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ABSTRACT

This pilot study investigated the possible relationship between a project management
methodology and project failure. The problem of persistent, large scale project
failure is considered. This study was approved by the Project Management Institute
(PMI). The researched population was the PMI-accredited members.

The pilot study achieved a primary aim of explanatory and constructivist research,
which is to further knowledge and understanding of a phenomenon. In addition, an
emergence-based, systems approach was adopted for the project. Soft systems
theory has proven to be most suitable for analysing complex problems (Checkland,
1993). Possible, new theory emerged to aid further research into the problem and
has been recommended as such.

Due to a low response rate, the hypothesis could not be proven. However, it could
not be disproved, or made void, either. A key finding was the existence of a
probable, semantic gap within project teams. In addition, it was found that primary,
project-related decisions pertain mostly to higher tactical and lower strategy levels of
a decision architecture.

A surprise discovery was how project managers seemed unaware of the stragic
decision powers they do wield. Further, it was found how project-manager decisions
do not cover the full extent of the product/project life cycles. Last, this pilot study
found how a PM methodology might be a factor in project failure.

Strong indicators probably exist to warrant further research into the likely relationship
of PM methodology and project success. Further research into the emergent
systems approach to PM methodology seems warranted on the hand of the
indicators provided by the respondents.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

Chapter 1 introduces the "problem" of persistent, global project failure. Research
into this problem by The Standish Group, Hussain and Wearne,

PricewaterhouseCoopers and others are acknowledged.

Chapter 2 illuminates the context, content and rationale for the construction and
interpretation of the data. Chapter 3 presents the findings of this research. Although
the respondent sample size was small, exciting indications were represented in the

data.

1.1. Assumptions

In investigating the problem of project failure, this report assumed the following:

» Project failures are a reality worth dealing with.

» Project management probably exists in a relative world.

» Most organisations probably want to avoid project failures, but many don't "know"
how to do it.

» Many, alleged "causes" of project failure may possibly not be causes at all.

» As aresult of this pilot study, an improved understanding of the complexity of the

field of project management may result.

1.2. Main Findings

In the main, the following findings emerged: (detailed findings are discussed in
Chapter 3).

» Project management decisions predominantly live at higher tactical and higher
strategy decision levels.

» A semantic gap probably exists within projects.

» Project manager decisions do not cover the full extent of product and project life
cycles.

» A PM methodology is likely to be a primary factor in project failure.

1.3. Principle Aspects of a PM Methodology

This pilot study addresses a PM methodology as a holistic theory of systems
integration. Within this approach, 13 principle aspects, as abstractions, of a PM

methodology are covered in the literature review (refer to Table 1).
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Table 1 — Thirteen Principle Aspects of a PM Methodology

RELATIVITY FEEDBACK TOOLKIT STANDARDS RESOURCE

REALITY ADAPTATION | SPECIFICATION | PREDICTION COLLABORATION

COMPETENCY | MOTIVATION | MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

In this context, abstractions present as architectural components of a PM
methodology. From the literature it would become apparent how component
boundaries of the PM system appear to be fuzzy by nature. This would mean that
one aspect may overlap with another in an integral way. This "fuzziness" suggests a
complex, relative world (Kosko, 1999). To further complement the literature review, a

detailed view of projects is also incorporated.

In general, the fractal systems view challenges the prevailing notion that every
subject, or object, might be neatly compartmentalised and managed via clear, logical
or physical boundaries. Emergence theory, in Checkland (1993), suggests that
although this notion may be relevant, more abstract attributes might be used to

differentiate components and see systems in a new light.

An “emergent” approach has been employed to construct a general systems model
of the 13 possible aspects of a PM methodology (See Figure 1). The point of the
model is to demonstrate an example of how emergence theory might be applied to
PM. The resultant model in Figure 1 has relevance for this report in that it provides a
list of components, which should probably exist within a PM approach. As such, this
model provides a theoretical baseline against which existing PM methodologies may

be objectively evaluated.

