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Abstract

The majority of the company turnaround literature has focussed on either Western, in particular the United States, or the emerging economies of Europe. This literature is both descriptive and prescriptive, frequently turning on the need for a long term strategic focus as opposed to a short-term operational efficiency action focus. Further, there is debate as to the importance and necessity of particular turnaround actions. Two key questions are addressed in this paper: First, in the view of Australian company turnaround consultants, is the turnaround process essentially focussed on efficiency or strategy? Second, how important are the turnaround actions of recognising the problem, retrenchment, matching the problem to the solution, CEO change, chairperson change, ownership change, speed of action, and the rate of decline to successful company turnaround?  Conclusions are drawn supporting a contingency-based strategic approach.  Exception conditions relating to stakeholder needs and the immediate survival of the firm are identified as key issues.
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Background and Research Questions

There is an emerging body of literature that addresses the process of company turnaround. Most literature concentrates on company turnaround in America, or in transitional eastern European countries.  This research seeks to address, in part, this gap in the literature. Further, it has been suggested that the extant literature on turnaround is still rudimentary in nature (Bruton and Rubanik, 1997) and lacks analytical depth (Pandit, 2000).  This research aims to develop a deeper understanding of the turnaround process in Australian contexts. 

There are two competing views of the company turnaround process evident in the literature. One view emphasises the importance of short-term actions that focus on efficiency and cost cutting, such as retrenchment, as an essential step in company turnaround (Balgobin and Pandit, 2001; Bruton and Rubanik, 1997; Chowdhury and Lang, 1996; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Umbreit, 1996; Vaz, 1996). Proponents of the other viewpoint question the need for retrenchment, and emphasise the strategic nature of company turnaround. Barker III and Mone (1994) contend that there was little evidence to support the assertion that retrenchment was essential to turnaround.  Recent research by Castrogiovanni and Bruton (2000), using a sample of acquired US companies, also calls into question the importance of retrenchment. However, these writers qualify their findings by emphasising the need for additional research in other contexts to establish a clearer view of the turnaround process. Harker (1997) and Castrogiovanni and Bruton (2000) note that the focus on strategy was the dominant view in the literature prior to 1992. 

The view that the strategic focus is essential also has its dissenters.  Barker III and Duhaime (1997) argue that while strategic turnarounds exist, their usefulness depends both on the firm having the resources to implement such change, and whether the firm actually needing strategic change to recover had the capacity to implement it.  

This debate in the literature leads us to our first research question:

Do Australian-based company turnaround consultants view the company turnaround process as essentially strategic or operational? 

Our second research question revolves around the debate in the literature as to whether Anglo–American models of company turnaround apply outside America and Britain. As noted earlier, much of the research has focussed on these countries. There are, however, some exceptions, for example, Bruton and Rubanik’s (1997) study on the Russian firm Micron and Belcher and Nail’s (2000) examination of the pharmaceutical firms Upjohn (based in the United States) and Pharmacia (based in Sweden).

Bruton, Ahlstrom and Wan (2001), using a sample of turnaround consultants operating in Hong Kong and Thailand, identified differences predominately based on national culture, in the business environment in which organisations in Asia operated. These in turn influenced the turnaround actions of distressed firms. Specifically they identified differences in recognition of the problem; retrenchment; matching the solution to the cause of decline; replacement of chief executive officer, and speed of turnaround. They used a qualitative, interview-based research procedure to gather and interpret data. 

Fisher, Lee and Johns (2002) also investigated cultural and transparency issues in relation to the likelihood of speed and effectiveness of retrenchment, replacement of chairperson or chief executive officer and ownership change in the turnaround process, using a sample of 60 listed companies in Australia and Singapore. Transparency was described using the Kaufmann, Kraay and Zoido-Lobaton (1999, 2002) aggregate measure of six governance indicator clusters: Voice and Accountability, Political Stability, Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law and Control of Corruption.  Each of these governance indicators is expressed as a numeric governance score. The findings of this study supported a transparency based, rather than national culture based, view of similarities and differences in turnaround practices. 

