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Factors Critical to Delivering Change Successfully VALUE DELIVERY
Final Survey Findings

Helping organisations change successfully is at the heart of our business.

To explore the factors behind effective change, we surveyed a wide range of people with different
experience of change initiatives, asking them to rank 10 Critical Success Factors (CSFs) “in order of their
importance to the overall success of a change initiative”.

We deliberately asked for a ‘forced ranking’ of the CSFs to get a relative weighting, but we also gave
respondents an opportunity to nominate an additional CSF to make sure we hadn’t missed anything vital.
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Critical Success Factor

Overall, respondents placed significantly more relative importance on Leadership, Purpose and Stakeholders.
They placed relatively less on Governance, Delivery Process and Performance Management. Blueprint &
Roadmap, Business Case & Funding, Resources and Plan were ranked closer to the mean importance.

Change Management professionals placed even more importance than the average on Leadership, whereas
Project/Programme Managers placed relatively more importance than the average on Purpose and Blueprint
& Roadmap.

Those with experience of larger initiatives (over $10M) tended to place relatively more emphasis on
Leadership, Stakeholders, Resources and Performance Management and relatively less emphasis on
Purpose, Business Case & Funding and Plan than those with smaller project experience.

We surveyed a range of different roles, from Managers to Top Level Executives, but on the whole their
relative rankings were very similar — although the more senior people had notably stronger opinions!

Despite one or two outliers, there is remarkable similarity in CSF ranking between different industries —
which we believe is very significant for the application of these results to change initiatives across sectors
— see ‘Viewpoint: Are CSFs Unique?’

Some interesting cultural aspects are apparent: Americans seem to emphasise factors which drive structure,
like Blueprint & Roadmap, whilst Europeans prefer factors which enable flexibility, such as Governance.

Overall, these results point to a powerful way to help organisations understand the overall chances of
success of a change initiative and, more importantly, focus their efforts on those factors which are most
likely to increase their chances of delivering successfully.

We@e building these ideas into our Rapid Assessment approach, giving clients a fast, effective way to turn
insight into action. SeeW{ LJ2 (i Refinid<tiie Rapid AssessmentCto find outmore abouthow this could
help your organisation.
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Introduction

It's been known for some years that focusing on a few critical factors — such as clear purpose, visible
leadership, engagedstakeholders and effectivegovernance — can significantly enhance a change initiative’s
chances of success. And yet consistently fewer than 50%" of initiatives successfully deliver their expected
improvements.

Why is this? Could it be that people find it hard to deal effectively with all the factors that might contribute
to their success? If so, what can be done to break through the inherent complexity of change and create
initiatives which are more likely to succeed?

To explore these questions, earlier this summer we set about surveying professionals from around the world
who have experience of shaping and delivering change. The survey asked them to rank our top ten Critical
Success Factors “in order of their importance to the overall success of a change initiative.”

Here, we present the final results, building on the preliminary results published in September. We have
continued to develop the findings into what we hope you will find to be useful insights — and to identify
some more questions suggested by where the research has taken us so far.

Approach

The core question asked respondents to rank 10 statements, each relating to a critical success factor
previously identified from our own experience, together with input from other research, including Kotter?,
and McKinsey® amongst others.

The 10 statements respondents were asked to rank were:

=

A Blueprint and a Roadmap which are valuedriver credibleand complete

A Business Case and Funding which are robustand realistic

A Delivery Process which is establishegdappropriateand understood

Governance arrangements which are focused on outcomesgnot just process

Leadership which is visible activeand accountable

A Plan which is well-definedand integrated

A Purpose which responds to a compelling need for changsd defines clear outcomes
Performance Management which is open fact-basedand focuses on benefit delivery
Resources who are sufficient wellFmanagedand skilled

Stakeholders who are actively enggedthrough effective communication

=4 =4 4 -4 -8 —a _—a -9

=

(Note: the statements were offered to respondents in random order to eliminate any positional bias from the results.)

Respondents were then offered the opportunity to identify another critical success factor and to rank it
relative to the original 10 statements.

Other questions provided demographic information relating to the respondents’ experience, including
industry, discipline, working region and sizes of change initiatives.

