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Abstract

Project management processes and the training of new project managers (PM) must consider the impact of organizational change on the success
and failure of project implementations. The case for requiring project managers to be conversant with organizational change management (OCM) is
made by the author by reviewing supportive literature. In addition, PM certifying agencies like PMI and IPMA are strongly encouraged to include

education on OCM to the certification process for new PMs.
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1. Introduction

Crawford and Hassner-Nahmias (2010) highlighted the in-
creasing research interest in the use of projects as a way to
institute change in organizations. Parker et al. (2013a) suggested
that it is a business imperative for organizations to use project-
based initiatives as levers for organizational change to ensure
success. Soderlund (2010) indicated that increasing numbers of
business projects incorporate change elements. This all being
said, organizational change involves more than the rote adher-
ence to a technical process. The management and organizational
literatures have demonstrated time and time again that effective
change management and leadership significantly influence
the success implementation rates of organizational initiatives/
projects (Gilley et al., 2008; Jones et al., 2005; Standish Group,
2013; Turner & Miiller, 2005). However, academic and non-
academic analyses of project outcomes seem to focus, with few
exceptions, on project process versus the need to integrate
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technical and social/psychological issues (Hassner-Nahmias &
Crawford, 2008; Leybourne, 2007). The current paper empha-
sizes the necessity of viewing projects as organizational change
initiatives, and suggests that aspiring and current project
managers (PMs) should be explicitly trained in applying orga-
nizational change methodologies and processes that integrate
the aforementioned social/psychological perspectives in the
implementation of projects, and/or include the competence in
their project teams.

2. Project work and project management

Kerzner (2013) indicates that a project is any series of ac-
tivities and tasks that have a specific objective to be completed
within certain specifications; have a defined start and end date;
have funding limits; consume money, people and equipment;
and are multifunctional. Project management is the disciplined
application of knowledge, skills, tools and techniques to project
activities to meet the project requirements (Project Management
Institute, 2013; Turner & Miiller, 2005). Project management, as
a term, first appears in 1953, arising in the US defense-
aerospace sector (Johnson, 2002). The development of PERT
(Planning and Evaluation Research Techniques) and CPM
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(Critical Path Method) were outgrowths of the “new” discipline
of project management, and were the first attempts initiated by
the US military and Dupont, respectively, to create management
tools for projects (Morris et al., 2012).

Gaddis (1959) seems to be the first to coin the term “project
manager.” He saw this role as project integration, a middle-
management function (Nickels et al., 2010), and by the late
1960s and early 1970s, ideas on organizational integration had
begun to attract serious academic attention, e.g., Lawrence and
Lorsch’s (1967) study on integration and differentiation,
Galbraith’s (1973) on forms of integration, and Davis and
Lawrence’s (1977) work on matrix organizations. But it is worth
noting that this integration role did not and currently seldom
includes the necessity to accommodate social/psychological is-
sues. Instead, it focused on the traditional role of manager as
planner, organizer, leader and controller (Nickels et al., 2010).
Currently this still largely characterizes the role.

With the spread of the matrix organization and the US
Department of Defense (DoD) project management techniques,
many executives suddenly found themselves managing projects
for the first time (Morris, 2012). Conferences and seminars on
how to manage projects proliferated. The US Project Manage-
ment Institute (PMI) was founded in 1969; the International
Management Systems Association (also called INTERNET, now
the International Project Management Association — IPMA) in
1972; and various European project management associations
formed at the same time (Morris et al., 2012). Again, the
perspective taken toward PM was essentially a middle manage-
ment one. It centered on the challenges of accomplishing the
project goals that had been given, and on the tools and techniques
for doing this; it was rarely the successful accomplishment of
the project per se, which is after all what really matters. Worse,
the performance of projects, already too often bad, was now
beginning to deteriorate sharply (Morris, 2012).

