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Executive Summary

After decades of investigations into the improvement of project results, 
the awareness has grown that the way projects are steered from their 
parent organizations has a major impact on their performance. In line 
with that, recent years have seen an awakening interest in governance in 
the realm of projects. The present study continues, expands upon, and 
contributes with new perspectives and insights on this subject, and pro-
vides new alleys for further investigation.

Governance is often defined as the way organizations are directed, and 
managers are held accountable for conduct and performance. This applies 
to all levels in organizational hierarchies and networks, including the cor-
porate level, and therein, also projects and groups of projects, such as pro-
grams or portfolios of projects. However, looking at governance alone is 
like looking at a computer system solely in terms of its hardware. Just as a 
computer only becomes a useful tool when its hardware is complemented 
by software, so too does governance only become useful when it is com-
plemented by its “soft side,” which is termed governmentality. Govern-
mentality is the way the governing part of an organization presents itself 
to those who are governed. It shows the attitude governors have toward 
the people they govern, and it sets the “tone” for the interaction between 
them. Moreover, this soft side, or the “art of governance,” as Foucault calls 
it, links the different levels of governance from the project level to the 
program and even corporate level. Research in governance in the realm 
of projects has, so far, mainly addressed the different forms of governance 
found in different types of projects, but has not yet looked into the differ-
ent governance and governmentality approaches at different levels in the 
organizational hierarchy. Therefore, we differentiate between the gover-
nance of projects and project governance. Project governance is the gover-
nance of an individual project, whereas the governance of projects is the 
governance of a group of projects, such as a portfolio, program, or network 
of projects. We have addressed the following research questions:

RQ1:  What are the practices for governance and governmentality in 
the realm of projects in organizations of different sizes and in different 
geographies?
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RQ2:  What are the organizational enablers  for governance and 
governmentality in the realm of projects in these organizations?

RQ3:  How does governance and governmentality in the realm of 
projects evolve in these organizations?

To answer these questions, we conducted four studies:

1. A two-part systematic literature review, with the first part de-
fining the concept of an organizational enabler. This concept 
was subsequently applied in the second part on organiza-
tional enablers in the project management–related literature

2. A qualitative study using six case studies in Sweden and 
China, with organizations of different industries and sizes, 
to identify governance practices and underlying enablers

3. A quantitative study to: (1) identify best practices at the levels 
of project governance, governance of groups of projects, 
and governmentality; and (2) identify organization-wide 
enablers of governance and governmentality

4. A longitudinal study with the same six case companies to 
investigate how governance evolves over time and reacts to 
contextual changes, such as changes in markets, company 
size, or management

This approach provided for an initial identification of a large variety 
of possible organizational enablers, which was successively refined over 
the course of the four studies down to those enablers who have the great-
est impact on the success of the project-based part of an organization.

Early on, we encountered differences between governance at the 
individual project level (i.e., project governance) and governance of 
groups of projects (i.e., governance of projects). Therefore, we split 
our analyses into three levels: (1) project governance (for individual 
projects), (2) governance of projects (such as programs or portfolios), 
and (3) governmentality (the link between these levels).

After 48 interviews in the six case companies and a worldwide, 
web-based questionnaire with 208 responses, we derived the following 
 answers to our research questions:

For RQ1, we identified the following best practices:

• For project governance practices, the use of steering groups and 
methodologies is almost paramount, whereas the flexibility to 
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adjust organizational and governance structures to the needs 
of projects is less developed. Support for projects from top 
management, as well as clearly defined roles and responsibili-
ties for governance supported by a project management office 
(PMO) are important for successful project governance.

• Practices in the governance of projects include the align-
ment of projects and business, the use of company-wide 
project management methodologies, flexible organization 
 structures, standardization of project selection, reporting, 
and reviews, as well as the provision of appropriate media and 
technological infrastructure.

• Practices in governmentality include granting appropriate 
levels of autonomy to project managers and developing them 
to be self-responsible managers who understand the impli-
cations of doing business through projects while perceiving 
their organization as an open system with a variety of skills, 
opportunities, and external interfaces.

No statistically significant differences were found by country, indus-
try, and project size, which would indicate that there is large variety in 
governance in these strata. The interviews indicated that process had 
a stronger role in governance in China, whereas the individual had a 
stronger role in governance in Sweden.

