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Abstract
This paper reports on a quantitative study of 100 companies which had attempted to move towards a more collaborative
relationship with another organisation. Judged on criteria set out in the survey 46 had succeeded and 54 had failed in their
attempt to implement supply chain partnering. A questionnaire invited respondents to indicate which project management
practices (drawn from a review of the change management literature) they had used. Statistical analyses showed that four
practices accounted for most of the dierence between successful and unsuccessful implementation. These concerned project
goals, resources, structures and controls. Many conventional change management prescriptions had no statistically signi®cant
eect on the outcome. The paper relates these results to theories of change management and draw the practical implications.
These are likely to apply to many other types of change project. 7 2000 Elsevier Science Ltd and IPMA. All rights reserved.
Keywords: Collaborative working; Change management; Successful practices

1. Change projects often fail to meet expectations
Projects intended to implement signi®cant changes
in the way an organisation works seldom turn out as
expected. Some exceed expectations. Many others fall
short of their promoters' intentions. Kearney [1] and
the Economist Intelligence Unit [2] found a high failure rate when European companies adopted Total
Quality Management (TQM) systems. Hougham [3]
and Boddy and Gunson [4] have shown how information technology projects can take longer and cost
more to implement than was expectedÐas well as delivering substantial bene®ts. Wastell [5] concluded that
``Business Process Re-engineering (BPR) initiatives
have typically achieved much less than promised'' (p.
230). As Burnes observed, ``even well established
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +44-141-330-5660; fax: +44-141330-5669.
E-mail address: d.boddy@mgt.gla.ac.uk (D. Boddy).

change initiatives, for which a great deal of information, advice and assistance is available, are no guarantee of success'' ([6], pp. 172±173).
Part of the reason must be the inherent novelty and
complexity of the change being developed. Rapid technical developments, and the promise of prime mover
competitive advantages, tempt senior managers towards
novel solutions. They sign up to projects involving
advanced systems which inevitably require a great deal
of learning and discovery during implementation.
Another factor is the unique organisational setting of
each attempt at change. Even a well-known management practice acquires a degree of novelty when it is
applied in a particular organisation, with its own distinct history and current circumstances. It is easy to
ignore the systemic nature of organisations, and so
underestimate the ripple eects of a project, and hence
the scale of what needs to be done. And any one project is likely to be part of a wider cluster of changes
which will have unpredicted links to each other.
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Another explanation, and the focus of this paper,
lies in the way people manage the change. There are
many anecdotal examples of management introducing
potentially acceptable changes in a way that is almost
guaranteed to create indierence, opposition and failure. The process of implementation matters as much
as the content or substance of the change. Changes
that aect how people work, who they work with,
their status, interests and future prospects are inherently dierent from those that involve isolated physical
changes. The use of established project management
techniques will undoubtedly assist those conducting
messy organisational change projects. But they cannot
in themselves cope with situations where there are
dierent interpretations of what should be done, or
major con¯icts of interest over the solutions proposed.
Nor are participative or consultative techniques likely
to be sucient where a change threatens established
practices that have deep signi®cance to those aected.
Such changes are likely to require a range of
approaches to get things done. These could include
using political and power-based methods [7±9] as well
as those of project management and participation.
So the search continues for the factors that make
the dierence between successful and unsuccessful
change projects. In this article, we present the results
of a quantitative study of supply chain partnering, a
form of organisational change currently in fashion. In
the next section, we outline what we mean by the term
and relate it to organisational change in general. We
then indicate our perspective on change projects and
summarise the many prescriptions which observers
have oered to those responsible for managing such
projects. We present the methods and results of our
survey and conclude with the practical implications for
those managing supply chain projects and other forms
of organisational change. This latter section also draws
upon the evidence of long-term case studies conducted
as a separate element of the research project.
2. Supply chain partnering as an example of change
Supply chain partnering refers to situations in which
organisations at related points in the supply chain
agree to work in a more co-operative rather than
adversarial manner. The argument is that extreme
forms of hierarchies and markets have disadvantages
(see, for example, Ref. [10]). Partnering occupies the
middle ground between them as a way of organising
economic activity. It is an attempt to build close, longterm links between organisations that are distinct, but
which see bene®ts in working closely together.
Introducing partnering involves substantial changes
in both organisations. There is more to it than a willingness to work together to develop a trusting relation-