Fisher, Lee and Johns (2002) identified eight actions that commonly appear in the ‘operational or tactical’ company turnaround literature: recognition of the problem/cause of the decline (e.g. Bruton, Ahlstrom and Wan, 2001), retrenchment (e.g. Bruton and Rubanik, 1997; Robbins and Pearce, 1992; Pearce and Robbins, 1994), matching the solution to the cause of decline (e.g. Barker III and Duhaime, 1997; Bruton, Ahlstrom and Wan, 2001; Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000; Harker, 1997), replacement of the chief executive officer or top management team (e.g. Imberman, 2000;Umbreit, 1996; Dunstan, 2002; Belcher and Nail, 2000; Palgobin and Pandit, 2000), ownership change (e.g. Bruton, Oviatt and White, 1997; Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000), speed of action and rate of (pre-turnaround) decline of the distressed company (e.g. Bruton, Ahlstrom and Wan, 2001; Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000).  As the items used in the Bruton et al (2001) research are included in this broader list, we have elected to investigate all these items in the research conducted for this paper.

Our second research question is:

In the opinion of Australian-based company turnaround consultants how important are the following aspects of the company turnaround process to the successful company turnaround: recognition of the decline problem, retrenchment, matching the solution to the cause of decline, replacement of the chief executive officer or top management team, ownership change, speed of action and rate of pre-turnaround decline of the distressed company?

Australia has similar levels of transparency to other Western countries on the transparency dimensions identified by Kaufman et al, and is culturally similar to the US and Britain on Hofstede’s (1980) dimensions. We expected that the actions identified would be broadly consistent with the Western literature on company turnaround, rather than reflecting the differences identified by Bruton et al (2001).

Method

Sample 

We used publicly available lists of consultants who were involved in company turnaround as the initial source of potential interviewees. As we assumed that larger firms would be more likely to have senior consultants with recent company turnaround experience, we used a purposeful sampling technique from within these lists to identify likely interviewees from publicly available lists. One of the limitations of purposeful sampling is that it relies on the knowledge and experience of the research team, and therefore could be subject to selection bias. However, the diversity of the experiential backgrounds of the research team offset this bias. We note that Bruton et al (2001) used a business journalist to identify potential interviewees. 

We contacted twelve consultants of which ten consented to be interviewed. In two cases the interviewees were unavailable at the appointed time, and could not be rescheduled to another time during our data collection period. As such, we have eight usable interviews. Our sample size is similar to the individual country samples of twelve turnaround consultants in Hong Kong and seven consultants in Thailand in the Bruton et al (2000) study. It also compares satisfactorily with sample sizes for qualitative studies on turnaround as listed in Pandit (2000), with the range quoted as being from one to twenty-seven firms/industries/turnaround experts.  

A profile of those interviewed appears in Table 1.  The respondents to the survey sample encompass a varying nature of firms, but all were senior people within their organisations and had several years of experience advising on corporate turnaround procedures. The type of firms surveyed included general business consultancies, accounting firms (some of which had dedicated corporate recovery divisions) and administrators and liquidators. 

< Insert Table 1 about here >

Data Collection Method: Convergent Interviewing v. Replication Logic

 In this research, data was gathered through structured convergent interviews, which were conducted with senior turnaround consultants in Australia. Convergent interviewing is an iterative interviewing technique useful in exploratory studies where the aim is to collect, analyse and interpret qualitative information about peoples’ values, attitudes, experiences and beliefs (Dick, 1990). The aim of the process is to identify agreements between the views of the interviewees, exceptions to those agreements, and disagreement between the views of the respondents.

 The research method used is broadly consistent with that used by Bruton, Ahlstrom and Wan (2001) to investigate company turnaround issues in Hong Kong and Thailand. While Bruton et al (2001) describe and justify their process by reference to the ‘replication logic’ approach (Eisenhardt 1989; Yin 1994), both approaches allow for the interviews to be adapted based on information gathered from previous interviewees, and seek to identify consensus and dissenting viewpoints. The convergent interviewing process, however, explicitly emphasises the transparency of the intent of the both the interview and the overall research process to the interviewee. It also places less emphasis on presenting information from a previous interview to the next interviewee for validation. As we were dealing with consultants from competing organisations, and had committed to confidentiality, we decided that the explicit transparency and implicitly more flexible treatment of the adaptation-validation link of the Dick (1990) approach was more appropriate to our setting than the replication logic approach used by Bruton et al (2001). 