3. Project Management Bodies of Knowledge (PM BoKs)

The seminal drive for the development of a PM BoK was the
belief that there should be some form of certification of com-
petence if it was to be considered a profession (Cook, 1977).
The initial 1983 PMI PMBoK® had six knowledge areas; the
most recent one has expanded to nine with five process groups
as follows:

The five process groups are:

. Initiating

. Planning

. Executing

. Monitoring and controlling
. Closing.
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The nine knowledge areas are:

. Project Integration Management
. Project Scope Management

. Project Time Management

. Project Cost Management
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. Project Quality Management

. Project Human Resource Management
. Project Communications Management
. Project Risk Management

. Project Procurement Management.
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The United Kingdom’s (UK) Association for Project Man-
agement (APM) has followed a similar path as the one adopted by
PMI, but they saw the PMI’s model as too narrow. In 1991, they
produced a broader document that gave recognition to matters
such as objectives, strategy, technology, environment, people,
business and commercial issues (Morris et al., 2006). Since then,
the APM BoK has developed at least five revisions, and APM’s
explicit advocacy of Agile Project Management is accompanied
by a more direct acknowledgment of the need to include social
system concerns (Charvat, 2003; Leffingwell, 2007; Sheffield &
Lemétayer, 2013). To some extent, Agile focuses on the
importance of culture, people development, self-management
and self-discipline, participatory decision-making, customer
focus and less bureaucracy. However, there has been little
research evaluating the degree to which this focus has been
demonstrated in practice, and what there is (e.g., Hope &
Amdahl, 2011) suggests that while there is promise, Agile is not a
homogeneous practice, and when applied in the IT industry,
cross-disciplinary conflicts often get in the way of participation
between technical designers and end-users. In 1998, the IPMA
published its Competence Baseline to support its certification
program, and imported almost wholesale the APM BoK (Morris,
2012).

4. Project management process
4.1. Success and failure

During the period between and including 1970s and 2000s,
typically identified sources of project difficulties were: unclear
success criteria, changing sponsor strategy, poor project defi-
nition, technology, concurrency, poor quality assurance, poor
linkage with sales and marketing, inappropriate contracting
strategy, unsupportive political environment, lack of top man-
agement support, inflation, funding difficulties, and inadequate
manpower (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; Meier, 2008; Miller &
Lessard, 2000; Morris & Hough, 1987). No overt attention was
paid to the impact of organizational change, although there was
a growing interest in strategy (Artto et al., 2008), the impact of
organizational culture (Shore, 2008), behavioral competencies
of the project manager (Aitken & Crawford, 2008), and
leadership (Miiller & Turner, 2007), to name a few of the
variables that recently have been examined more closely which
are beyond the use of tools, techniques and practices of project
management.

The topic of project success has been a significant con-
cern in the PM literature (Cooke-Davies, 2002; Fortune &
White, 2006). As noted above, much research has been
conducted in an attempt to identify the factors that determine
it. The findings, however, have tended to reflect the technical
bias that characterized the approach adopted by most
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investigators and the “worldview” applied to project manage-
ment, i.e., if the researchers were unconcerned/unaware of the
impact of human factors, and instead were biased toward
examining technical issues, then the critical success factors
(CSFs) were technical in nature. For example, Kaminsky
(2012) examined the influence of non-technical leadership
practices such as taking responsibility, giving work back to
people, and getting stakeholders to embrace change on IT
project success and concluded that there is an explicit need to
integrate non-technical with technical practices such as risk
management, time management, and quality management. Yet
his examination of what he has called “leadership practices” is a
minority view in academic and practitioner literatures, while
the majority perspective is represented by researchers like Ali et
al. (2008) who made no mention of the influence of social
system issues on the adoption of new technology and instead
examined software use, perceived performance impact, func-
tionality, information quality, ease of use, and project
complexity. To date, there have been few studies that focus
on the contribution made by human factors (Belout, 1998;
Belout & Gauvreau, 2004; Henrie & Sousa-Poza, 2005;
Leybourne, 2007). This is not surprising since as has been
illustrated above, the idea of project success has traditionally
been understood from a middle-management perspective, i.e.,
emphasizing activity-centered, control-oriented issues like
project execution and delivery. However, the willingness of
employees and managers to accept and implement changes
recommended by projects is at least as important a consider-
ation (Jetu & Riedl, 2012).

Belout (1998) has said, “Managing people effectively influ-
ences many results of a project” (p. 23); Henri and Sousa-Poza
(2005) indicate that a “common theme to project success or
failure is the people involved with the project” (p. 5); Cooke-
Davies (2002) suggested that “it is fast becoming accepted
wisdom that it is people who deliver projects, not processes
or systems” (p. 189); and Leybourne (2007) notes that there
has been a “changing bias from tools and techniques, toward
the social and behavioral aspects of the management of projects”
(p. 61). Moreover, Cicmil et al. (2006) suggest that project
managers should engage in activities that go beyond the tra-
ditional control agenda, and include in their skill set the ability
to guide organizational change projects.