ship. If this happens it does so on the foundations of
many tangible changes in the way the two organisations work, and in the organisations themselves.
There is scope for radical changes in the allocation of
responsibilities for doing and co-ordinating work.
Companies often need to re-design business processes
and perhaps some of their technologies and physical
facilities. It may also require deep cultural changes if
people in both organisations are to move from an
adversarial, arms-length relationship to one that is
more collaborative and with greater mutual obligations.
In many respects partnering is similar to other
forms of large-scale organisational change. There are
many players and interest groups; it is aected by policy changes at other levels of either of the partnering
organisations; it is implemented in the course of conducting the daily business of both organisations; and
the unfamiliarity of the concept means that implementation is more of a voyage of discovery than of following a well-charted route. The parallels with emerging
views of strategy [11] are close. Understanding how
companies tried to implement this form of innovation,
and whether the methods used aected the outcomes,
is likely to be useful to those managing any form of
major change.

3. Perspectives on organisational change
The study reported here took account of current
theories of organisational change. Fairly common
ground in modern empirical studies of change is that
the outcomes of innovation are unpredictable. They
re¯ect not only the substantive novelty of the change
itself but also how parties promote their interests
through the structures, cultures and political systems
of the organisation [12,13]. This interplay of interest
groups, within a dynamic business environment, often
means that change projects take unexpected turns.
This brings new challenges to managers charged with
implementing them. That led the research team to ask
whether common prescriptions about managing change
helped or hindered project managers in dealing with
such complex and volatile situations.
The team, therefore, reviewed a selection of commonly cited works on change management, such as
Slevin and Pinto [14], Kanter [15], Kotter and Schlesinger [16], Dawson [12] and Burnes [6] together with
other relevant empirical work such as Boddy and
Buchanan [17] and Macbeth and Ferguson [18]. It
appeared that there was some consistency in the prescriptions made by these authors. Grouping them
under the broad headings of project planning, structure and implementation, 11 practices were identi®ed
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which were commonly recommended to those implementing change. These were:
Project planning
. setting clear goals
. ensuring agreement with goals
. having senior management commitment
Project structure
. creating structures to manage the change
. ensuring adequate resources
. having a powerful and respected champion
. appointing a capable project manager
Project implementation
. creating a project team with the right membership
. preparing a detailed yet ¯exible project plan
. consulting widely with those aected
. setting up adequate controls.
The diculty is that most of these prescriptions were
based on personal experience or deductions from a
small number of cases. The latter can give valuable
insights into a particular situation, but it does not follow that the conclusions apply elsewhere. The research
team therefore decided to test the validity of such prescriptions by drawing on a much wider range of experience. The aim was to establish if there was any
quantitative evidence about the relative eectiveness of
the prescriptions on how to introduce change.
A postal survey was designed to explore those
aspects of the change process most suitable to that
research technique. The major themes were:
. what proportion of attempts at partnering succeeded?
. were some of the recommended change management
practices more often linked with success than
others?
The hypothesis was that:
The project management practices used in organizations which claimed to have implemented partnering
successfully would dier signi®cantly from those
which claimed to have been less successful.
The survey began by presenting respondents with a
de®nition of partnering oered by Partnership Sourcing [19]. It then elaborated this and sought to establish the current status of partnering in the
organisation. The questions directed at the process of
change took the form of statements about change
management practices, grouped as above. Thus project
planning was covered by Questions 4±12, project structure by Questions 13±23 and project implementation
by Questions 24±45. For each statement, respondents
were asked to indicate the extent to which it had been
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used on their partnering project by indicating a point
on a 5 point scale. The survey concluded with standard
information about the company. Those parts of the
questionnaire most relevant to this discussion are
reproduced in Appendix A.
4. The survey
A pilot study was conducted amongst participants
on a related workshop. The main survey was conducted among ®rms which had some (however limited)
experience of supply chain partnering. The source was
a database of companies which had independently
requested information on the topic. We selected 350
companies and posted a copy of the questionnaire to
the contact name. We received 100 (29%) usable
returns.
The largest single group (42%) of replies came from
manufacturing businesses. Respondents were asked to
indicate their own position in relation to the partnering project. 41% described themselves as the main promoter or champion. Others included `part of
implementation team' (19%), `project manager' (6%)
and `part of strategic planning group' (21%)Ðindicating a well-informed group of respondents.
The research team divided responses into those which
claimed to have been successful in introducing partnering, and those which had not. The basis for this decision
was the respondents' answer to a question about the
outcome of the partnering project. Clearly, there are
hazards with this, but various statistical tests con®rmed
that the two sets of replies were being accurately distinguished. Other statistical tests con®rmed that the position of the respondent in relation to the project had not
signi®cantly aected their perception of the outcome.
5. The results Ð what factors made a dierence?
Two forms of statistical analysis were used, chisquare and discriminant function. The results are presented for both analyses, and then discussed.
The chi-square analysis showed that (at a signi®cance level of 0.01) companies which had been unsuccessful in partnering had dealt with four practices
dierently from those which had been successful.
These are shown in Table 1.
In order to establish more clearly which combination of variables most contributed to success or
failure, we then used discriminant function analysis
[20]. This showed that answers to ®ve questions on
the process of changeÐ7, 14, 35, 38 and 39 contributed most to success or failure. Companies
which had been successful at partnering tended to
agree with the statements in Questions 7, 14 and
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Table 1
Common prescriptions which had a statistically signi®cant eect on project success
1 (totally disagree)