For RQ2, we identified the  following organizational enablers for the 
above-mentioned practices:

• At the level of project governance, the organizational enablers 
include a mental infrastructure that allows for the widest pos-
sible sphere of action for the project manager, starting from 
the project, via the project’s parent organization, and beyond 
the organization. The enablers also include the provision of 
ongoing communication opportunities with managers from 
other projects, line managers, and external managers for the 
coordination of the project.

• At the level of governance of projects, we found that in successful 
organizations, governance is initially established through strong 
leadership, is well established over time and continuously devel-
oped, and has clearly defined roles and responsibilities.

• Governmentality in the most successful organizations 
has a culture that prioritizes teamwork and collaborative 
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accomplishments over individual heroism and provides for 
a supportive environment for project management, in which 
project managers are encouraged to develop project manage-
ment in the organization and feel important, empowered, 
and coached. At the same time, they are encouraged to get 
certified and engage with professional organizations.

After this “layered” perspective of governance, we took an 
organization-wide perspective. We refined the concept of organiza-
tional enabler further into its constituent parts. These parts are factors 
(that cause the enabling) and mechanisms (that support the enabling), 
and we applied this to the entire organization, irrespective of the level 
of governance. Using factor analysis, we identified five factors: (1) lead-
ership, (2) mental infrastructure, (3) governmentality, (4) flexibility 
in project governance, and (5) flexibility in the governance of projects. 
These are supported by six mechanisms: (1) a stakeholder orientation 
to governance; (2) periodic reviews of projects, programs, and portfo-
lios; (3) the institutionalization of governance in terms of reporting 
systems, methodologies, institutions for project selection, and coordi-
nation; (4) continuous  improvement in professionalism; (5) periodic 
governance-related meetings; and (6) remuneration systems that are 
aligned between line managers and project managers.

Through regression analyses, we found that the following three orga-
nizational enabler factors were directly correlated to the success of the 
project-based part of the organization:

• Leadership—the extent that governance is established by a 
strong leader and is maintained and further developed over time

• Governmentality—the mental predisposition of the governors 
toward those who are governed; this is shown through, for 
example, the level of empowerment, team culture, and so forth

• Mental infrastructure—the mental sphere of action of proj-
ect managers, that is, the extent to which an organization 
 allows information exchange within projects, across projects, 
and within the organization and beyond, and the authority of 
project managers in exchanging information

These three enablers, together, account for 20% of the variance in 
success with the project-based part of organizations.
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We then applied the same three factors to a different measure of 
success—this time, success in establishing a governance structure that is 
accepted and perceived as helpful by the project management commu-
nity. The three above-mentioned factors account for 40% of this success, 
whereby the mechanism “meetings” (i.e., the way meetings are sched-
uled, set up, and held) slightly controls the impact of governmentality 
on governance success. This shows the importance of holding periodic 
meetings to establish and maintain good governance structures.

Among the three main enabling factors, leadership is approximately 
twice as important as each of the other two (governmentality and infra-
structure). Accordingly, leadership can be seen as the ultimate enabler 
for governance and governmentality in the realm of projects.

For RQ3, the evolvement of governance and governmentality, we 
found the following:

• Contextual changes, such as changes in markets or market 
share, do not lead to predictable changes in governance. 
However, changes initiated through CEO decisions often lead 
to changes in the governance of projects. As shown above, 
leadership is the main driver for the evolvement.

• Changes in company size appear to have a major impact on 
governance and governmentality. Project governance is well 
established and accepted in small organizations (fewer than 
250 employees) and large organizations (more than 30,000 
employees), but is less developed in medium-sized organiza-
tions. Organizations with 251 to 1,000 employees especially 
tend to subordinate projects and their governance to the pro-
duction process, thus unbundling the project in its tasks and 
feeding those into the production process, dispersed over the 
different parts of the organization, with little or no manage-
ment and governance at the project level. Looking across all 
sizes of organizations, we see that leadership and infrastruc-
ture grow in line with the growth of the company.