Thus, it can be increasingly seen that project management
processes must consider how to engage employees from the
beginning so that they come to see any initiative as their own, and
not simply something to be done because they are told (Crawford
et al., 2014). Project success has much to do with whether or not
employees adopt the inevitable changes that are advocated,
leadership, organizational resistance, culture matching, ethics,
user/customer satisfaction, and circumstance, and is not solely
dependent on “heroic agency,” i.e., the actions of an all-knowing
change agent/OD consultant, or extra-competent PM who rigor-
ously applies PM process (Burnes & Cooke, 2012; Kaminsky,
2012; King & Peterson, 2007; MacKay & Chia, 2013; Turner &
Zolin, 2012). As far back as 1995, Kotter in an article in the
Harvard Business Review noted that organizational efforts at
transformation fail because of inattention to social system issues

rather than because of purely technical and/or procedural reasons
(Kotter, 1995). Turner and Zolin (2012) have expanded project
performance factors beyond the standard consideration of time,
cost, and quality, and suggest the inclusion of measures of user
appreciation.

Whether or not a project is successfully implemented is at least
partially a function of how much resistance users have to the
changes in work. The degree to which employees are expected to
comply with the wishes of management and remain uninvolved
affects the magnitude of employee resistance (Laframboise et al.,
2003; Lundy & Morin, 2013). Thus, resistance can be influenced
by the presence or absence of involvement in decision-making
(Gilley et al., 2009; Lines, 2004). These are issues that are always
explicitly handled by effective organizational change manage-
ment (OCM) (Cummings & Worley, 2009), yet many project
teams do not include such a resource or focus (Sirkin et al., 2005).
This implies the minimization of its influence and/or a lack of
awareness on the part of the PM. In fact, too many organizations,
when forming their project teams, make the inaccurate assump-
tion that project managers (PMs), program managers and/or
business analysts (BAs) will handle OCM. But these people have
far too many other responsibilities for which they are held
accountable to devote the necessary time and energy to address
OCM effectively. And all due respect to their capabilities, they
cannot possibly have sufficient knowledge of and experience
with OCM as do those who have dealt with it consistently
throughout their careers (see Crawford & Hassner-Nahmias,
2010).

4.2. Project management and change management

Kerzner’s (2013) influential text on project management sets
aside a very few pages to address the important impact of
organizational change and culture on the initiation, process
and implementation of projects. While considering conflict
and dysfunctional teams, the analysis seems to be cursory and
does not reflect the complexity of these issues. Kloppenborg
and Opfer (2002) and Leybourne (2007) reviewed project
management literature and concluded that while there has been
an increase in the efforts to identify the importance of more
social/psychological approaches to the success of projects, the
implementation of strategic change remains a business problem
that cannot be solved by an exclusive focus on project process.
Most recently, the PMI seems to be starting to acknowledge
formally the import of organizational change management to
project success, i.e., the 2014 PMI Research and Education
Conference included a change management track in its program
agenda.

Nonetheless, the management of organizational change has
continued to have a relatively small representation in the project
management literature. Also, although project and program
management standards address communications and stakehold-
er management, and these are important in the management of
change, the standards do not specifically address the knowledge
and skills required to manage organizational and behavioral
change as identified in descriptions of various valid change
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management models, e.g., Kotter’s 8-step change process
(Crawford et al., 2014; Hassner-Nahmias & Crawford, 2008).

Organization development (OD) has been, and arguably still
is, the major approach to organizational change across the
Western world, and increasingly globally (Boje et al., 2011;
Burnes, 2007; Dent, 2002; Mirvis, 2006; Mozenter, 2002;
Piotrowski & Armstrong, 2005; Ramos & Rees, 2008; Rees,
2011; Wirtenberg et al., 2007). The term OD was coined
independently and simultaneously by two groups of National
Training Lab (NTL) consultants, Robert Blake and Herbert
Shepard working at Esso, and Richard Beckhard and Douglas
McGregor working at General Mills (Burnes & Cooke, 2012).
Its core components, T-groups, action research, and participa-
tive management, also highlighted the relevance and impor-
tance of values and the behavioral/social sciences (Burnes &
Cooke, 2012; Cummings & Worley, 2009; French & Bell,
1999). Kurt Lewin, the so-called grandfather of organization
change, made three major contributions to OD:

1. Planned change — which includes four interrelated ele-
ments: field theory, group dynamics, action research and the
three-step model of change — unfreeze, move, refreeze
(Burnes, 2004, 2007);

2. Showing how psychological theories and techniques devel-
oped and used in laboratory experiments to study group
behavior could be applied to studying and changing group
behavior in the real world (Dent, 2002);

3. Emphasizing the need to promote democratic values and
participation in order to tackle conflict (French & Bell,
1999).

