimate and newly actionable. Historical work on BPR has
already shown that its afterlife is more complicated than a simple death story. The Al era
suggests the early contours of a new chapter in that afterlife, even if its practical scope and
durability remain to be established.

Recent BPM literature points in this direction. Al-augmented BPMS, Large Process
Models, ProcessGPT, ProcessLLM, conversational process modeling, and agentic BPM
do not merely optimize legacy workflows. They appear to open the door to more adap-
tive, proactive, explainable, and autonomous forms of process management. Practitioner
discourse points in the same general direction. Recent Harvard Business Review articles
by Davenport and Redman (2025) and Wilson and Daugherty (2025) connect Al to pro-
cess discipline, work redesign, productivity, and employee involvement. These accounts
do not prove that BPR has returned, nor do they demonstrate widespread implementa-
tion. They do show that influential management discourse is already translating Al into
process-redesign language.

This also clarifies what translated resurgence is meant to contribute. It is not a synonym
for re-adoption, mutation, or translation. Nor is it a claim that contemporary AI-BPM actors
consciously revive BPR. It names a narrower pattern: an older management logic becomes
newly relevant after its label has become too contaminated to carry the return. In the
BPR-AI case, the old label remains largely absent, but the problem structure is recognizable.
Al-era process vocabularies again ask how organizations should redesign work when
technology changes what coordination, decision-making, and execution can look like.

The concept of translated resurgence should therefore be used cautiously. It does not
apply to every Al project, every BPM initiative, or every instance of automation. It is most
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useful where three conditions appear together: an older managerial logic has lost label
legitimacy but not substantive relevance; new technological conditions make that logic
appear more feasible; and carriers rearticulate the logic through newer vocabularies that
distance it from earlier failures. These conditions appear plausible in the BPR-AI case,
but they should be examined empirically rather than assumed. These three conditions
also function as boundary criteria distinguishing translated resurgence from mutation,
translation, or re-adoption taken singly. They keep the concept tied to the BPR-AI case
studied here rather than allowing it to absorb every form of Al-enabled process change.

This caution matters because efficiency gains are not the same as process reengineering.
Early evidence on generative Al shows that Al can improve task-level productivity, but
such gains do not automatically amount to deeper changes in process architecture, decision
rights, coordination mechanisms, or accountability structures. Future research should
therefore distinguish between Al as a tool for local task assistance, Al as a layer of intelligent
automation, and Al as a catalyst for more fundamental process redesign.

At the same time, the historical warning remains. The fact that Al can make radical
redesign more feasible does not mean it should be pursued uncritically. The BPR era
showed how easily technological restructuring can outrun governance, labor protection,
and institutional reflection. If Al is indeed reopening the BPR question, the task is not to
celebrate the return of reengineering. It is to ask how a newly powerful redesign logic can
be governed more carefully than it was the first time.
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