The emergent approach is primarily based on existentialism, meaning a system of
choice and consequence, of self determination, of relative truth. Each rectangle
represents a component of a system. The approach constructs a systemic view of
knowledge, based on the existential value of each system component. Arrows
represent the inter relationships between components. The construction and
interpretation of the arrows differ from that of logical flow models in relational theory.
The primary difference occurs in the inverted direction of the arrow. As such, each
arrow does not imply the next component, and therefore does not determine it.

Further, an arrow does not denote, or imply, a one-to-many relationship in any way.

Note also that many-to-many, or one-to-one (bijection), relationships are not used for




MBA RESEARCH PROJECT 12 April 2006
Robert Benjamin

this approach. The reason for this “constraint” is to ensure each component acquires
its existential place within the systems hierarchy of a particular context, whilst
applying a real-time normalisation of components. Normalisation of data is a general
requirement for optimised systems. The normalisation principle reduces the risk of
sub-optimal systems development, especially when sub-systems logically combine

into larger systems.

An arrow points to the component, which must exist first, for a related component to
exist within a particular context. However, it is acknowledged how each component
would exist on its own, without its related component, in another context. Therefore
the context defines the relationships. Components assume the characteristics of true
objects, meaning having an own identity and sharing the characteristics of
encapsulation, method, data and so on. As such, objects may very much represent

fractals within a structured, systems context.

This approach to modelling systems provides a dynamic (non sequential) capability
based on the reality of the system’s environment, and not the subjectivity of the
modelling agents. A relative degree of objectivity, and thus testability, results due to

the particular system’s environment (or reality).

Any component, which has an arrow pointing to it, is allocated a higher priority than
the component linked to the start of an arrow. Further, components which have the
most arrows pointing to it are allocated a higher hierarchical value based on its

criticality to the holistic functioning of the specified context, or system.

The resultant model of interdependencies is subjective and the validity of the model
is determined by the knowledge base represented by the contextualised content.
Context, or a system of relationships, are defined according to the reality of the

environment of the system.
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Figure 1 — Context of Emergent PM Methodology Aspects
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The model in Figure 1 provides “feedback” as follows: four possible core-system
components  exist, namely: {Competency=Criticalityl,  Reality=Criticality2;
Adaptation=Criticality2; Feedback=Criticality2;}.

The fact that various components may simultaneously carry the same criticality, and
priority, values supports the argument for this being a non-linear systems view where
parrallel operations could be performed in real time, within a single system. In this
context, the argument is supported of “content” being the differentiator of “work” to be
performed.
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Chapter 2 — Research Methodology

The purpose of this research is to investigate the possible link between the following
variables: PM (project management) methodology and project failure. This chapter
states the basis for the research approach and its supportive paradigm. Further, the
rationale, as an approach to the actual study is detailed and related to the theoretical

foundation in this report.

2.1. Framework of Reference

Following is an explanation of the construct of the survey and how the results would
be interpreted. The questionnaire is discussed in detail and related to the theory.
Further, theoretical decision architectural models were adapted from Curtis and
Cobham (2002) and extended to support the survey. These models support an

“emergence” and fractal approach to understanding complex environments.

2.1.1 Survey Question 2

According to Anthony, in Curtis and Cobham (2002),: “Three levels of managerial
activity are important in understanding the way organizations take decisions.” (p. 8).
The three decision levels, which are represented in Curtis and Cobham (2002), are:

strategic, tactical and operational levels (See Figure 2).

Further, the information within the decision context is time based, presenting
characteristics of granularity (i.e., level of detail), source, degree of certainty (i.e.,
probability) and frequency (Curtis and Cobham, 2002). It is acknowledged how the
three levels probably correlate with modes of thinking as follows:

strategic/conceptual, tactical/logical and operational/physical.