The survey was conducted using online survey technology. Respondents were identified and invited to take
part through their membership of a number of various professional networking groups on LinkedIn.com.

! CHAOS Survey 2009, Standish Group International Inc.
2 Leading Change: Why Transformation Efforts Fail, John P. Kotter, HBR 1995

3 Corporate Transformation Under Pressure, Josep Isern, Mary C. Meaney and Sarah Wilson, McKinsey Quarterley, 2009
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Analysis of Respondents
Responses were analysed according to industry, discipline, role, location and size of initiative.

Industry

Respondents were relatively evenly spread across different industries, including several with cross-industry
experience (included under the ‘Other’ category on the chart).

Respondents by Industry

B Communications, Media & Technology

W Energy, Mining & Utilities

B Financial Services

B Government

B Product Manufacturing, Distribution & Retail
B Travel, Transportation & Leisure

W Professional Services

W Other
Discipline
Professionally, two groups — Change Respondents by Discipline
Management  professionals and
Project & Programme Managers — B Bus Func
represented around two thirds of the
respondents. Their somewhat B Chg Mgmit
different views on the relative ms/T

importance of the Critical Success
Factors lead to some interesting
insights — see below.

M Prog/Praoj Mgmt

M Senior/Corp Mgmit

W Other
Role
Three groups of people — Managers, Respondents by Role
Professionals and SVPs/VPs/Directors
— accounted for almost 80% of
respondents. m Manager

B Profeszional

W SVP AP/ Director

M Top Level Executive
W Other
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Region

Two regions, Europe and the Americas, dominated Respondents by Region
H 0,
the survey with over 80% of total responses. Jos 3% g%
W Africa
B Asia
B Americas
N Europe
N Other
Size of Initiative
Finally, there was a reasonable distribution of Respondents by Initiative Size
experience across the spectrum of small
projects to large programmes.
Respondents with experience on WLTSIM
projects/programmes up to £10M represented HS1IM-510M
just under 60% of the population. M 510M - 5100M
B GT5100M

Findings

At the highest level, the overriding finding is the relative importance respondents placed on the various
Critical Success Factors”.

Relative Weight of CSF - Average Response
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Critical Success Factor

On average, respondents placed relatively more importance on Leadership, Purpose and Stakeholders. They
placed relatively less importance on Governance, Delivery Process and Performance Management.
Blueprint & Roadmap, Business Case & Funding, Resources and Plan were ranked closer to the average.

* We calculated this by allocating 10 points for the factor each respondent ranked first, 9 for second etc. through to 1
point for tenth place, then calculating the percentage of all available points allocated to each factor. Thus the average
works out at 10%; the graph above shows the variation from the average.
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The difference between the highest- and lowest-ranked factors is significant: the highest scored almost 16%
of the available points, while the lowest achieved only around 6% - i.e. a difference of almost 3 times.

It is important to recognise that all these factors are critical to the success of a change initiative. As one
respondent said “none of them are nice to haves"; and another said “... a big change programme without
any one of the items you list ... is unlikely to succeed”. Our objective in conducting the survey was not to
discover which are critical and which are not, but to explore how the relative importance might be used to
focus on those critical factors most likely to contribute to success in a given situation.

In addition, interesting findings were also identified by looking at how perspectives differed according to
professional discipline, the size of initiatives in which the respondents have been involved, their industry and
the part of the world they come from.

Professional Perspectives

Those who described themselves as members of the Change Management profession placed relatively more
importance than the average on Leadership.

This may be because their role is often one of seeking to engage stakeholders in the effective shaping and
AYLX SYSyGrdAazy 2F OKFy3aS IyR YIFGGSNE adzOK sloke. Sy 02

Responses by Discipline vs Average Response

W Change Manzgement

® Programme,/Project Management

mIS/IT

M Senior/Corporate Management

var'nfrom MeanWgt (10%)

- Average
L Pu 3 BCEF B&R R Pl G DP P

Critical Success Factor

On the other hand, those who identified themselves as Project/Programme Management professionals
placed relatively more importance than the average on Purpose and Blueprint & Roadmap.

