Reasons given by the construction industry to embrace partnering more extensively

Introduction
This theoretical comprehensive study project evaluates the reasons given by the construction industry as to its reluctance to embrace partnering more extensively. This reluctance has been mentioned by Briscoe and Dainty (2005) and previously by Akintoye and Black (1999). This is for a number of reasons which will be explored in depth and will be revealed by using appropriate theory and practical reasons given by the industry to provide a context and then to expand and illustrate the arguments for and against partnering.

The importance of partnering and its definition has been advocated by Latham (1994) and Egan (1998, p.9) as involving "two or more organisations working together to improve performance through agreeing mutual objectives, devising a way for resolving any disputes and committing themselves to continuous improvement, measuring progress and sharing the gains".

Increasingly changing markets, globalisation, new technologies and new business strategies have all emerged and further developed since Latham and Egan accentuated the need for the construction industry to adapt and innovate to meet increasing client expectations (Constructing Excellence, 2003). Many of the industry reports from Latham all the way up to the very recent and suitably titled 'Never Waste a Good Crisis' report, prepared by the Constructing Excellence team, (henceforth referred to as the Wolstenholme report) emphasise amongst other issues, the importance of collaboration in the construction industry.

The recent Wolstenholme report, interviewed one thousand companies about their opinion on the rethinking construction report of Egan. It found that over half thought that the benefits of partnering were 'patchy'. The report also claims that the commitment to collaboration was only skin-deep (Wolstenholme 2009, p.8), however, parts of the "public sector has made some significant moves in the right direction" (Wolstenholme, p.13).

Partnering has been seen as a way of "tackling fragmentation and lack of integration that has bedevilled attempts to improve project performance over the years" (Thurairajah et al (2008, p1587). Despite the interest paid to partnering in the industry over the years, "prescriptive approaches tend to dominate the field and there is a dearth of critically informed work that attempts to understand the problems and limitations of partnering in practice" (Bresnen 2007, p.365).

Partnering has been tactically approached as 'one-off' project partnering, and as a strategy to increase repeat business, referred to as strategic partnering. This 'tactic' has been displayed in practice by many companies, one of them being Taylor Woodrow who have been partnering with one of their M & E specialist from the beginning (Building, 2007). It concerns itself with moving away from open competition and moving towards a more co-operative strategy. However, this probably does not enunciate that the co-operation is balanced or even equal. It may be because the desire for greater value by clients and the desire for greater profitability by contractors are not mutually agreed aims.

Accordingly, this study will elaborate that if Egan's definition of partnering is taken into consideration then in contrast, a traditional approach to procurement, where those on a pre-qualified list of contractors are invited to bid and the lowest bid often wins, in this approach, often the delivery of the contract becomes a competition between the client and contractor as opposed to a collaboration with mutual benefits. For these types of adversarial contracts the one who wins is either the client or contractor that most tactfully defends their stance. Such protective ploys are often at the detriment of value, quality, innovation and fair risk allocation and reward. In these contracts, profit is obtained by means of conflict, not value; performance is created by threat; not co-operation.

It was because of this context that the researcher was inspired to produce a much needed study on the reasons why the industry is disinclined to embrace collaborative working. It is anticipated that this brief study will be a foundation for further detailed research to be carried out by the industry, which will have the intention of improving and eventually minimising - if not removing, the adversarial culture of the industry and encouraging the use of partnering and other forms of collaboration more widely.

The importance of this concise paper lies in attempting to determine what makes partnering work in practice from the industry's perspective and how successes can be replicated or integrated for use by other organisations and companies. The extent of this report is limited to that which affects the subject. For example; partnering and the current recessionary climate in general is included, but specific items such as PPP of which PFI is a part of, are not, as each of these could form a study project all by themselves although they are all considered types of collaborative working. A Public Private Partnership is any joint venture between a public body and a private company to work in collaboration on a variety of projects. A Public Finance Initiative is one form of PPP and is about the procurement of services that are delivered. Furthermore, the concept of partnering is looked at in general and includes all parties from the chief officers and procurement advisors, right through to the subcontractors and suppliers (SCM). Recheck and reword better

"mention McCabe" Despite signs that the recession is abating in some parts of the construction industry, 2010 will still be difficult especially if public sector work decreases (Building, 2009). So are Egan's oft quoted words going to hit home; "every crisis is an opportunity," or are firms ready to misconstrue this and return to competitive tendering? This is the view of Perth (2009, p1) who states that there may even be signs of a drifting away from partnering in favor of lump sum contracts and with tender prices continuing to drop at a progressively accelerating pace, organisations are being tempted more than ever to take benefit of low price deals at the expense of existing partnership charters (Building, 2009).
Aims and objectives
The research available in writing this paper has the potential to distribute in many ways, as procurement in relation to construction has various areas that could be researched. Given the researcher's interest in collaborative methods used in the industry, the main aim of this study is to critique the reasons given in practice for the reluctance of the construction industry to embrace partnering more extensively.
This will be achieved through the following objectives:
* Evaluate the benefits and pitfalls that partnering brings in practice.

* Outline the arguments bought by those who are for and against partnering.

* Describe the ways in which partnering helps to provide a win:win situation in practice.

* Compare the public and private sector and examine which sector is striving to increase collaboration.

* Analyse reasons given in practise and apply theory.
Methodology
The aim and objectives for this research were met by using a combination of primary and secondary sources. Furthermore, due to the nature of the information, qualitative research was applied throughout the study, instead of quantitative research. These terms should first be elaborated on further, so that a background is achieved that will substantiate the methods employed.