2 (stronglydisagree)

3 (neutral)

4 (strongly agree)

5 (totally agree)

Total (100%)

Q7 (chi = 9.67)
Unsuccessful
Successful

The people aected by the change within my organisation agreed with the goals
2 (4%)
13 (24%)
24 (44%)
12 (22%)
3 (6%)
1 (2%)
4 (9%)
11 (24%)
21 (46%)
9 (19%)

54
46

Q14 (chi = 10.48)
Unsuccessful
Successful

Management created a clear structure to manage the change
12 (23%)
13 (25%)
11 (20%)
14 (26%)
2 (4%)
6 (13%)
11 (24%)
15 (33%)

53a
46

Q15 (chi = 9.6)
Unsuccessful
Successful

Senior management accurately estimated the amount of resources needed to implement the change
14 (27%)
15 (28%)
18 (34%)
5 (9%)
1 (2%)
53a
3 (7%)
13 (28%)
13 (28%)
12 (26%)
5 (11%)
46

Q22 (chi = 10.2)
Unsuccessful
Successful

The joint senior team created speci®c lines of authority and responsibility to link it to the joint operational team
18 (33%)
12 (22%)
14 (26%)
8 (15%)
2 (4%)
54
6 (13%)
7 (15%)
12 (26%)
15 (33%)
6 (13%)
46

a

No responseÐone unsuccessful company.

35. They tended to disagree with the statements in
Questions 38 and 39.
Combining the results from both tests shows that
the survey respondents showed a statistically signi®cant tendency to agree with the following statements
(presented to match the earlier headings):
Project planning
. Q7: The people aected by the change within my organisation agreed with the goals.1,2
Project structure
. Q14: Management created a clear structure to manage the change.1,2
. Q15: Senior management accurately estimated the
amount of resources needed to implement the
change.1
. Q22: The joint senior team created speci®c lines of
authority and responsibility.1
Project implementation
. Q35: A satisfactory system was developed to
measure the progress of the change.2 They showed a
statistically signi®cant tendency to disagree with:
. Q38: Care was taken to ask people with dierent
perspectives for their views on the change.2
. Q39: There was a lot of exploring and experimenting
with ideas.2

1
2

3 (6%)
12 (26%)

Shown by chi square at signi®cance level 0.01.
Shown by discriminant function analysis.