As with Change Management professionals, this may well ol twith their roleg being one of sustaining

0KS RNAGS (2 RStADSNI OKIl y-&&8e. (rKiN®R ditHakich dainvingl & SlearA y A
understanding of where the initiative is intended to léswdtal.

Some of the results surprised us, hoerethat Project/Programme Managers should place relatively more
importance on Stakeholders than Change Management professionals; and that Project/Programme
Managers shouldjive a low priority to Governance and Performance Managemegtraditionally centr&to

their role in keeping change initiatives on track. Both these findings are worthy of further investigation.

> We intended Performance Management to refer to managing the status and performance of the change initiative — i.e. reporting
status accurately and acting on the answers. However, from comments some respondents made we suspect that they may have
interpreted it to mean the performance of individuals in the organisation —i.e. evaluation, reward and development of people. That
may (at the risk of stereotyping!) explain why Project/Programme Managers saw this as less important.
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Role

On the whole, there seems to be considerable correlation between the perspectives of each of the four main
role groups we surveyed.

Responses by Role vs Average Response

B

? 6%
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E 2% M Professional
£ 0% W 5VP/VP/Director
=
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&
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It is noticeable, though, that more senior people tend to take the strongest \ews8 out of the 10
categories, the SVP/VP/Director group had one of the two most divergent scores.

Size of Initiative

People with experience of large initiatives tend to place relatively more emphasis on Leadership, Purpose
and Business Case & Funding and relatively less emphasis on Blueprint & Roadmap, Resources and Delivery
Process than those whose experience is mainly on smaller projects.

Small & Large Initiative Experience vs Average Response
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Our hypothesis here is that thes®ws respond to the relatively high complexity, and hence relatively low
predictability, of larger change initiatives. Larger initiatives tend to take longer and involve a higher
proportion of the organisation and are, therefore, more likely to facdlaiges than smaller, perhaps more
neatly defined initiatives. In this situation, continuity and consistendyeatlershipclarity and continual
communication of Purpose and the clear understanding that this is all supported by a solid Businass Case
vital tol Y A y Aability talckediSandisustain change effectively.

It is oftenargued that this is exactly why large initiatives should be avoided. However, whilst it is relatively
easy to control the scale of incremental change, discontinuousgelsa such as those which are driven by
significant market repositioning or a wholesale swap of core infrastructure simply have to deal with
everything within their scope, irrespective of the impact on the size of the initiative.
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Industry

We divided respondents into 6 main industries, as below. (This excludes those who work cross-industry).

Responses by Industry vs Average Response

B Communications, Media & Technology

W Financial Services

® Product Manufacturing, Distribution & Retail

W Energy, Mining & Utilities

H Government

® Professional Services

= Ayverage

L Pu 5 BC&FB&R R Pl G DPF PM

Critical Success Factor

Perhaps the most striking point here is not the differences between industries, but the remarkable similarity.

This surprised us. We have often found — and some of our survey respondents’ comments backed this up —
that many organisations believe that the challenges of their industry are unique, and that lessons from other
industries often don’t apply to theirs. At least on the relative importance of the CSFs, our survey does not
support this; on the contrary, it firmly contradicts it.

We think this is very significant finding, and we have explored it further ¢ see W+ A Sg L2 A y i Y
''YAL dzZSKQ

Within the general picture, though, there are a few interesting details. Why, for example, do Government
practitioners rank Delivery Process so low when Government is often said to be very process-focussed? And
it’s striking that Government and EMU respondents rate Stakeholders rather lower than other groups,
whereas Communications industry respondents gave them an unusually high priority.

Region

It’s interesting to see the influences different cultures have on how people go about their work, particularly
between Europeans and Americans — together covering over 80% of the respondents to our survey.

Responses by Region vs Average Response

8%
§ 5%
¥ o4 B Europe
E 2% - B Americas
£ 0% - B Other
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It seems that Americans place more importance in factors driving structure, such as having a Blueprint &
Roadmap and Plan together with robust Delivery Processes and Performance Management mechanisms. On
the other hand, Europeans seem to prefer factors which enable flexibility, such as Governance and
Resources.