There are five other differences between our protocol and the protocol used by Bruton et al (2001) which we describe here to allow for subsequent replication of our study in different contexts. Firstly, where the interviews conducted by Bruton et al (2001) sought general opinions, and multiple case insights related to company turnaround only, we asked for general opinions and then asked the consultant to discuss a single recent company turnaround case in which they had been directly involved. This enabled us to gain a deeper understanding of the turnaround issues involved, and to compare cases both within our sample, and with other case based research in the domain. Secondly, while Bruton et al (2001) included a small number of company managers in addition to the turnaround consultants, our study only includes the consultants.  Thirdly, the structured interviews we conducted included a broader range of issues than those identified by Bruton et al (2001). This, in part, was because it was informed by research conducted by Fisher, Lee and Johns (2002) comparing Australian and Singaporean companies’ turnaround practices. Further, we included questions that were addressed by Pearce and Robbins (1994).  Fourthly, while our process was similar to the implicitly convergent interviewing process used by Bruton et al (2001), inasmuch as we were both attempting to find similarities and differences between the Western model and the situations described by the consultants, we were also informed of both the Bruton et al (2001) findings and the findings of Fisher, Lee and Johns (2002) comparing Australian and Singaporean company turnaround behaviour.  As such, our analytical frame was influenced by this knowledge.

Finally, unlike the Bruton et al research which was a stand alone process, the research here is the first stage of a broader research project that investigates company turnaround in a number of countries in the Asia Pacific. Consultants who had experience in other countries in the Asia-Pacific were asked to describe similarities and differences between the turnaround processes in Australia and the other Asia Pacific countries, and to describe a specific case in an Asia-Pacific country. Further, in addition to questions related to turnaround actions and the efficiency-strategic continuum, we also asked a number of questions related to the nature of the response in markets, products, manufacturing systems and the management and organisation system, based on the Robbins and Pearce (1992) dimension of doing the same things better, or doing new things pre and post downturn. These results are not reported in this paper, given the scope and the focus of this paper.

In the interview 

1. Initially the content of the information-consent sheet, which informed participants of the nature and purpose of both the interview and the broader research project, was discussed.

2. Verbal consent was then obtained to continue the interview.

3. Interviewees were asked a number of structured questions addressing the company turnaround issues. Further probing questions were asked to explore these issues. In these questions the interviewer sought the personal opinion of the participant (as a turnaround consultant) on the how these aspects of turnaround applied in general in the Australian/New Zealand and Asian contexts.

4. The interviews were recorded, and in most cases notes were taken by the interviewer.

Between and during interviews, some adaptations of the probing questions were made, though the core structure of the interview was maintained. Specific interview questions appear in Table 2.

< Place Table 2 about here>

After the interview, the responses were transcribed and subsequently these transcripts were analysed by the researchers for content and theme. Data analysis was conducted using transcripts, with the aim of identifying consensus views, dissenting opinions, and qualifications or explanations of identified consensus and dissent.

Findings and Discussion

Our two research questions dealt with whether Australian-based company turnaround consultants view the company turnaround process as essentially strategic or operational, and the importance of particular aspects of the company turnaround process to successful company turnaround. Tables 3 and 4 summarise the findings of the interviews. In the following section we discuss our findings.

< Place Table 3 about here >

Strategic or short-term operational efficiency focus

The majority of the respondents agreed that both short-term operational actions and long term competitive strategy were important to successful company turnaround.  Respondents were of the views that it was necessary to identify inefficiency and take remedial action by cutting costs.  Efficiency could be improved in a relatively short period of time and it was essential in a competitive industrial environment.  On the other hand, competitive strategies that took into consideration customer attitudes, product design and market condition were important to provide a solid foundation and to position the business for future growth.  

Several respondents also pointed out that the use of operational actions or competitive strategies was often contingent upon the firm’s position in the market place.  One respondent suggested efficiency focus was more important when the purpose was to return to profit quickly.  Another suggested that a firm should focus on efficiency if sales of new products could not be anticipated.  Conversely, another respondent indicated that while cost cutting could improve efficiency, a strategic approach was most important if constant change in market demand was expected.

The results highlight the difference between the viewpoints of selected Australian consultants and those suggested in previous literature.  While previous literature tended to prescribe a dominant turnaround process, the Australian consultants seemed to consider operational actions and competitive strategy as complementary, and to prefer adoption of a contingent approach.