Primary data refers to original information that has never been collected before whilst secondary data is data "already put together by somebody else, but re-used probably in a different way" (Blaxter et al, 2006, p.153). This can be advantageous to use as "there is no doubt that it (secondary data) is an invaluable methodological tool" (Blaxter et al, p.168). This means that the researcher has the opportunity to gain both substantive and methodological insights not to mention the benefits of cost savings in minimising collating of primary data as well as alleviating time restrictions. No doubt, 're-using data in a different way' could cause problems if the original work has been misunderstood, subjected to criticism by peers or there is a "lack of credentials" (Heaton 2004, p.27). Consequently, the function of secondary data, the basis for its collection as well as its reliability needs to be considered.

To explain what is meant by qualitative and quantitative data; Blaxter et al, (p.64) describe qualitative research as being "concerned with collecting and analysing information in as many forms, chiefly non-numeric, as possible". It aims to analyse instances which are perceived as interesting and thought provoking. Grinnell and Unrau (2008, p.94) state that it aims to "answer research questions that provide you with a more comprehensive understanding of a problem from an intensive study of a few people," instead of just accepting the quantitative answers.

On the other hand, quantitative data was not suitable for this study because it is "where the data is in the form of numbers" (Punch 2005, in Blaxter et al, p.64). This unsuitability can be understood by considering two of the objectives as examples, the quantity of arguments bought by those who are for or against partnering or how many times partnering helps to provide a win:win situation is unimportant to this study, what matters is what those arguments mean to the parties concerned and what methods parties can use to gain a win:win situation. From the perspective of methodology, the data has to be fit for purpose. Accordingly, this study does not just list the factors but attempts to analyse what the factors mean and what they achieve in practical terms.

The primary data of a qualitative nature which has been used in this research extensively has been carefully and thoughtfully selected and strengthened with other sources. For example, primary data was used in the form of interviews and questionnaires but then secondary data was used to confirm the findings because "secondary data can illustrate strengths and weaknesses of data not originally conceived by the primary data collector" (Riedel 2000 in Thyer 2010, p.175). This is further confirmed by Cherlin (1991, in Thyer 2010, p.175) who states that "if multiple researchers study similar topics, their unique approaches can lead to a form of convergent validity."

Conversely, in cases where the information needed was only available in, for example, trade journals or a mainstream newspaper, a high level of reasoning was used so that the material in question was of a reputable and unbiased nature as material such as newspapers can contain bias, inaccuracies and inconsistencies (Saunders et al 2009, p.73-74).

Time and cost constraints led to four 'semi-structured' interviews being carried out as this fills the spectrum between the two extremes namely, structured and unstructured interviews (Fellows and Liu 2003, p.112). Due to the low amount of interviewees, the concept of triangulation by method (Padgett 1998, p.97) was used which is "the use of two or more research methods to investigate the same thing" (Fellows and Liu, p.113). Thus twenty five questionnaires were completed which were sent by email to one hundred specifically chosen companies. The companies were chosen based upon minimum revenue of £20 million per year. This financial information was either in the public domain or the researcher was able to ask colleagues in the industry for advice. This ensured that companies were large enough to consider partnering as a feasible procurement route. Email was chosen as the medium because in this modern age it is a highly accessible medium and sustainability issues were considered.

Much of this primary and qualitative material allowed the researcher to consider other contrasting but complementary sources (which are cited within the text). This made it advantageous to include certain topics, such as benefits and pitfalls of partnering, so that it could be examined in more detail and counter arguments could be explored.

Information obtained on partnering was triangulated by theory, i.e. data from a study of partnering could be, for example, analysed using theory of trust, construction management theory and SCM theory. Padgett (p.97) states that "this type of triangulation is likely to yield diverse findings that can broaden our perspectives on the phenomenon." The aim here would be not to corroborate findings but to analyse them in different ways using different theories. This is important so that one can see the arguments of what makes successful partnering from different perspectives, as well as being able to reach better concluding fundamentals, not to mention that it could provide clearer and deeper observations.
Results and Discussion
Bennett (2000) and more recently Cooke and Williams (2009) mention that ideas about modern partnering first emerged in the car industry of Japan, and the USA took Japan's more efficient methods of manufacturing and applied it. This approach arrived in the UK through the North Sea oil and gas industries in the early 1990's and subsequently flowed into the construction industry (Egan 1998 p.12).

Although the findings of this study indicate a consistent intention of the construction industry to change its culture and the way it does business amongst the parties, a number of problems are also acknowledged.

Discussion and analysis of results drawing on the evidence collected and wider literature. For example, how can one case be related to the wider world? How important is this issue? What common themes or patterns emerge? How successful is this case/project?
Conclusion
Remember that these must clearly come from your own information and analysis: they must not simply appear out of thin air!

If appropriate - and it is not compulsory - you can extend your conclusions with some recommendations for improving practice.

It is also common, especially for the best research publications, to finish with two short sections: one is a critical reflection on how this study went, for example how it could have been improved; and finally what other things does it suggest for future investigation. Knowing what you have just shown us, what might come next?

A clear summary of your conclusions. These must come from your own information and analysis. If appropriate - and it is not compulsory - you can extend your conclusions with some recommendations for improving practice. Additionally you may wish to finish with two short sections: one is a critical reflection on how this study went, for example how it could have been improved; and finally, identify what other issues your findings suggest for future investigation.
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