Change management, as a subset of OD, has been defined as
“the process of continually renewing an organization’s direc-
tion, structure, and capabilities to serve the ever-changing needs
of external and internal customers” (Moran & Brightman, 2001,
p. 111). According to Burnes (2004) change is an ever-present
feature of organizational life, both at operational and strategic
levels. Therefore, there should be no doubt regarding the
importance to any organization of its ability to identify where it
needs to be in the future, and how to manage the changes
required getting there. Consequently, organizational change
cannot be separated from organizational strategy, or vice versa
(Rieley & Clarkson, 2001). Due to the importance of
organizational change, its management is becoming a highly
required managerial skill (Senior, 2002). Graetz (2000) goes as
far as suggesting, “Against a backdrop of increasing globalisa-
tion, deregulation, the rapid pace of technological innovation, a
growing knowledge workforce, and shifting social and demo-
graphic trends, few would dispute that the primary task for
management today is the leadership of organisational change”
(p. 550).

Levasseur (2010), who considers OD and change manage-
ment synonymous (see also Hornstein, 2001), suggests that the
active use of their most effective models, methodologies and
processes have potential to improve “the odds of project suc-
cess” (p. 159). He further proposes that to improve the human
side of project implementation, project managers should become

more intimately familiar with and use the tools associated with
the more well-known and rigorous change management pro-
cesses, e.g., Kotter’s 8-step change methodology (Kotter, 1996).
Clearly, this combined with what Cicmil et al. (2006) recom-
mended (i.e., PM’s including in their skill set the ability to guide
organizational change projects) implies that PM certifying agen-
cies should include content relevant to organizational change
management in their qualification requirements.

Choi (2011) in an integrative literature review confirmed
the importance of employee engagement and identified four
attitudinal constructs that represent employees’ attitudes toward
organizational change: readiness for change, commitment to
change, openness to change and cynicism about organizational
change. John Kotter, an emeritus professor at the Harvard
Business School, has stated clearly that the focus of change
leadership is on crafting a vision that reinforces urgency and
minimizes complacency, and then aligning and motivating
people affected by the change so that they are prepared to
support and adopt it (Kotter, 1996, 2008).

Harvey Kolodny, an emeritus professor at the Rotman School
of Management at the University of Toronto has recognized the
necessity of integrating the practice of change management with
project management (Kolodny, 2004). He has indicated that
successful implementation of major managerial innovations
(e.g., customer-centric restructuring, team-based systems, enter-
prise resource planning systems, supply chain redesign, six
sigma) which are critical to the survival of organizations, while
relying on project management and change management, seldom
makes effective use of the interchange between them.

Kolodny (2004) has said that organizations should benefit
from a synthesis of the two approaches, but are not, and signifi-
cant opportunities for learning between the two approaches are
being lost. Crawford and Hassner-Nahmias (2010) using data
from change projects integrated in IT implementations in
different organizations confirm Kolodny’s (2004) recommen-
dation. In analyzing a number of case studies, they found that
there is often competition between Project/Program Managers
and Change Managers for the management role on organiza-
tional change projects, which further acts as an impediment to
the suggested synthesis. In addition, their findings directly
challenge the belief perpetuated by many that Program/Project
Managers have the requisite competence to perform the nec-
essary activities required to promote the adoption of project
changes.

In 2006, Prosci, a change management research and prac-
tice organization headquartered in Loveland, CO, and which is
connected to PMI, released their first complete text on the
ADKAR model (Awareness, Desire, Knowledge, Ability,
Reinforcement), which is what Prosci believes are the building
blocks for individual change and was developed based osten-
sibly on the analysis of research data from over 900 organi-
zations over a 10-year period (Hiatt, 2006). Their research
shows that problems with the “people dimension” of change are
the most commonly cited reasons for project failures, but
interestingly, ADKAR focuses on process instead of people,
fails to consider change to be a complex, systemic phenomenon
that involves the interdependence of a multiplicity of variables,
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and fails to highlight the important distinction between indi-
vidual and organizational changes.