< Place Table 4 about here >

Recognition of decline

Bruton et al’s (2001) study suggested the first step of recovery was to recognise the decline.  They found companies in East Asia generally took a longer period than companies in Western countries to recognise the problem due to different ownership and governance structures.  All Australian consultants in this study agreed that recognition of decline was a very important process.  The recognition process should happen as soon as possible so that appropriate strategy could be formulated and actions taken.  While it was an important process, very often managers were reluctant to disclose their company’s problems. Some might not seek to recognise the problem since they saw it as disloyal to identify and signal their company’s problems, or they were unable to identify the relevant problems promptly until external advisers were consulted.  

The results support the Western model in which recognition of decline is considered as an important step in the turnaround process.   However, the results also indicate management in Australian companies seem to exhibit similar characteristics as those described in Bruton et al’s (2001) findings in relation to Asian management’s reluctance to recognise problems or the prolonged time period required during the recognition process.

Retrenchment

The majority of respondents considered retrenchment as an important issue in turnaround. However, retrenchment had to be considered within the company’s overall strategy and future direction. For example, apart from cost cutting, a company should also pay attention to business issues such as revenue generation or product selection. Several respondents considered retrenchment might not be necessary unless it was for short-term survival.  It was perceived as a means to generate cash, but it could also be a costly action, particularly for retrenchment of employees. In addition, one respondent considered retrenchment should only be used as a last resort due to the negative impact on employee incentives.

The results are consistent with previous studies that questioned the effectiveness of retrenchment for company turnaround (Barker III and Mone, 1994; Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000).  Our findings support the argument that retrenchment can be a necessary first step but may not be effective in contributing to company turnaround, unless it is carried out as part of a broader strategic direction.

Matching the solution to the cause of the decline

Previous studies suggested faster turnaround could be achieved by focusing on the most important cause of the firm’s decline (Harker, 1997; Bruton et al, 2001).  Several respondents agreed this was important. However, solutions could only be appropriately matched if the problems were related to those within management control rather than those caused by external factors such as changes in the global market environment. Management very often might not be well-equipped to cope with external problems appropriately.

However, some disagreements were found among respondents. One respondent felt the issue was less important due to timing problems. The primary cause of the problem might become less critical by the time the solution was formulated. Another respondent considered this was only important as part of long-term strategy as any actions could be restricted by resources available in the short-term, while another respondent believed this was a short-term issue rather than long-term strategy. Contrary to Bruton et al’s (2001) study which found consensus views on focusing strategic operating solutions by companies in East Asia, diverse opinions were found among the respondents in this study.

Replacement of the Chief Executive Officer

The replacement of chief executive officer (CEO) or top management team has been an issue frequently discussed in literature (e.g. Imberman, 2000; Umbreit, 1996; Dunstan, 2002; Belcher and Nail, 2000; Palgobin and Pandit, 2000).  The general view put forward by respondents was that replacement of CEO was generally not necessary unless the CEO was identified as the major cause of decline. The respondents agreed that the CEO played an important role in the management of the company, but whether it was necessary to replace the CEO would depend on different circumstances. However, respondents had different opinions as to what factors might influence the need to replace the CEO, such as whether the skills, knowledge and experience of the CEO were relevant in contributing to the company’s recovery and whether other stakeholders considered there was a need for replacement.

While Bruton et al’s (2001) study also found limited CEO replacement in Asian companies, the reasons behind the limited replacement are rather different between their study and the Australian case in this study.  CEO replacement was considered unnecessary by Australian consultants due to business strategy and stakeholder considerations rather than family ties.  

Replacement of the Chairperson

Similar to replacement of the CEO, the respondents in general did not see it as necessary to replace the chairperson unless the individual was the primary cause of decline.  There were also different opinions on the factors that might influence the need to replace the chair.  It was considered necessary when the chair was also taking the role of CEO. In that case, replacing the chair would be perceived as enhancing the independence of the chairperson and the CEO, which was particularly important for large corporations. Other considerations included the competence of the chairperson, particularly the relevance of the chairperson’s expertise and experience in dealing with company decline, as well as stakeholders’ perception of company performance. 