6. Discussion
Responses to Question 7 show that the people
aected by the change in successful partnering companies had agreed with the goals. This is consistent with
those prescriptions on change management which
emphasize the value of putting eort into convincing
those aected that the change is a worthwhile way of
meeting some pressing business need. The unsuccessful
companies had not secured that degree of agreement
with the goals of partnering.
Answers to Question 14 show that in organisations
which had been successful in implementing partnering,
senior management had created clear structures within
which to manage the change. This is in line with expectations, and with the prescriptions of those who
have stressed that expressions of support from top
management are not enoughÐthese need to be backed
with clear structures, together perhaps with rede®ned
roles and reporting responsibilities. This is complemented by responses to Question 22, which indicate that
successful companies created speci®c lines of authority
linking the senior team to the operational team.
Question 15 indicates that management in successful
partnering companies had accurately assessed the scale
of resources needed for the change. This is consistent
with the view in much of the literature that major
change is systemic in its nature, and that a change in
one part of an organisation needs to be accompanied
by appropriate changes elsewhere. These depend on
resources both to plan and manage the change, as well
as those needed to support substantive changes, such
as in equipment or training.
Responses to Question 35 shows that successful
companies had introduced adequate systems to moni-
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tor the change. This is likely to be especially important
in a complex, multi-site change such as partnering.
Successful implementers tended to disagree with the
statements in Questions 38 and 39. These results were
unexpected, as they showed that successful implementers had not explored and experimented widely with
ideas. This is counter-intuitive, and is certainly not in
accordance with much of the established prescriptive
literature. One interpretation is that for most organisations the move to partnering would have been a
novel activity. There would be little in-house experience, or perhaps even interest, in this initially rather
abstract concept. Extensive debate with those likely to
be aected may have been seen as counter-productive
in those circumstances.
It was also observed that several commonly prescribed practices, such as those shown in Table 2,
appear to have had little eect either way on the outcome.
For example, it is often recommended that successful eective change requires the public support of
senior management. The responses to Question 13
show that while this had occurred in 74% of successful
cases (in line with received wisdom), it had also
occurred in 54% of the unsuccessful cases. Question
16 give some support to the frequent recommendation
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that signi®cant change needs to be backed by a strong
championÐ74% of successful companies had a strong
champion backing the change. Yet 50% of the unsuccessful ones also had a champion. Another common
prescription is to prepare a detailed plan to manage a
change. Replies to Question 33 show that this was
done in 57% of successful casesÐbut was also done in
just about as many of the unsuccessful cases. Such
results show that while common prescriptions may
help a project, they do not by themselves ensure success.
7. Implications for implementing supply chain partnering
projects
The results indicate that many of the recommendations for managing projects based on anecdotal evidence are not in themselves a route to successful
supply chain implementation. Practices such as ensuring top management support and consulting widely
about the change will not do any harm. However, they
should be seen as necessary rather than sucient to
the success of a supply chain project. The results also
provide empirical support for the view that eective
change does not depend solely on the skills of individ-

Table 2
Common prescriptions which had NO statistically signi®cant eect on project success
1 (totally disagree)

2 (strongly disagree)

3 (neutral)

4 (strongly agree)

5 (totally agree)

Total (100%)

4
22 (40%)
17 (35%)

5
3 (6%)
7 (15%)

Total
54
46

5
8 (15%)
23 (50%)

Total
54
46

(Q5)
Response
Unsuccessful
Successful

The basic goals of the change were clearly de®ned
1
2
3
4 (8%)
12 (22%)
11 (20%)
1 (2%)
6 (13%)
15 (33%)

(Q13)
Response
Unsuccessful
Successful

Senior management publicly expressed their commitment to the change
1
2
3
4
8 (15%)
8 (15%)
9 (17%)
21 (39%)
4 (9%)
4 (9%)
4 (9%)
11 (24%)

(Q16)
Response
Unsuccessful
Successful

The change was backed by a strong champion (a person who was highly respected within the organisation)
1
2
3
4
5
10 (19%)
7 (13%)
10 (19%)
15 (28%)
12 (22%)
1 (2%)
5 (11%)
6 (13%)
16 (35%)
18 (39%)

Total
54
46

(Q28)
Response
Unsuccessful
Successful

The change was run by an experienced project manager
1
2
3
11 (20%)
8 (15%)
12 (22%)
6 (13%)
4 (9%)
10 (22%)

5
10 (19%)
10 (22%)

Total
54
46

(Q33)
Response
Unsuccessful
Successful

A detailed plan was prepared to manage the change (Yes or No)
1 (yes)
2
3
4
28 (52%)
0
1 (2%)
0
18 (39%)
0
0
0

5 (no)
24 (44%)
26 (57%)

Total
54a
46

a

No responseÐone unsuccessful company.

