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Cola Europacific Partners (CCEP), one of the world’s largest 

2024 the company introduced Fairmarkit’s AI

€25k €200k budget range, ensuring they were consistently routed through a 

engagement of operational stakeholders, using insights from CCEP’s rollout to 



The early rollout of Fairmarkit’s AI

foundational change management models such as Lewin’s three

, Kotter’s eight steps



drawing on insights from CCEP’s 

Diagnose the engagement challenges evident in CCEP’s Phase

CONNECT’S 

that inform the model’s development. 

and ethical considerations. Chapter 4 presents findings from CCEP’s Phase





Lewin’s force

. Lewin’s relevance lies not as a process model but as a 

Kotter’s eight

organisations enact overlapping/concurrent stages, challenging the model’s staged 

that Kotter’s ‘ ’

. Others highlight the model’s overreliance on 

“heroic” leadership, with little attention to stakeholder heterogeneity 

teams, and rapid feedback cycles clash with the model’s staged prescriptions.

centred than Kotter’s



Armenakis’s 

members’





“utility” 



confirmed the theory’s influence across strategy, ethics and management, but found 

the theory’s practical 

that widely varying ‘stakeholder’ definitions erode operational clarity, limiting 

to specify “who counts”. 

“who counts.”

n’

confirmed the model’s prominence but showed importance shifts with institutional 

Mendelow’s (1991) Power

“manage closely” those with high power/interest, while keeping others 



While Mendelow’s grid maps power and interest, it says little about how stakeholders 



"sensemaking” had expanded into an umbrella stretched across too many domains 

noted “sensemaking” being 

study, shows how top managers’ 

how “springboard” stories



argued that “rich” media 

than “lean” channels 

What’s missing is integration



partner’s ability, benevolence, and integrity, a 

“ ”









CEP’s “ ”

Insider access through the researcher’s internship enhanced suitability, enabling 



conducted during the researcher’s internship placement, while the rollout was 



analysis. A hybrid coding approach was adopted, consistent with the study’s 

grounded in participants’ accounts. In the second stage, these categories were 



University’s CURES process

No sensitive personal data was collected, and all procedures followed Cranfield’s 



in the generalisability of the model’s conceptual contribution.



tactical sourcing requests in the €25k €200k 



“how to” guidance, and updates (S2,

“…they ould search on Genie… because Genie is like the

everything you need”

Participants also wanted clearer “what 

next” after submission; several expected automated confirmations that were not 

“ ’d

”

“When the buyer messaged me in the comments, I relaxed

what would happen next.” 



the system “recognised.” As two shoppers put it: 

“I froze at the first question I wasn’t sure what to type to start correctly” 

“It only picked it up when I used the exact words for the category” 

“Triage is faster; the intake gives us what we need upfront.” (P2)

“If I only raise one request a year, this feels like extra admin” (S2)



KIT’s 

creates an auditable trail, with “

procurement” (P1). 

“guidance on how someone in my category should answer 

specific fields.” (S5)

constraints. Shoppers’ willingness rose with clear first





“home”, and 

purpose (diagnostic/prognostic/motivational “why”) rather than scattered instructions 

Participants’ willingness to continue rose when acknowledgement arrived quickly and
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learning curve that must be sustained; replace “launch and leave” with 

ompetence and connection, so early enthusiasm doesn’t slip 

•

channels (e.g., “Tip of the Month,” micro

• champions to host short “show and tell” moments 

•

• “X requests processed faster,” 

“Y teams now self serve”

•

• Localise language and examples to mirror users’ day



• Provide simple recovery routes (“undo,” quick help, peer check

•

purpose + “use when/not when,” what happens 

stamped “what’s 

changed.” 
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• Review data in brief “inspect adapt” sessions with communications, 
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specificity and scalability: CONNECT enables leaders to move beyond “announce 

and train” by embedding segmentation, reinforcement, and trust



transferability is bounded. The framework’s robustness across industries, 

weight CONNECT’s d
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revisiting Kotter’s 1996 change model. 
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Quo Can Derail a Change Effort: Kotter’s Contradiction, and Theory Adaptation. 
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Could you share a concrete example of resistance you’ve seen, and how it was 

 

Who has been particularly influential in shaping others’ opinions?

 

Beyond efficiency, are there softer outcomes you’re watching (e.g., trust, 

 

“make break” metric, what would it be?

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

From your team’s perspective, how intuitive is the tool to use day to day? 

 

 

Were your team’s concerns listened to during rollout?



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

From what you’ve observed, how do category managers and their stakeholders find 

 



managers’ views on Fairmarkit? 

  

Looking forward, how do you see Fairmarkit influencing category management if it’s 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Can you give an example of a communication that worked well vs. one that didn’t? 



 

Have you identified “go to” people or champions who help spread adoption 

 

 

 

What’s one lesson you’ll take from Fairmarkit comms into future digital projects?



 

 

 

Do you trust Fairmarkit’s outputs/recommendations? Why or why not?”

 

 

Can you give an example of when feedback was or wasn’t taken into account?



What’s one improvement you’d like to see?
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• State what counts as “use” in your rollout (e.g., submit, 

•
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check (“Does this label 

still fit?”) to managers or 



path; add “use when / not when” if 

add “use when / not 
when” if relevant)



“black box” 

“owner assignment within 
window.”

for “time to first 
human/owner.” 

isn’t in scope.

assigned processes, “visibility” means the named owner is shown; 
“adherence” means the owner is assigned within the stated window. 





“launch
leave.” 

agreeing “I could 

time.”

agreeing “I could complete the core task unaided next time.”



a single “Need 
help?” path and 



answer: “Where do 

change?”
segment’s best 

that segment’s 

segment’s tailored 





restate “use when / 
not when” and the 

don’t complete the 

Use only if “start” 



to “done” for a 

(define “done” for 

create a mailbox rule that stamps incoming emails with “BYPASS,” or add a required 
“Source” dropdown (“Tool / Email / Other”) on the intake form. That way the bypass 

Data sources: Funnel analytics or logs that record both “start” and “submit/done.”
How to: ((starts − completes) ÷ starts) × 100 for the period.



Data sources: Workflow/system timestamps for initiation and “done.”
–
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