The three levels of the decision architecture are characterised as representing a
“traditional” business architecture (See Figure 2). Further, an adapted model extends
the levels from three to five, whilst maintaining the classification of the levels to

“Strategic”, “Tactical” and “Operational” (See Figure 3)
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Figure 2 — Three-Level Decision
Architecture

Figure 3 — Five-Level Decision
Architecture

HT = Higher Tactical
Strategic LT = Lower Tactical
O = Operational

Legend
HS = Higher Strategy HS
LS = Lower Strategy
LS
(HT)

Tactical

(L)
(o)

Operational

Source: R. Benjamin (1999), as part of an Integration

Source: Curtis and Cobham (2002) Management Presentation

Theoretically, the five-level decision architecture could possibly improve the detail of
decision making, and thus the accuracy of management decisions. This would be
most relevant in organisations where there either are no hierarchical structure (e.g.,
virtual organisations), or which follow "flatter" structures (e.g., the middle-level
management layer has been removed as is often found in a project stucture).

As such, the extended classification specifies the following levels: higher strategy,
lower strategy, higher tactical, lower tactical and operational. Further, the reality of
the five level model finds support in modern decision making models, such as that of
the TMF (TeleManagement Forum).

Accordingly, the TMF (1999) specifies the TOM (telecom operations map) model with
five levels, within the context of a telecommunications management network (See
Figure 4).

Figure 4 — Five Level TOM Model

BUSINESS
MANAGEMENT

SERVICE
MANAGEMENT

NETWORK MANAGEMENT

ELEMENT MANAGEMENT

NETWORK ELEMENT

Source: TMF (1999)
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It is asserted that the purpose of systems integration is to bring form to function. In
general, it would mean making different objects work together as if they are one,
optimised system. An integration of the decision levels, within the context of a

business architecture framework, is presented in Figure 5.

The model in Figure 5 shows how business, process, function, data, information,
knowledge and technical architectures are logically positioned, as system
components, within a decision architecture. These system components serve as
building blocks (meta objects) within strategic, tactical and operational levels of a

project.

Figure 5 — Five Level Integration Model

EXTERNAL STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT

CUSTOMERS

v ./ M
INFORMATION
A - PROCESS TECHNICAL A
BUSINESS
DATA  TECHNICAL
PROCESS INFORMATION
BUSINESS FUNCTION
TECHNICAL DATA
(o) (NE) PROCESS INFORMATION
Source: TMF (1999)
LEGACY SYSTEMS
PHYSICAL LAYER DRIVERS
Legend
HS = Higher Strategy BM = Business Management
LS = Lower Strategy SM = Service Management
HT = Higher Tactical NM = Network Management
LT = Lower Tactical EM = Element Management
O = Operational NE = Network Element

Source: R. Benjamin (1999), as part of an an Integration Management Presentation

For business support, the five-level integration model is applied to a possible
systems-integration management framework (See Figure 6). The last model in this

series presents the decision architecture in context of a possible organisation-wide
architecture, as would be applicable acoss the scope of a large project (See Figure
7).
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Figure 6 — Five Level Integration Framework
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Source: R. Benjamin (1999) as part of an Integration Management Presentation

Figure 7 — Business Architectural Context
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Source: R. Benjamin (7/10/99) when working as a systems engineer on a call-centre project for a national telecoms carrier called Transtel.

10
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In summary, the possible PM value of an integration framework offers potential for
mapping project management decisions, across project stages/phases, to a decision
architecture.

Further potential exists for mapping PM methodology to project management
decisions over the full product/project life cycle. It seems possible that “custom” PM
methodology processes could emerge from this mapping, thereby offering potential
for automating such processes. Custom PM methodological processes are
prescribed within Bolles and Fahrenkrog (2004).

2.1.2 Survey Question 5

Question 5 is qualitative, in that it seeks the respondent's experiential view on the
competency of the PM methodology mostly used. This methodology could be
assumed to be the one specified in Question 1, and indicated as mostly used by the

number of months.

Importantly, a distinction is made between a PM methodology and a PM tool. The
possible anomaly of viewing a PM tool as a PM methodology is further neutralised by
making a categorical statement that the one is not synonymous with the other. This

is done in order to increase the reliability of the data.

In the question, the respondent is presented with a list of 16 statements about a PM
methodology. Further, the respondent is asked to relate each statement to the PM
methodology used most. Numbers 1 through 15 (stated as “a” through “0”) are
related to the theory in the literature review, in particular the notion of a possible

competency model (refer to 1.3).