The Standish Group (2009) maintains that many IT imple-
mentations are problematic, while Balogun and Hope Hailey
(2004) have reported failure rates in change initiatives as high
as 70%. An article integrating results of 49 studies on major
change projects showed that complex initiatives fail 67—-81% of
the time (King & Peterson, 2007). Burnes (2005) has indicated
that despite the agreement in the literature that effective change
management should be a core organizational competence,
successful projects are difficult to find with reported failure
rates being 80% or higher. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that it
is not the statistics themselves on which one should focus, so
much as what has been posited to underlie them. That is, while
some authors have challenged the validity of the Standish
Group (2009) numbers in particular (e.g., Glass, 2005;
Jorgensen, 2005), others like King and Peterson (2007) have
clearly stated that large project implementations are beset by
problems which result in less than optimal outcomes, and are a
significant contributor to project failures and the lack of
learning from those failures is overlooking the impact of social/
psychological components—major components of the change
phenomenon (Holman et al., 2007; Shepherd et al., 2011).
Tarnow (2002) showed a positive correlation between high
project user involvement and high project success.

5. Conclusion

This paper has reviewed literature that strongly suggests that
change is an inevitable consequence of project implementations,
and how the change is “managed” impacts how successful the
project will be. Project management and change management
use different terminologies and different methodologies. Their
respective proponents arise out of different parts of the orga-
nization and have different functional and educational back-
grounds. They emphasize different skill sets and competencies
(Crawford & Hassner-Nahmias, 2010). Nevertheless, they are
complementary and mutually supportive disciplines that con-
tribute to the successful implementation of a wide variety of
projects. Project success is now recognized to be multi-
dimensional; not only does it utilize the traditional measures
of project performance that have been discussed earlier, but it
also extends into associated fields such as organizational change
management (Crawford et al., 2014).

This paper has also demonstrated that the literature on
project success factors has been relatively quiet about the role
of organizational change, just as the PMI and other organiza-
tions such as APM that offer training on project management
are similarly quiet (Turner & Miiller, 2005). Moreover, this
paper suggested that the competition between change managers
and project/program managers is counterproductive and is an
obstacle to project success. It should change to cooperation
given that the likelihood of timely and effective project imple-
mentation is optimized by the collaboration.

The past omission of an explicit focus on organizational
change has been surprising given that all knowledge areas in the
Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK) incorporate

in one way or another the management of change, although this is
never explicitly acknowledged (Project Management Institute,
2004). This observation, in part, also has been made by Griffith-
Cooper and King (2007), who said, “The nature of project
management is change” (p. 14). They also noted that while
recognizing that change is integral to project initiation, manage-
ment, implementation and continuation, no area of the PMBoK
specifically addresses the human components of change and how
they impact project implementation success. Moreover, although
there was recognition of the potential for projects to catalyze
organizational innovation/change as far back as 1996 (Partington,
1996), there has been little concerted effort noted in the PM
literature to more explicitly integrate project management with
change management.

Griffith-Cooper and King’s (2007) observations and recom-
mendations focus on the importance of change leadership,
while neglecting to incorporate the equally significant influence
of the involvement of hands-on workers on implementation
success. In fact, the need to address the importance of the social
system is often ignored, and it contributes significantly to the
success and/or failure of all kinds of project implementations
(Chot, 2011; Cicmil, 1999; Gardner, 2009; Griffith-Cooper &
King, 2007; Levine & Rossmore, 1993; Piderit, 2000).

Currently, the PMI in its PMBoK recognizes 42 processes
that fall into five basic process groups and nine knowledge
areas that are typical of almost all projects (PMI, 2013). Project
Human Resources Management appears as one of the knowl-
edge areas, and one reasonably could expect organizational
change management to fall under it. However, this is not the
case. Included under this rubric are four processes (PMI, 2013):

1. Human resource planning,

2. Acquisition of team members,

3. Development of the project team, and
4. Team management.

None of them refers in any fashion to organizational change.
And none of the remaining five process groups or eight knowl-
edge areas identified by PMI addresses it. Now, this omission
could be corrected relatively easily. For instance, in the
PMBOoK, there is reference made to “integrated change control”
in the knowledge area entitled Project Integration Management,
which is described as a concerted effort to coordinate changes
across all knowledge areas. This would be a logical location to
address OCM issues since it drives project scope, schedule, cost,
quality, risk, and procurement. Traditionally, neither the PMI
nor many other certifiers/educators of PMs (e.g., APM, IPMA)
have made integrated, programmatic efforts to acknowledge
the potential influence of organizational change on any of these
areas, as has been noted earlier. Instead, integrated change
control is restricted to addressing requests to change some
aspect of the project that might impact one or more areas of
project management that have been placed under change
control, but does not explicitly include people-related issues
(Crawford et al., 2014; Lundy & Morin, 2013).