Ownership change

Several studies examined the effect of ownership change on company turnaround (e.g. Bruton, Oviatt and White, 1997; Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000; Fisher et al., 2002).  These studies found that ownership change might not contribute to the expected turnaround. However, Castrogiovanni and Bruton’s (2000) study suggested that the parent company might take actions that would be beneficial to the distressed subsidiary company. Consistent with these findings, respondents in this study generally considered ownership change was not really important, but could be a consequence of the organisational change and turnaround process such as mergers and acquisitions. It was only necessary when additional equity was required. Some considered the benefits of ownership change would be the injection of new capital and expertise in relevant business areas, and would provide a positive signal to the market.

Speed of action

Previous literature indicated the companies that started the turnaround actions faster were more likely to recover at a quicker rate, suggesting the speed of turnaround action could have an effect on successful turnaround (e.g. Bruton et al, 2001).  Respondents in general agreed that speed of action was important when significant survival problems existed. Major problems identified should be dealt quickly at the early stage of decline.  However, actions should be taken in a consistent and controllable manner.  They should also be in line with the company’s direction and strategy. This was necessary to gain stakeholders’ confidence in the turnaround process and to allow management more time to implement turnaround strategies.

Rate of pre-turnaround decline

It has been argued that the rate of decline could be a factor influencing subsequent turnaround as firms suffering greater decline could have more room to recover at an early stage. Further decline to a certain level could make turnaround difficult or impossible. However, there was no strong evidence supporting this assertion in previous literature (e.g. Castrogiovanni and Bruton, 2000).  Similarly, respondents considered the rate of decline was an important issue and related to the speed of action.  The rate of decline often affected the speed and approach of turnaround actions being taken.  However, the respondents also had diverse opinions as to whether quick or slow decline was the contributing factor to successful turnaround.  Several indicated that quick decline would require quick actions to be put in place, otherwise the decline would advance to a point where it was impossible to achieve turnaround.  It was suggested that the faster the rate of decline, the more difficult it would be to successfully turnaround.  Others indicated that the importance of the rate of decline would depend on the particular business situation and also how quickly problems were recognised. 

Conclusion

In this paper we have investigated the applicability of the strategic and operational efficiency issues in company turnaround. We have extended the country coverage of the existing literature by using Australia, a high transparency country with an individualistic, low power distance culture in the Asia-Pacific region, as our research frame. Further, we have investigated the importance of specific actions within the turnaround models, as perceived by experienced Australian turnaround consultants, and compared them with research in other Anglo-American contexts, and the emerging research in the Asia-Pacific context. 

Our research indicates that turnaround actions need to fit within a broad strategic direction unless there is an immediate issue of company survival. Even when immediate survival is threatened, there is broad consensus that the immediate actions need to be consistent in direction, in part because this is the expectation of key stakeholders.  Consistent with this view, action such as retrenchment and replacement of the CEO or chairperson were seen as facilitating the ability to develop a strategic response, as they satisfied key stakeholders. They were not, however seen as mandatory. Matching the solution to the problem was also explained in terms of its contribution to longer term, strategic direction.  Speed of response was important when company survival was threatened, but again, direction was perceived more important. Indeed, it could buy time with stakeholders.

As such, it appears that Australian turnaround consultants view company turnaround as a contingency-based set of proactive and reactive actions, rather than having a single recipe for success involving a series of prescriptive efficiency based actions.
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Table 1

Sample Profile

	
	Industry of

distressed firm
	Publicly

owned
	Nature of

advisor’s firm
	Level of

seniority

	Respondent 1
	Financial services
	Yes
	Consultancy
	Principal

	Respondent 2
	IT services
	Yes
	Consultancy
	Principal

	Respondent 3
	Clothing
	No
	Accountants

(tier 1)
	Partner

	Respondent 4
	Financial services
	Yes
	Consultancy
	Principal

	Respondent 5
	Food
	Yes
	Accountants

(tier 1)
	Chief Operating

Officer

	Respondent 6
	Garden supplies
	No
	Accountants

(tier 2)
	Partner

	Respondent 7
	Manufacturing
	No
	Accountants

Turnaround division

(tier 2)
	Partner

	Respondent 8
	Oil/Petroleum
	No
	Administrators
	Partner


Table 2 Interview Questions

In each of these questions, could you say whether it is important or not and why, in terms of both your general belief and in terms of the specific case. 