It is asserted that a PM methodology has as function to ensure project success.
According to the theory, project managers are seemingly held responsible and
accountable for project success or failure. Therefore, the project manager is
requested to rate the methodology. The rating tests conceptually for each item’s
representation of an aspect of the suggested PM methodology competency model
(See Figure 1).

11
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Chapter 3 — Findings

3.1. General

In general, the pilot study proved successful in that it seemingly furthered the
knowledge of project management. The low response rate does not lend itself to
complete statistical analysis. It is asserted how a sample of at least “30” responses
would have been deemed more adequate. However, only eight responses were
received, of which one contained no data.

The low response rate has been discussed at length within the context of “Ethics”. It

is asserted how the main reasons for the low response rate were:

1) The PMI seems to have ethical issues with supporting an on-line survey with a
supportive, awareness approach.

2) Although the date, for survey completion, was correctly stated within the PMI link,
the date in the actual questionnaire was stated as a month earlier. Dates moved
due to the process of getting the link up to the PMI. Unfortunately, the main host
of the questionnaire, in the UK, went abroad on extended leave, and the
guestionnaire date could not be updated to reflect the date on the PMI’s research
link.

It is acknowledged how the use of percentage-related graphs and charts would be
better suited to a larger sample of data than the one in this report. Nonetheless, the

results should still be viewed in the context of the indicators they do provide.

This pilot study primarily found how:

» Project management decisions predominantly live at higher tactical and higher
strategy decision levels.

» A semantic gap probably exists within projects.

» Project manager decisions do not cover the full extent of product/project life
cycles.

» A PM methodology is likely to be a primary factor in project failure.

12
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3.2. Survey Results for Question 1

Question 1 determined which methodology respondents used most. The high
incidence of an in-house/custom methodology and a combination of other
methodologies seem significant in the light of the findings of Curtis and Cobham
(2002).

Curtis and Cobham (2002) asserted how 20% of their respondents did not use a
formal methodology and that the utilisation of mixed/hybrid methodologies seemed
prevalent. Most used methodologies: PMBOK and In house/custom methodology
(See Figure 8). The emergence of a tendency towards custom methodologies is
indicated. The absence of utilisation statistics for a Princel/2 methodology might be
explained in the context of the study having been conducted across the PMI, which is
the logical owner of the PMBOK. As such, one would not expect to find high
utilisation of Princel/2 in a dedicated PMBOK subscriber market.

Rather, the seeming lack of dominant utilisation of the PMBOK domain raises the
guestions whether or not this might be a new trend emerging, and what the meaning
of such an indicator might be. Last, the likely existence of another, “standard” PM
methodology seems to be indicated.

Figure 8 — Results for Survey Question 1 (PM Methodology Used)

Methodology Used

Princel/2

0,
0% Other Standard

Methodology
9%

In
House/Custom
Methodology
36%

PMBOK
Combination of 37%
Other
Methodologies

18%

3.3. Survey Results for Question 2

The results indicate that the decision span, and possible management influence, of
project managers cover four levels of the five-level decision architecture, namely the

lower strategic, higher tactical, lower tactical and operational levels (See Figure 9).

13
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The majority of decision-making power seems to be centralised around the higher
tactical decision level, with significant representation in the lower strategic and lower
tactical levels being indicated. A probable case for the emergence of decision power
at the lower strategy and lower tactical levels is stated. The emergence of decision
power, at the lower tactical level, seemingly reflects more on the seniority of project
managers than on project decisions. In addition, no case has been indicated for the

emergence of decision power at a higher strategic level.

The higher tactical level seems most significant as it represents the level where
operations alignment, between business strategy and implementation, theoretically
occurs within the five-level decision architecture. A research project, which focuses
on the notion that project managers might possibly be business alignment managers,

might be indicated for the future.