• Maturity-driven evolvement shows that success in gover-
nance and governmentality grows in a linear fashion with 
improvements in leadership, definition of roles and responsi-
bilities, mental infrastructure, collaborativeness, and project 
manager support. Leadership is the dimension that shows the 
largest improvement when we compare less successful with 
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more successful organizations, which again points to the im-
portance of leadership for governance and governmentality.

From this, we derive the following suggestions for managers:

• Develop strong leaders to establish and maintain project 
management and governance as a way of doing business. 
These leaders need to be at or have direct access to top man-
agement in order to receive the authority to change the orga-
nization’s way of working and its value system.

• Establish a broad mental sphere of activity for project manag-
ers. This includes allowing and encouraging project managers 
to engage with professional organizations, work in standard-
izing committees, participate in conferences, and collaborate 
with academic institutions, benchmarking companies, and 
standards-developing bodies.

• Establish appropriate governmentality. Governmentality sets 
the “tone” between the governance institutions and those 
they govern, as well as within the governed society. Most suc-
cessful organizations control their project managers by the 
extent to which they meet established outcome objectives, as 
opposed to controlling them for methodology compliance, 
while at the same time taking a stakeholder orientation in 
governance. That means establishing a culture of: (1) mutual 
trust between the developers of the governance system and 
the project managers, (2) collaboration and team work, and 
(3) taking care of the professional development of project 
managers.

This study represents the first research to tie together project gover-
nance, governance of projects, and governmentality. The results show 
a high level of integration among these three subjects in everyday gov-
ernance. The research distills the three main organizational enablers 
from the myriad of possible influences that an organization can have on 
projects and their governance. Last, not least, it provides suggestions for 
academics to develop the related theory further, as well as suggestions 
for managers to develop their governance and governmentality.



C H A P T E R 1

1

Introduction
On governance in the 21st century: 

Looking at governance as the general exercise of authority, it seems that over 
the long run there has been a clear reduction in the absolute or unconstrained 
power of those in positions of power. This has been a marked trend both at 
the macropolitical level, where the state attempts to effect society-wide gov-
ernance, and at the micro level, where firms and families have experienced 
important changes in the exercise of authority. (OECD, 2001, p. 9)

On governmentality: 
. . . the good governor does not have to have a sting—that is to say, a weapon 
of killing, a sword—in order to exercise his power; he must have patience 
rather than wrath, and it is not the right to kill, to employ force, that forms 
the essence of the figure of the governor. And what positive content accom-
panies this absence of a sting? Wisdom and diligence. Wisdom, understood 
no longer in the traditional sense as knowledge of divine and human laws, 
of justice and equality, but rather as the knowledge of things, of the objec-
tives that can and should be attained, and the disposition of things required 
to reach them; as it is this knowledge that is to constitute the wisdom of the 
sovereign. As for his diligence, this is the principle that a governor should 
only govern in such a way that he thinks and acts as though he were in the 
service of those who are governed. (Foucault, 1978/1991, p. 96)

Governance is often defined as the means by which organizations (in-
cluding temporary organizations, such as projects) are directed and its 
managers are held accountable for conduct and performance (OECD, 
2001). But how does governance emerge in contemporary organizations, 
say, in the context of diminishing authority and position power, as shown 
in the citations above? In this research report, we address this question.
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This book reports on a research study on the organizational enablers 
of governance and governmentality in the realm of projects. Governance 
in the realm of projects,

coexists within the corporate governance framework. It 
comprises of the value system, responsibilities, processes 
and policies that allow projects to achieve organizational 
objectives and foster implementation that is in the best in-
terests of all the stakeholders, internal and external, and the 
corporation itself. (Müller, 2009, p. 4)

Governance is about governing things (Foucault, 1991) such as proj-
ects. However, there is no one-size-fits-all when it comes to governance. 
Each organization defines its own particular approach. For example, one 
organization wants to be very strict in its approach to controlling em-
ployees, while another gives its employees a lot of autonomy.

The implementation of a particular approach to governance is re-
ferred to as governmentality (Clegg, Pitsis, Rura-Polley, & Marosszeky, 
2002). Governmentality addresses the human side of governance and 
is, therefore, often referred to as “the art” of governance, which com-
plements the governance of things, which is termed the “the science” 
of governance (Foucault, 1991). The term governmentality was coined 
in 1957 by Roland Barthes (2013), a French semiologist, to describe an 
ideological mechanism that presents governors (i.e., political leaders) as 
the origin of social relations (Lemke, 2007). The concept became pop-
ular about 20 years later when the French philosopher Michel Foucault 
used it for his studies on power, albeit in a very narrow sense compared 
with the original scope of the term.