© 2009, Houghley Ltd Page 7 of 9

Version 1.0 Houg hley

VALUE DELIVERY


http://www.houghley.co.uk/?p=999
http://www.houghley.co.uk/?p=999

Alternative Factors and Comments

Respondents were invited to offer ranked alternatives to our top ten CSFs and to offer comments. We did
analyse the alternative rankings to understand what impact they might have had on our findings. In short,
we do not believe the alternative CSFs or their rankings would have materially changed the survey outcome
(see chart below) and have, therefore, left them out of the analysis in the main paper.

Relative Weight of C5F - Average Alternative Response
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The details can be found in two attachments to this report: Analysis of Alternative CSFs and Sample
Respondent Comments.

Insights

Two immediate insights struck us from these findings — and they are the subjects of other items in our
October edition of ‘Value Delivery’.

The first is that there was a remarkable consistency in the rankings of the CSFs across the various
demographic dimensions we have analysed. This leads us to believe there is considerable value to all change
leaders in considering the relative contribution towards eventual success from each CSF as they consider
where they are and what they should do next.
(See W+ A S4L12 A }/lj v 3 NE / { C Priorities for Success (Std)

The second insight, which builds on the first, is
that our Rapid Assessment can be enhanced to
give change leaders clear priorities for action.

C— M Target
C— M Thresh

C—sThresh

[ elow MTarg

Based on the relative contribution of each CSF
to delivering change successfully, we can
identify and begin to quantify the impact of
addressing each CSF on an initiative’s chances
of success. (See W{ LJ2 (i RefinBdKtlie Rapid L Pu s ocEF B8R R P G DP PM
laaSaaysSyiaaQ

[/ Below MThresh

B Below SThresh

= & — Assessed

Further Questions

We are continuing to analyse the findings. However, as with any survey, the insights we have been able to
gather so far give rise to further questions. Some of the responses surprised us and are worthy of further
investigation. These include:

1 What happened to the mechanics? The CSFs which relate to the management of change activities —
Plan, Delivery Process, Governance — came very low in the ranking across all our demographic
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dimensions. Does this mean they’re simply taken for granted, or delegated, and therefore aren’t the
focus of change leaders? Or are they really seen as less important?

This has some very interesting implications, not least for the amounts organisations imvest
implementing these aspects of changare all those workdays on MSP and PRINCE 2 training well
spent?

1 Why did leaders take a more extreme view? It seems that senior management and, particularly,
top-level executives gave a much higher ranking to Leadership and Purpose, and a lower one to
Delivery Process and Performance Management in particular, than other respondents.

We might have expécS R G KSY (G2 KIF @S | YGWNIBd PPNegpbridents, ar@Q DA
GKSNBT2NBE 3IABS adal UYGLE2S &l yNIGERHEWA dNI y1KA y 3 &

T Communication, Communication, Communication! A lot of comments related to this. In a way, that
is no surprise — communication is a constant theme in change initiatives. In our CSFs, we presented
it as the method by which Stakeholders are engaged in the initiative —i.e. a means to an end.

But an interesting question arises from how different resigms saw the question of
communication should it be a separate CSF, on a par with the othepd® it an enablingpart of
Stakeholderengagement (and arguablgf Leadership, Purpose, etmo) ¢A ®Sd A F @2dz Kl
something worth sayintp peoplewho are critical to the initiative, and that they willS f A S@S > K
little point in sayinganything?

9 Does timing matter? Several respondents commented that relative priorities vary according to
phase — as the Rapid Assessment recognises. So is an ‘average’ ranking meaningful? Or are our
results influenced by ‘you have to start right, or you’ll never finish’?

Might this explain why Leadership, Purpose and Stakeholders rank higher, as they are arguably more
important is setting the initial directigrwhile other factors come into their own later on?

And finally ...

A big “thank you” to everyone who took part in the survey. We appreciate your time and your insights.

We'd welcome comments on the findings of the survey in general, and the ‘Further Questions’ in particular.

Please leave a comment on our website, or to contact us directly, either to discuss the survey or for more
information about Houghley Ltd: visit us at www.houghley.co.uk; contact us at enquiries@houghley.co.uk; or phone
us on +44 (0) 845 604 2335.
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