Figure 9 — Results for Question 2 (Project Manager Decisions)

Decision Making Power of a Project Manager
Higher
Strategy )
Lower 0% Higher
Strategy Tactical
33% 40%
Operational
Lower
; 7%
Tactical
20%

3.4. Survey Results for Question 3

Question 3 correlates the decision making power of project managers, across the
five-level decision architecture, to decisions specifically related to the project
stages/phases. The results indicate that the majority of decisions, which project
managers make on a daily basis, centre around building and using/maintaining the
product as well as managing the project (See Figure 10). These decisions relate to
the ‘Debug or Commisioning and Hand over Phase’ and the ‘Operate and Maintain
Phase’. Further, these decisions possibly relate to the higher and lower tactical
decision levels of the decision architecture. Decisions pertaining to the technical
aspects of projects typically correlate to the lower tactical and operational levels of
the decision architecture. As such, this result is a surprise due to the indicator that

14
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project managers seemingly make many technical decisions, a domain usually

reserved for system engineers, commisioning engineers and the like.

Of interest is how project managers don't decide over the production of project
business cases and proposals, which are key decision areas within the strategic
decision level. It is likely that decisions over project proposals connect the lower-

strategy decision level to the higher-strategy decision level.

Further, from a strategic perspective, the implication is made that project managers
are applied in a reactionary role. However, further analysis of the results seem to
indicate a far more powerful influence in the lower- and higher-strategy decision
levels. In summary, indicators are that project manager decisions generally do not

cover the full product and project life cycles.

Figure 10 — Results for Question 3 (PM Decisions)

Overall Contribution of Project Manager Decisions per Project
Phase

Concept & Initiation
Phase

Plan & Design Phase | -
Executs e Pan Phass ]

Debug or Commissioning_j
and Hand over Phase
Operate and Maintain |
Phase

Dispose of or scrap at
end of useful life Phase

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Bl Decide a business need for a project exists. [Decide to investigate this need for a project.
O Produce project proposal O Validate business case

[E Feasibility study to initiate the project. O Approving/Terminating the project.

B Planning the approved project. B Specifying user requirements.

O Appointing project team members. O Managing the project.

W Building the product. @ Accepting/Rejecting the product.

O Using the product. B Maintaining/Improving the product.

[ Terminating the product.

15
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The largest contribution of decisions were to the ‘Plan and Design Phase’ of a
project. This phase also represents the lower strategy level of the decision
architecture. This finding does not correlate to results of Question 2, where it was
indicated that most project manager decisions were of a higher tactical nature.

However, when mapping the decisions results of Question 3 to the decision
architecture, then the majority of decisions across the product/project phases
occurred at the higher tactical level, which correlates to Question 2, closely followed
by the lower strategy level (See Figure 11).

Besides being the first indicator, in the study, of the strategic role project managers
do play, the apparent anomaly between Questions 2 and 3 could possibly be
explained on the hand of project managers not regarding themselves as strategic

decision makers.

However, this result shows how such decision powers could probably be attributed to
project managers. Of particular interest is the result indicating the higher strategy

decision power project managers seem totally unaware of.

Figure 11 — Results for Question 3 (PM Decision Levels)

Project Manager Decision Power across the
Decision Architecture

HT
41%

LS
36%

LT
10%

BHT OLT OLS OHS
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3.5. Survey Results for Question 4

Project managers were adamant that in all probability, their decisions would either
make a definite difference to, or would actually make a project succeed or fail (See
Figure 12).

This finding is both significant and paradoxical, as a project manager’'s decision
power and decision areas indicated a definite limitation to the extent that a project

manager could affect the full product/project life cycle.

Figure 12 — Results for Question 4 (PM Decisions and Project Success)

Project Manager's Decision Making as a Project-
Success Factor

14%
43%

43%

B Make a Definite Difference

O No Difference

O Possibly Make Project Succeed or Fail
O Probably Make a Project Succeed or Falil

3.6. Survey Results for Question 5

A surprise finding was that all the emergent PM methodology aspects were indicated
by only three, most selected methodology statements as ‘Most Important’ (See
Figure 13). As such, it seems likely that the results indicate support for the emergent
aspect model depicted in Figure 1 due to all the respondents selecting the three

critical components of the model. Future research is indicated to verify this finding.