4
13 (24%)
16 (35%)
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ual change agents. People with those skills are valuable, but they need to be supported by more formal,
institutional devices. Senior management needs to construct a coherent framework to support individual project managers. This will include appropriate
management structures, clear reporting relationships
and control systems that allow progress to be monitored. Management can increase the chances of successful implementation if they give priority to the
small number of factors that made a dierence to success or failure at the companies in our survey.
7.1. Ensuring agreement with goals
The data implies that at the project planning stage
eort put into ensuring people understand and agree
with the goals will usually pay o. The hazard that
besets this seemingly obvious statement is that in¯uential players may themselves disagree about the goals of
supply chain partnering or emphasise dierent possibilities. Faulkner [21] argues that there are four principal
motivations for creating inter-organisational alliances
such as supply chain partnering:
Resource
dependency

Spreading risk

Speed to market
Low costs

organisations seek to reduce uncertainty by gaining greater access to
or control over resources or skills
which are necessary to their continued survival
®rms facing `either an opportunity
or a defensive challenge' may seek
to spread ®nancial risk by collaborating with a partner.
a partnership can create the critical
mass needed to respond rapidly to a
market opportunity.
an alliance may be regarded as a
less risky and less costly option
than, say, acquisition; the creation
of the critical mass may also
increase productive eciency/economy of scale.

These may be complementary, or they may con¯ict.
They may also change as a partnering arrangement
develops and matures, making it all the more essential
to put time and eort into ensuring continued agreement with the current goals of the relationship. This
applies to both parties.
7.2. Creating structures to manage the change
This could include establishing clearly which individuals or departments are responsible for the change and
what their remit should be. Those individuals who
take a leading role in partnering need an unusual com-