1 In general, how important are these to a successful turnaround?


Recognition of decline


Retrenchment


Matching the solution to the cause of the decline


Replacement of the Chief Executive Officer


Replacement of the chairperson


Ownership


Speed of action


Rate of the (pre-turnaround) decline of the distressed company

2 In the case you are describing, to what extent should these or did these actions occur?


Recognition of decline


Retrenchment


Matching the solution to the cause of the decline


Replacement of the Chief Executive Officer


Replacement of the chairperson


Ownership


Speed of action


Rate of the (pre-turnaround) decline of the distressed company

3 Now please characterise the response of the firm to this substandard performance by indicating the importance of the firm’s recovery effort in the following areas in pre-downturn markets and new markets. (Pre-downturn refers to activities of the organisation before the problem period.) In other words, the degree to which your firm tried to do the same things better versus trying to do different things. 


Markets: the firm’s customer base defined in terms of consumer v industrial, geographic coverage, number of markets, and similarity of markets and channels of distribution.


Products: the firm’s product offerings defined in terms of breadth, degree of overlap, level of customisation, principal product technology, and the actual products themselves.


Manufacturing systems: the firm’s production processes defined in terms of integration, degree of automation, plant size, plant location, type of equipment, and production scheduling and control such as inventory levels and quality control.


Management and organisation system: the managerial approach of the firm defined in terms of delegation of authority, leadership style, measurement and performance evaluation, employee compensation, organisational structure, training and development and the composition of the top management team.


Distinctive competences: the basic skills which are cultivated and the resources obtained and utilized each in ways that cannot be easily duplicated by competitors.

4 . The last item contrasts two extremes in responding to performance downturns. How do you rate the importance of these.

Primarily efficiency – oriented with belt tightening and streamlining of operations.

Primarily competitive strategy – oriented with changes in technology, products or markets.

Table 3

Were the actions primarily focused on efficiency (short term) or primarily on competitive strategy (long term)?
	
	Consensus Position on Australian Turnaround
	 Dissenting Opinion or Additional Observations

	Strategic (long term) or efficiency (short term) response
	The consensus was that both forms of response were necessary. 
	One respondent indicated that the first step needed to focus on operational efficiency, while subsequent steps needed to focus on strategy.

Only one respondent indicated a pure strategy response. This respondent was the only one to indicate retrenchment was not necessary.


Table 4

Turnaround Actions

	Turnaround Action
	Consensus Position on Australian Turnaround
	 Dissenting Opinion or Additional Observations

	Recognising there is a problem
	All consultants indicated this was important or very important. Several indicated that a company often recognised a problem, but did not know what to do about it.
	While important, it does not always happen, because of corporate culture issues.

It is seen as disloyal to identify problems or managers’ viewpoints are clouded by rhetoric

	Retrenchment
	The majority of consultants saw retrenchment as a necessary first step However, most also indicated that it was only necessary if the firm’s immediate survival was an issue. It should be part of an overall strategic response, not a ‘knee jerk’ reaction.
	Retrenchment is not always necessary or feasible. It depends on the problem facing the firm. It is too often a short term response that is done without sufficient thought or planning.

	Matching the problem to the solution
	This was seen as important or very important by the majority of consultants, particularly when the problem was related to the management of the firm rather than due to an external force.
	Two consultants indicated this was less important, or not important. Standard steps needed to be taken in most turnaround situations.

	Replacement of CEO
	Not seen as generally important or necessary, unless the individual is the source of the problem.
	Many respondents gave a “yes and no” response. In addition to whether the CEO is the problem, market issues, the skill set of the CEO and the views of other stakeholders may influence the need to replace CEO.

	Replacement of chair
	Not seen as generally important or necessary, unless the individual is the source of the problem. 
	Important if the chair is actually (formally or informally) undertaking the role of the CEO. Removing the chair in this case was seen as important.

Similar to the need to replace the CEO, even if the chair is not the source of the problem. Market issues, the skill set of the chair and the views of other stakeholders may influence the need to replace the chair.

	Ownership change
	Most viewed ownership change as important, but not mandatory.


	Often necessary. The purpose of turnaround is to find a new owner.

	Speed of response
	Speed is important particularly when survival is at risk.
	While speed is important, direction and consistency of the action are more important. With a clear direction, the stakeholders may have the confidence to give you more time to implement a strategic response.

	Rate of decline
	All rated this as important or very important.
	While all rated this as important, there was disagreement as to whether quick or slow decline was the significant factor. Some indicated that fast decline was a greater problem, because it required a quick solution. Others indicated that a slow decline was more important as it indicated poor management.
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