A further finding was how project managers did not consider themselves being able
to influence a PM methodology directly as a competency factor. This finding is
disconcerting as Bolles and Fahrenkrog (2004) clearly indicate the project manager’s

explicit responsibility to assemble PMBOK processes as a “custom” approach.

17
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Figure 13 — Results for Question 5 (PM Methodology)

How Statements Apply to PM Methodology in Use

Least Important

Most Important | |

T T T T

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

OThe PM methodology does not improve my ability to deal with the real-time complexity of the
project environment.

OThe PM methodology works well for a while, after which it seems to diminish in its value added.

B The PM methodology does not improve the accuracy of my project decisions in a significant
manner.

OMany project ‘issues’ should be, but are not, managed within the PM methodology.

OThe PM methodology does not seem to ensure adequate resources for the full length of the project
(resources = data, information, equipment/tools, skills, expertise, time, money).

B The PM methodology does not seem to help me, and my team, to continuously adapt to project

changes.

OThe PM methodology is restricted to a project view only.

O The PM methodology seems to have a poor relationship with ‘real’ project management.

E The PM methodology does not inform me of how well | am managing the project.

B The PM tool has limited-to-no integration with other project tools.

M My project team complains about the PM methodology.

OIf | could directly influence the methodological content within the PM methodology, | would

probably perform better as a PM.

OThe PM methodology is not fully integrated with the PM tool.

OThe PM methodology does not provide me with financial statistics of the project’s performance.

B The PM methodology usually increases my management workload.

E None of the above
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3.7. Results for Question 6

The majority of respondents agreed
with the proposed definition of project

success (See Figure 14).

What seems significant is that a near
equal number of respondents either
did not agree, or were not sure about
the definition. The definition of project
success was adapted from the PMI's
literature, and the expectation was to
find overwhelming support for the
definition. This notion did not hold true.

Probable cases are indicated for
projects failing due to lack of
competency, and for the term “project”
meaning different things to different
people (See Figure 15 and Figure 16).
Last, a PM methodology is indicated
as likely to be a primary factor in
project failure (See Figure 17).

Figure 14 — Question 6a (Definition)

Figure 15 — Question 6b
(Competence)

Agrees that Most Projects
Fail in Areas Lacking

Competence
Not
No Sure
29% 0%
Yes
71%

|E]Not Sure OYes ENo |

Figure 16 — Question 6¢ (Project)

Agrees that understanding of the
term 'Project’ differs from
person to person

Not
Sure No
0% 0%
OYes
B No
Yes O Not Sure

100%

Agrees with Definition of
Project Success

Not
Sure
14%
Yes
bt
0

OYes @ No ONot Sure

Figure 17 — Question 6d (PM
Methodology)

Agrees that PM Methodology
might be a Primary Factor in
Project Failure

Not

Suge Yes

29% 42%
No

29%
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Appendix A — Questionnaire

Letter of Introduction

Doncaster Business School (in association with the University of Hull)
South Yorkshire
United Kingdom

ENHANCING PROJECT SUCCESS
Esteemed PMI Accredited Participant

I am currently researching the above in order to determine and share deeper concerns
on this topical and critical issue. As you all are aware of, the global statistics on
project failure is a serious concern to us as well as our industry. Furthermore, the
results from formal research have not managed to resolve this apparent dilemma. |
am attached to the full-time MBA program and have spent 12-working years in IT and
business project areas.

You have experience that would be critical to the outcome of this research. Your
input presents the raw data for this project. Without your help, this research will not
be able to add specific value to this topic. | would very much like to hear your views
as project managers with regards to the role your PM methodology plays in the
performance management of projects, and the success of project managers.

The questionnaire has been designed to collect this important data. It has been
designed to be simple, clear and concise in its collection. Further it meets the highest
academic and scientific standards. This research is not for degree purposes alone. It
has relevance to all of us, and would serve as foundation work for further topical
research and understanding.

The research report would be made available to the PMI in order to benefit the
industry and you, the participants. If you require any further information, please do
not hesitate to contact the relevant PMI office or myself directly.