In its original meaning, the word governmentality denotes the way 
governors present themselves through media or otherwise to those they 
govern and thereby “set the tone” between themselves and the governed. 
In other words, governmentality shapes the nature of social interaction 
within organizations (Lemke, 2007). The complementary concept—
governance—on the other hand, shapes, but does not determine, the 
actions of individuals (Clegg et al., 2002). Thus, the two terms denote 
the “how” and “what” in governing, respectively. In this study, we use the 
concept of governmentality in its original sense, the way Roland Barthes 
described it.

58991_CH01.indd   2 1/5/16   4:51 AM



Introduction 3

Study Background
Interest in governance in the realm of projects has grown rapidly in re-
cent years. After some initial mentions in academic journals in the late 
1970s, governance became a more permanent topic in the late 1990s, and 
from 2005 onward, the number of journal articles increased exponen-
tially (Biesenthal & Wilden, 2014). Books specific to the subject started 
to come out in 2007 and the number of books on the topic has increased 
since then. Simultaneously, professional organizations for project man-
agement started to get interested in governance and have included (at 
least) definitions of the term in their publications.

Along with this development, awareness has grown among academ-
ics and professionals that context plays an important role in the success 
of projects and their management. One important parameter for this is 
the governance of projects (see, e.g., Crawford et al., 2008). However, 
governance pervades the entire organization. The most recent literature 
on governance in the realm of projects, therefore, emphasizes the differ-
ences in levels of governance (e.g., Biesenthal & Wilden, 2014; Müller, 
2009; Müller, Pemsel, & Shao, 2014; Turner, 2009).

At the lowest level is project governance, which is concerned with the 
governance of individual projects. It addresses questions such as which 
methodology shall be used, the scope and frequency of reporting, re-
views, and so forth. Project governance is mainly executed by the steer-
ing committee in its work with the project manager.

This level of governance is different from the governance of projects, 
which is concerned with governance of groups of projects, such as pro-
grams or portfolios of projects. Here, the focus is on the standardization 
of governance across projects, such as the number and type of project 
management methodologies used in an organization, the transparency 
of project work and results, resource sharing, project prioritization, and 
so on. This is mainly executed by higher management.

A third level is board-level governance of projects, conducted by the board 
of directors. It addresses questions such as the extent to which companies 
use projects as building blocks for their business—their level of “projectifi-
cation” (i.e., how much project thinking pervades the organization [Midler, 
1995])—as well as the establishment of project management offices (PMOs) 
or the balance in permanent versus temporary hiring of project managers.

Finally, there is governance of project management, which does not di-
rectly target projects, but rather the scope and quality with which project 

58991_CH01.indd   3 1/5/16   4:51 AM



4 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

management is done within an organization. It is concerned with questions 
such as the mandates of PMOs, the number and mix of (junior/senior/ 
certified/noncertified) project managers in the organization, and their 
education, career path, and professionalism, including their membership 
and engagement in professional organizations for project management.

This variety in our understanding of governance within the realm of 
projects comes at a time of reduced authority and changing roles of gover-
nors (i.e., those in governance roles, such as members of a steering com-
mittee). The quotations at the beginning of this chapter illustrate this. As 
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
report on governance in the 21st century indicates, authority as a gover-
nance mechanism is declining. Expert and relevant situational knowledge 
is replacing formal position power, given the increasing complexity of proj-
ects, which brings with it a need for more shared leadership approaches 
(Pearce & Conger, 2003). With this change comes a change in profile of 
those who serve as governors. As indicated by Foucault (1991), the partic-
ular wisdom and diligence that is relevant for the attainment of specific 
goals, such as those of projects, mark the profile of today’s governors.

The trend in the literature shows that our understanding about the 
nature and types of governance approaches is growing. However, the 
particular aspects that enable these approaches to be effective in differ-
ent organizations have not yet been researched. The breadth of possible 
organizational enablers and their impact on governance structures are 
not known to organizations; nor are the types of enablers that fit their 
particularities and the ways to adjust governance over time to adapt to 
organizational changes. Similarly, organizations do not know yet which 
particular organizational characteristics they can change to allow for a 
particular governance approach to be implemented when needed.