bination of expertise. In some respects this consists of
being able to apply familiar management practices to
the particular circumstances of partnering. Partnering
is also likely to require an additional set of boundaryspanning skills to cope with some of its distinctive
challenges arising from making internal and external
change, within a volatile environment.
However, there are limitations to what people acting
on their own to solve a problem or improve a process
can achieve. These include the possibility that they
ignore wider considerations in their decisions, use a
limited range of ideas and lack the necessary power.
Continuity and learning is lost if they leave.
A way to overcome this is to support individual
action with structures and mechanisms. People may
create new structures to support their personal initiativesÐsuch as pulling together a task force of people
whom they know support their idea. Support mechanisms also take the form of relatively formal bodies
which bring the players into regular face-to-face contact through teams of various kinds. Formal structures
and mechanisms can ensure that people bring a corporate perspective to their diagnosis, draw on a wider
range of skills and have access to institutional sources
of power.
As an example (drawn from case studies conducted
as part of the same project), two companies that successfully introduced partnering gradually created a
series of regular, formal meetings at which relevant
sta from both companies collectively dealt with immediate and longer term issues. They provided a regular forum at which issues could be brought into the
open and dealt with. These structures supported individual initiative, in that people were able to act as
seemed appropriate between meetings, con®dent that
the commercial or other implications would be dealt
with at these forums.
Structures also include documentary or electronic
systems to record information about the proposals, decisions and agreements made in the course of the partnering project. These are independent of any one
individual and can easily move to widely dispersed
sites. Others can then act in more informed and
mutually consistent ways and they may also learn
from experience elsewhere.
7.3. Ensuring adequate resources
The survey shows that a signi®cant factor in the success of a project is to make realistic resource commitments. The reasons for this lie in the complexity of
collaborative working, and in the systemic nature of
organisations. A signi®cant attempt at supply chain
partnering is likely to require signi®cant internal
change, especially in relation to the business processes
and technical infrastructures of both players.
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Partnering implies that the nature, responsibility and
location of business processes within and between
companies change and become more closely linked.
For example, one of the case study companies introduced, at corporate level, a major global process re-engineering exercise. The stated aim was to:
``Radically simplify business process within our
supply chain with the aim of reducing time, thereby
creating cost reduction opportunities, maximising
¯exibility, improving quality and increasing customer satisfaction.''
This in turn led to signi®cant operating changes in
processes for new product development, sub-tier supplier management, materials planning, inventory management,
quality
assurance,
scheduling,
and
performance management and reporting. This clearly
aected their relationship with core suppliers, prompting both the customer and their suppliers to introduce
compatible internal changes.
Partnering can also involve one or both parties
investing in compatible technologies, such as a supplier
building a plant close to the customer and investing in
dedicated equipment on the surety of a long-term relationship. They are also likely to invest in electronic
information systems to support their business links.
Finally, management is likely to plan and introduce
partnering alongside current operations and alongside
other changes. Coping with parallel, interacting
changes severely overload both those planning change
and those aected by it, unless they are adequately
resourced for the job.
7.4. Setting up adequate controls
The survey shows that using one or more of the
well-established project control techniques is likely to
help the success of a change project. The diculties of
knowing what is happening in a multi-site change such
as partnering are formidable, and this ®nding indicates
that investing time in this area is worthwhile. One caution is that the novelty of the change is such that it
may not be clear at the outset what should be
measured. Control mechanisms therefore should be
sensitive to the context and focus only on critical
issues.
As an example, a computer manufacture undertook
a major project to relocate production of some of its
models from its own site to that of a subcontractor.
This involved very complex logistical arrangements as
it was imperative that production was not interrupted.
The change involved consequential changes at four
sitesÐtwo in Europe and two in the United States.
The main control device used was to hold weekly teleconferences at which all the participants who were
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active on the project at the time (over 30 sta at one
stage) reported verbally to all others about the state of
their part of the task. This allowed instant access to
the latest information, as well as enabling actions to
be co-ordinated. Items were symbolically coded at
each meeting with green, amber or red ¯ags, to indicate those that were felt to be in the least and most
dangerous state.
7.5. Will `consulting widely with those aected' help or
hinder?
The survey results suggest that companies with successful partnering projects had not consulted and
debated widely about the project. This result is contrary to conventional wisdom on change management.
It implies that sometimes management must be willing
to drive change, rather than delay while the issues are
widely discussed. They may need to use political and
power skills, rather than those of participation and
consensus. This approach may work when the change
is so novel that many of the possibilities only become
clear with experience: prior discussion may add little
of value. However, extensive discussion of the results
of that experimentation, and of how to further develop
the system in the light of that experience, is likely to
be bene®cial.
This may be illustrated by one of the case study
companies that decided to establish closer links with a
supplier of a bulky product that was previously
imported from the United States. They wanted to have
a secure and reliable local source. They identi®ed
which of their current suppliers was willing to work
with them to meet the demanding quality requirements
and to invest both human and ®nancial resources in
developing closer links. This strategic decision was
made by a very small number of senior people and the
relationship began. However, at later stages of its
development many more people in both organisations
became involved in decisions about how best to make
the relationship work. They progressively discovered
the issues to be managed and built the con®dence to
deal with them.
8. Implications for managing other forms of change
project
To the extent that other major organisational
change projects are similar to partnering changes,
these results may apply more widely. Some of these
areas of similarity were mentioned earlierÐmany
players and interest groups; aected by policy
changes at other levels; implemented in parallel with
other changes; and unfamiliarity with the detail of
the concept. To the extent that managers can recog-
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nise these similarities in their projects then this
study should be useful. It helps them to discriminate between the many prescriptions available. The
quantitative analysis of the experience of 100 companies suggests that they should concentrate their
actions on four areasÐensuring agreement with
goals; ensuring adequate resources; setting up adequate controls; and creating structures to manage
the change.
This last point can be elaborated. Many writers on
change have emphasised the role and signi®cance of
the skills of the individual change agent. We have
done so ourselves in earlier work, and clearly skilled
and committed change agents are essential ingredients.
However, this research shows that they are not
enough, and that their activities can be supported by
appropriate institutional mechanisms. Such structures
probably contribute to change in at least four ways.
1. They provide a known forum in which the players
can raise issues, lay them on the table and seek to
resolve them in conjunction with the other players.
Structures provide a vehicle for bringing wider ideas
to bear on a solution, including both functional and
hierarchical interests [12].
2. They can link the inner context of the project to
wider developments in the external context. This
helps to ensure that events or information from
both are brought together for scrutiny and decisions
in the same forum. This can reduce the chances of
inconsistent or incoherent actions being taken by individuals acting independently of one another, and
the tensions between external demands and internal
constraints.
3. They can integrate a cluster of changes. One change
is usually part of a cluster of changes within, or
aecting, an organisation. Well-designed structures
enable managers to maintain an overview of such
multiple changes, and in which they can balance the
tensions between them.
4. They support and maintain the change over time.
Major change is surrounded by volatility and can
easily falter and lose momentum as priorities
change, people leave or individual change agents
become discouraged or overwhelmed. More formal
structures can sustain or substitute individual eort
to maintain momentum through dicult times and
as the need arises. They may be a stronger barrier
to the forces of inertia than an individual. This is
especially true of changes which cannot be fullyde®ned at the outset, but in which solutions are
learned and discovered in the course of the change.
Without a coherent institution such incremental or
emerging change can become unco-ordinated or
directionless motion. Structures can be the basis of
control mechanisms to check on progress.