Interestingly, it should be noted that Change Requests, which
are an addition or alteration to the agreed-upon deliverables for a
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project, might affect one or several of the following (Griffith-
Cooper & King, 2007):

® The work to be done or in progress (scope, solution defi-
nition, deliverable definition, etc.),

® The project schedule,

® The project cost,

® The project risk or complexity level,

e The quality of the project deliverables,

® Project contract administration,

e Customer satisfaction (i.e., client, sponsor, stakeholder, end
user).

Moreover, the focus of prominent project management guides,
such as the APM Body of Knowledge (Association for Project
Management, 2006) and the PMI Body of Knowledge (Project
Management Institute, 2013) is on change control. The term
“change management” is used but primarily in the sense of “the
formal process through which changes to the project plan are
approved and introduced” (Association for Project Management,
2006, p. 130). This suggests that there appears to be little
appreciation that project implementation success is about more
than the mechanics provided in the various professional guides.

Of late, a small number of organizations have begun to
integrate organization change and project management to realize
the planning aspects of project management and the people and
organizational orientation of change management (e.g., Canadian
Imperial Bank of Commerce — Kolodny, 2004; more broadly in
the finance and business services sectors — Crawford et al.,
2014). They have begun to appreciate that the discipline and
methodology of project management can be integrated with the
forward visioning, commitment building and attention to people
and culture of change management. They seem to be more aware
that success in project management is as much about creating
ownership and shared meaning as it is about following the
process steps. They seem to appreciate that project managers
cannot ignore the effect that organizational changes may have on
project outcomes (Kolodny, 2004). Moreover, as mentioned
earlier, the management literature is replete with examples of
project failures that have been a direct consequence of the failure
to attend to organizational change issues. If IS/IT is intended not
only to improve organizational cohesion, but also to decentralize
functionality, project managers must understand that needs of
users change constantly, making continuous attention to change
absolutely necessary. In fact, Crawford et al. (2014) note that
project management practitioners are using change implementa-
tion practices across a range of projects requiring differing
degrees of organizational and behavioral change, and across both
the finance and engineering industries. They recommended that
“junior and entry-level project practitioners” should undertake
training, education, and development that “introduces and guides
them in the use of change implementation practices” (p. 93).
Project management needs to consider the entire lifecycle of a
system, thinking beyond design and development.

An analysis of attempts to institute a new distributed learning
system (DLS) at RMIT University in Melbourne, Australia
demonstrated clearly that judging the success of projects in an

organization couldn’t be limited solely to the efficiency of the
project management processes employed. After three and a half
years, the technological system and its maintenance were part of
ongoing operations, but change management continued (Kenny,
2003). Helping staff and students effectively use the system,
assisting teaching staff to become consistent users of the online
learning environment, production of multimedia learning ob-
jects, overcoming resistance to using unfamiliar processes and
technology, and so on all require mentoring and explicit change
support (Kenny, 2003).

Awareness of the impact of OCM on project success has
been explicitly identified in the literature only recently
(e.g., Parker et al., 2013b; Partington et al., 2005). Moreover,
there are few articles similar to Partington et al. (2005) in the PM
literature, and the current author believes that this is prob-
lematic. The PMI and other educators should expose PMs to
the potential influence of change and adoption issues on project
timelines and success, and encourage them to get further train-
ing and development in the theory and practice of organizational
change management beyond the current restricted emphasis
on ADKAR. Moreover, organizations like the PMI and the
International Project Management Association (IPMA) should
advocate for the inclusion of OCM resources on project teams.
Following from the analysis undertaken in this paper, in the
recruitment for organizational change projects there needs to be
consideration for the management of the change and the person
who will drive the changes into the organization beyond the
daily tasks of managing the Project/Program performed by the
Project/Program Managers. The implications of having this
additional role are in changes to the way projects are run, in-
cluding their governance, reports, and all other project activities
as well as the development of new project activities, which are
change management-specific. There has been sufficient evi-
dence presented in this paper to suggest that all organiza-
tions must widen their thinking to acknowledge the existence
and importance of OCM in project success. Thus, they should
also include education on OCM in the requirements for PM
credentialing. Too many organizations persist in a more than
40 year old belief that technology and process trump all else.
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