Research Questions
Given the degree of diversity in governance and its implementation, 
that is, governmentality, it is time for a study that sheds some light on 
the governance approaches of organizations and how these approaches 
emerge from the idiosyncrasies of their parent organizations. We specif-
ically address the following research questions:

RQ1: What are the practices for governance and governmentality in the realm 
of projects in organizations of different sizes and in different geographies?
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RQ2: What are the organizational enablers for governance and govern-
mentality in the realm of projects in these organizations?

RQ3: How do governance and governmentality in the realm of projects 
evolve in these organizations?

The unit of analysis is the organizational enabler. To that end, this 
study assesses the nature of enablers and practices and uses both estab-
lished and newly developed theory, together with qualitative and quan-
titative evidence, to identify the nature of these enablers.

Scope and Objectives of the Study
The objective of this study is to develop a framework for project gover-
nance and organizational enablers in organizations of different sizes and 
sectors and in different geographies. This framework will contain the 
specific organizational characteristics that enable different approaches to 
project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality in small, 
medium, and large organizations in varying industry sectors and geogra-
phies. The related governance structures, their practical expression, and 
the underlying organizational enablers will be shown. Moreover, we will 
identify the timely development and change of organizational enablers. 
The results of the research will illustrate how organizations develop to-
ward low, medium, and high levels of governance and governmentality 
over time and how this relates to enablers and practices of governance.

The results will allow practitioners to develop new or adapt existing 
organizational enablers and their contingent governance practices to 
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of their organizations. Details 
about organizational size, sector, geography, and level of projectification 
will allow organizations to identify those enablers and practices that are 
most relevant for them. The results will also allow the expansion of the 
existing PMI standards by adding organizational enablers for best prac-
tices in project governance.

We take an organization-wide perspective for understanding organiza-
tional enablers and how they shape governance and governmentality. The 
results of the study suggest that organizational enablers are combinations of 
regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements, which are part of the 
social structures of organizations. However, the sheer presence of organiza-
tional enablers is not sufficient to enable governance. It is the willingness, 
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6 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

trust, and ability to execute them at the different management levels—thus, 
leadership—that brings them to bear (Müller, Pemsel, & Shao, 2015).

The context of the study is project-based organizations (PBOs). PBOs 
are often categorized by their extent of projectification. They range from 
organizations that organize most, if not all, of their internal and ex-
ternal activities as projects, to those that are the project-based part of 
an otherwise process-oriented organization (Hobday, 2000; Lindkvist, 
2004). Results of the study should be of special interest to organizations 
that use projects as building blocks of their business.

Institutional Theory
The nature of organizational enablers and their relation to governance 
and governmentality led us to choose organization theory as a suitable 
perspective for understanding the phenomenon. More specifically, we 
decided to use institutional theory as a theoretical lens, because it al-
lows for an understanding of the processes by which social structures, 
including both normative and behavioral systems, are established, be-
come stable, and undergo changes over time.

We chose Scott’s (2012) version of institutional theory as a point 
of departure, because its regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive 
elements serve as a means to understand stability and meaning in the so-
cial life in organizations (Scott, 2004). This choice was inspired, among 
others, by the work of Henisz, Levitt, and Scott (2012), who took the 
same theoretical perspective toward project governance in addressing 
the social structures in multilevel governance settings and showed this 
theory’s eligibility for grasping the complexities of governance in project 
settings. Following Scott (2012) and Henisz et al. (2012), we adopt the 
three pillars of institutional theory—(1) regulative, (2) normative, and 
(3) cultural-cognitive— to understand organizational enablers and gov-
ernance practices in PBOs.

Regulative elements of institutional theory include the formal regu-
lations, laws, and property rights that are often externally imposed upon 
organizations. Normative elements include the informal norms, values, 
standards, and roles, such as those defined in the practice standards of 
professional institutions for project management. Cultural-cognitive 
elements comprise “shared conceptions that constitute the nature of 
social reality and create the frames through which meaning is made” 
(Scott, 2014, p. 67), together with shared beliefs, symbols, identities, 

58991_CH01.indd   6 1/5/16   4:51 AM



Introduction 7

and logics of action (Misangyi, Weaver, & Elms, 2008; Orr & Scott, 
2008; Scott, 2012).