9. Conclusion
Managers are not short of advice on how to manage
change projects. They are expected to produce quick
and eective results, as well as deal with current operations and other parallel changes. Where best to concentrate their eort and resources? Change can only be
managed by adapting any practice to the unique and
particular setting in which it is taking place. However,
with that caveat, this paper provides ®rm empirical
support for the argument that they should pay particular attention to the areas of project goals, resources,
structures and controls.
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Appendix A. Questions on the change processes used
Respondents were requested to indicate on a scale
of 1 to 5 (where 1 is totally disagree and 5 is totally
agree) the category which best described their company's experience.
Planning the change
(4) The pressures for change were clear and urgent.
(5) The basic goals of the change were clearly
de®ned.
(6) Partner organisations agreed with the goals of
the new relationship.
(7) The people aected by the change within my organisation agreed with the goals.
(8) There was a lot of uncertainty about the costs
and implications of the change.
(9) The change was expected to disrupt a lot of
established practices.
(10) The costs of the change were expected to be
greater than the bene®ts.
(11) The goals of the change were in line with the
general goals of the organisation.
(12) The change just seemed to be inappropriate to
our culture and style.
How your organisation structured the change process
(13) Senior management publicly expressed their
commitment to the change.
(14) Senior management created a clear structure
within which to manage the change.
(15) Senior management accurately estimated the
amount of resources needed to implement the
change.
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(16) The change was backed by a strong champion
(a person who was highly respected within the organisation).
(17) An internal senior level team was set up to
handle the strategic issues.
(18) An internal team was set up to handle operational implementation issues.
(19) A senior level team was set up to handle operational implementation issues.
(20) Teams were set up with joint membership from
both organisations to handle operational implementation issues.
(21) The senior level strategic team created speci®c
lines of authority and responsibility to link it to the
internal operational team.
(22) The joint senior level team created speci®c lines
of authority and responsibility to link it to the joint
operational team.
(23) Top management received regular feedback on
the progress of the change.
Partnering implementation in your organisation
(24) Partners contributed to problem solving as
much as our own sta did.
(25) Partners were able to in¯uence the changes in
practice which they had to make.
(26) The change goals were explained to all of our
sta who were aected by them.
(27) The change goals were explained to all aected
sta in our partner's organisation.
(28) The change was run by an experienced project
manager.
(29) The implementation team included people with
adequate technical skills.
(30) The implementation team included people with
adequate management skills.
(31) The implementation team had speci®c lines of
authority and responsibility.
(32) The implementation team was committed to
the success of the change.
(33) A detailed plan was prepared to manage the
change. Yes/No.
(34) The change plan was ¯exible enough to adapt
as circumstances changed.
(35) A satisfactory system was developed to
measure the progress of the change.
(36) Careful studies were made of the changes in
practice that would be needed.
(37) Sta involved were actively encouraged to
identify possible diculties.
(38) Care was taken to ask people with dierent
perspectives for their views on the change.
(39) There was a lot of exploring and experimenting
with ideas.
(40) Changes in sta that would be needed to support partnering were implemented.
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(41) Adequate training was provided in the new
ways of working.
(42) Aected sta were well informed about what
was expected of them in the new system.
(43) Attempts to revert to old practices were discouraged.
(44) Resources were available to resolve practical
diculties as soon as they arose.
(45) The successes and bene®ts from the change
were widely publicised.
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