Yours sincerely
Robert Benjamin

United Kingdom
trailme@yahoo.com

20



MBA RESEARCH PROJECT 12 April 2006
Robert Benjamin

Respondent Details

PMI Membership Number: Date:

Region of Work (e.g., USA): _ Gender (optional):
Initial and Surname: Age (optional):
Position/Title:

Organisation Name (optional):

How many years have you been a PM for?

Number of projects worked on?

Questionnaire on Project Success Factors

The purpose of the questionnaire is to investigate the possible role of PM
methodologies in project performance. For this purpose, 6 questions are proposed to
you.

Note: Feedback to you is guaranteed. If you would like to receive feedback on the results, please indicate
so in your return e-mail by entering the word FEEDBACK in the ‘Subject’ part of the e-mail. Results
would be made available by May 20", 2005. Thank you for your invaluable contribution. Due date = April
28, 2005.

Refpondents are kindly requested to return all questionnaires by no later than April
28", 2005.

Instructions for Completing the Six Questions

Statement of Scientific Requirement

In order to avoid any bias in the data, please refrain from discussing these questions
with anyone. Further, do not “prepare” yourself in any way, before answering this
questionnaire. Your PERSONAL sharing is kindly requested and regarded as most
important. Once a question is completed, please do not revisit it, or change any
answers.

Instruction Set

Download the attached file ‘PMQ.doc’ to your desktop.
Set yourself a 10-minute session to complete the questionnaire.
Open the Word document.

Complete by typing in the spaces provided.

Y V V V

Save the file and e-mail to trailme@yahoo.com
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Question 1. PM Methodology

Please select an item from the list and indicate your answer with a 'Y’ in column
‘Used?’. Please indicate the time period the PM methodology was used for in column
‘Period’ as months (e.g., 1.5 years = ‘18").

Which PM Methodology do you use most?

Code | PM Methodology Name Used? | Period
(months)

PK PMBOK

P1/P2 | PRINCE1 or PRINCE2

CM In-house\custom methodology

CN A combination of different methodologies

OR Other, standard methodology. (Please type in the
name):

NIL No methodology

Question 2: Decision Making Power over Projects

Type a 'Y’ in the relevant boxes. Multiple boxes may apply to you. Please select no
more than TWO boxes, which represent the majority of the level of your decisions per
day.

Code | Decision Making Level Y’
only

HS I make higher strategic decisions (e.g., executive level and/or strategic
consultant and/or advisor and/or project executive)

LS | make lower strategic decisions (e.g., division level — chief information
officer and/or program manager and/or project office manager and/or
director and/or divisional/regional manager)

HT I make higher tactical decisions (e.g., line manager and/or
departmental manager and/or project manager and/or network
management and/or process management)

LT | make lower tactical decisions (e.g., supervisory and/or team leader
and/or decide what support to give to others and/or decide how data
should be structured in reports)

O | make operational decisions (e.g., | run an operational process and/or
answer phones and/or schedules and/or capture data and/or deliver
information)

NIL I am not sure
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Question 3: Decision Making Areas

With reference to Question 2, which of these project phases/stages do most of your
decisions and actions apply to? Multiple boxes may apply to you. Please inserta ‘Y’
next to every relevant phase/stage.

Please note: The phases/stages cover both the product and project life cycles.
Therefore, they are sequenced in logical order.

Code Project Phase/Stage Your
Answer

HS1 Deciding that a business need for a project to exist within the
organisation (e.g., internal — Decide a possible business case
exists, or external — A sales request is issued/received).

LS1 Deciding to allocate money and/or manpower and/or organisational
time to investigate this need for a project. (e.g., internal — Register
formal project or external — Decide to compile solution proposal)

LS2 Producing Project Proposal (Project need and solution concept
specification)

LS3 Validating Business Case (Specifying the project-to-business value)

LS4 Feasibility study to initiate the project (Investigate if the project is

doable — time, people, skills, technology, budget)

HS2 Approving/Terminating the project (Veto/Decide to Go ahead or
Not)

LS5 Planning the approved project (Design)

LS6 Specifying user requirements (Design)

HT1 Appointing project team members (Plan and Build)

HT2 Managing the project (Plan and Build)

HT3 Building the product (Build)

LT1 Testing the product (Build)

LS7 Accepting/Rejecting the product (Test/Correct/Approve/Accept)

HT3 Using the product (Commission/Use/Maintain)

LS7 Maintaining/Improving the product (Support/Maintain/Enhance)

HS3 Terminating the product (End)

NIL Other
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Question 4: The Impact your Decisions have on a
Project

Please select one number from the range of numbers. How much would overall
project success be affected by the majority of your daily, project-related decisions?