The study will show that the three pillars provide an appropriate lens 
for understanding governance through the more institutional pillars—
namely, regulative and normative—whereas governmentality lends it-
self naturally to the more cognitive perspective of the cultural-cognitive 
pillar. Taken together, they allow us to develop theories for governance 
and governmentality at both the project and program level.

The Management Process
To accomplish the above-mentioned goals, we conducted four studies 
using a sequential mixed-methods approach. The first study was a sys-
tematic literature review to define the concept of organizational enablers 
and then apply this concept to the literature on governance and govern-
mentality in projects. This led to a number of propositions, which were 
then tested and refined in a first qualitative study through six case studies 
in Sweden and China. The results of this study then led to a set of hypoth-
eses that were tested in the third study through a worldwide, web-based 
questionnaire. The fourth and final study was of a longitudinal nature. It 
looked at changes in enablers and practices over a period of one year and 
compared them with the changes in the environment of the respective 
organizations. The results of both the qualitative and quantitative studies 
converged into an emerging theory of organizational enablers and their 
dynamics, which is described in the remainder of this monograph. The 
details of the research process are outlined in the methodology chapter.

The core team of the study consisted of three researchers:

Dr. Ralf Müller, Principal Investigator
Professor of Project Management
BI Norwegian Business School
Department of Leadership & Organizational Behaviour
Oslo, Norway

Dr. Jingting Shao
Assistant Professor
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences
Institute for Industrial Economics
Beijing, China
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8 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

Dr. Sofia Pemsel
Assistant Professor of Project Organization and Management
Copenhagen Business School
Department of Organization
Copenhagen, Denmark

Throughout the 24 months of this study, the researchers kept in 
contact through regular Skype meetings, email, and four physical 
meetings in the form of workshops, which were held in Malmö, Sweden; 
Beijing, China; Copenhagen, Denmark; and Oslo, Norway. The project 
was regularly reported on to the PMI research project liaison and the 
PMI project coordinator.

Milestones and Deliverables
The study commenced in January 2013 and lasted for 24 months. Activi-
ties during the first year focused on the systematic literature review and 
its evidence-based propositions for organizational enablers of project 
governance and its practices, the development of the case study proto-
col, the case studies in China and Sweden with their initial interviews, 
plus the workshop for interview analysis and questionnaire develop-
ment. In the second year, we focused on the development of the online 
survey, data collection through a worldwide, web-based questionnaire, a 
workshop for analysis of questionnaire data, and development of inter-
view questions for the second round of interviews, plus the interviews 
for the longitudinal study in the case companies, followed by a workshop 
for final analysis and subsequent monograph writing. Details are listed 
in Table 1.1.

The results of the study were continuously communicated to the 
community of project management researchers and practitioners, 
and feedback was sought on the relevance of the study, the validity of 
the approach, and the credibility of the results. Public presentations 
included the following:

• PMI Research & Education Conference, July 2014, Portland, 
Oregon, United States

• Baltic PM Days, May 2014, Vilnius, Lithuania
• Happy Projects Conference, May 2014, Vienna, Austria
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The following publications were accepted and published during the 
period of the study:

Müller, R., Pemsel, S., & Shao, J. (2014). Organizational enablers 
for governance and governmentality of projects: A literature 
review. International Journal of Project Management, 32(8), 
1309–1320.

Müller, R., Pemsel, S., & Shao, J. (2015). Organizational enablers 
for project governance and governmentality in project-based 
organizations. International Journal of Project Management. 
doi:10.1016/j.ijproman.2014.07.008

Pemsel, S., Müller, R., & Shao, J. (2014, July). Organizational 
enablers in project-based organizations: The case of project 
governance and governmentality. In Proceedings of the PMI 
Research & Education Conference, July 28–29, 2014, Port-
land, Oregon. Newtown Square, PA: Project Management 
Institute.