1-2 = it won’t make a difference at all.

3-4 = it would matter, but not make a difference.

5-6 = it would matter, and make a definite difference.

7-8 = it possibly could make the project succeed or fail.
9-10 = it probably would make the project succeed or fail.

Your answer:

Question 5: The Role of PM Methodology

Which of the following statements specifically apply to the PM Methodology you use
most?

Note: Please assume all the statements are relevant to a PM methodology. In this
context, a PM tool does not automatically represent a PM methodology. Therefore, a PM
tool is not synonymous with a PM methodology.

The PM methodology does not improve my ability to deal with the real-time
complexity of the project environment.

a. The PM methodology works well for a while, after which it seems to
diminish in its value added.

b.  The PM methodology does not improve the accuracy of my project
decisions in a significant manner.

C. Many project ‘issues’ should be, but are not, managed within the PM
methodology.

d. The PM methodology does not seem to ensure adequate resources for
the full length of the project (resources = data, information,
equipment/tools, skills, expertise, time, money).

e. The PM methodology does not seem to help me, and my team, to
continuously adapt to project changes.

f. The PM methodology is restricted to a project view only.

g. The PM methodology seems to have a poor relationship with ‘real’ project
management.

h.  The PM methodology does not inform me of how well | am managing the
project.

i. The PM tool has limited-to-no integration with other project tools.

j- My project team complains about the PM methodology.
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k. If I could directly influence the methodological content within the PM
methodology, | would probably perform better as a PM.

l. The PM methodology is not fully integrated with the PM tool.

m. The PM methodology does not provide me with statistics of the financial
performance of the project (e.g., ROI (return on investment), Cost, Profit,
Cash Flow, targets).

n.  The PM methodology usually increases my management workload.
0. None of the above

Your answer (e.g., a,b,f,h,0):

Question 6: Emerging Issues

Please select one of the following answers: ‘Yes’, (I agree with the statement). ‘No’,

(I disagree with the statement). ‘Not Sure’, (I am stuck between a ‘Yes’ and a ‘No’).

a. Do you agree with the definition of a project being successful because it
produces a unique product or service, which is completed within time, within
budget and to requirements?

b. Do you agree with the statement that most projects usually fail in areas where
there is a lack of competence?

C. Do you agree that the term ‘project’ means different things to different people?

d. Do you agree that a PM methodology can make the difference between a
project’s success and failure?

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Please send to trailme@yahoo.com
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Glossary

Term Description

Adaptive
system

A system, which is supple enough to change its behaviour relative
to its reality.

Architecture

Design principles

Business
Decision

Architecture

A designed business structure over which business decisions flow.

environment

Component One of a system’s parts.
Context A framework of reference.
Dynamic An environment, which is characterised by frequent and rapid

change.

Emergence That which emerges, typically from complexity.
Existential Real or existing in a proven manner.

Fractal A part of the whole that is similar, but uniquely different.
Function A product or an effect with a definite cause.
Fundamental Basic

Methodology

An approach, which is supported by methods, techniques and a
management system.

Prediction

The ability (competence) to say something about the future.

Process

An encapsulation of a system of functions and data. A process is
characterised by having an input, a transforming function, and a
new result as an output. A process contains functions, data and
methods within a hierarchy or structure.
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Term Description

Product A tangible result of a process.

Project Managed activities to achieve specified objectives and goals.
Project The management of projects.

Management

Project A methodology with which to manage projects with.
Management

Methodology

Project A person fulfilling a project-management role.

Manager

Semantic Symbolism of language, communication and understanding.
System A related collection of parts, which operate together towards a

common goal.
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