Supporting Organizations

The study was supported by (1) the PMI Research Program, which 
initiated the study and provided overall guidance and financial sup-
port; (2) the researchers’ home organizations—namely, BI Norwegian 
Business School, the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, and 

Table 1.1: Project Milestones.

Completion Date

June 2013

November 2013

September 2014

October 2014

December 2014

Milestone

July 2014

June 2014

January 2014

Literature review

Case studies and initial interviews

Narrative writing, workshop for interview analysis, and questionnaire 
development

Worldwide, web-based questionnaire

Workshop for analysis of questionnaire data and development of interview 
questions for second round of interviews

Second round of interviews and case studies

Workshop for final analysis

Monograph writing
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10 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

Copenhagen Business School, which provided facilities and technol-
ogy to conduct the study; and (3) the case study companies, which 
provided in-kind support in the form of their employees’ working 
time, insight into their practices and documents, and collaborative 
interaction.

This chapter provided an introduction to and context for the study, to-
gether with the research questions and theoretical perspective. The next 
chapter will present the systematic literature review with its propositions. 
This is followed by a chapter on methodology, after which we present the 
case companies and the related narratives. In Chapter 5, we analyze the 
conceptual and qualitative data, and in Chapter 6, the quantitative data. 
Chapter 7 discusses the results and in Chapter 8, we draw the conclusions 
from the findings. This is followed by the references and the appendices.
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11

2

Theoretical Perspective 
and Literature Review
In this chapter, we describe our theoretical perspective toward the research 
and review the relevant literature. In doing so, we identify the knowledge 
gap, that is, those particular parts of the research questions that cannot 
be answered through the existing literature. We start by outlining institu-
tional theory as the underlying theoretical perspective for our four stud-
ies. Then, we review the literature on governance and governmentality in 
the realm of projects, organizational enablers, and projectification.

A review like this can only cover a subset of the literature written 
on a subject (Hart, 1998). Therefore, we undertook this review with the 
aim of identifying, in each subject area, the major theories, models, and 
findings relevant for our research questions.

Institutional Theory
Institutions are taken-for-granted patterns of organizing that shape, 
constrain, and give meaning to the behavior of their members ( Phillips, 
 Lawrence, & Hardy, 2000; Zilber, 2002). Examples include formal in-
stitutions, such as steering committees or project management offices 
(PMOs), but also informal institutions, like a project management com-
munity of interest in an organization. In every institution, actions of a 
certain type are supposed to be carried out by certain actors in  certain 
situations. Institutions, thus, provide social control over our behaviors 
and actions and come to life when humans play different roles within 
them and participate in the social world (Alvesson & Skjöldberg, 2009; 
Berger & Luckmann, 1966). Institutions thereby determine which actions 
(habits and routines) are appropriate for whom. They also guide when 

58991_CH02.indd   11 1/5/16   4:55 AM



12 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

and in what situations certain actions are considered appropriate within 
the particular institutional setting.

Institutional theory attempts to understand social structures by in-
vestigating similarities and differences in social settings, the relation-
ship between structure and behavior, the role of symbols in social life, 
the relations between ideas and interests, and the tensions between 
freedom and order. Levels of analysis in institutional theory range from 
the broader societal and institutional level, to the organizational and in-
terpersonal relational level (Scott, 2004, 2012). Institutional theory also 
addresses the processes by which social structures, including both nor-
mative and behavioral systems, are established, how they become sta-
bilized, and how they undergo changes over time (Scott, 2012). Even if 
the essence of institutions is permanence and stability (Kraatz & Moore, 
2002), institutions inhere a dynamic duality between stabilizing struc-
turation processes, as well as changing processes of established struc-
tures, practices (Goodrick & Salnick, 1996; Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; 
Kraatz & Moore, 2002; Phillips et al., 2000), and meanings (Phillips 
et al., 2000; Zilber, 2002). That is why we, at any given time, find some 
meanings and practices in societies and communities that are taken for 
granted, some that actors disagree upon, and others that are blurred, un-
clear, and ambiguous (Goodrick & Salnick, 1996; Zilber, 2002). Institu-
tionalization of practices and thinking is an ongoing process; new habits 
and routines are constantly shaped (or constructed) and reshaped over 
time (Alvesson & Skjöldberg, 2009; Berger & Luckmann, 1966). Changes 
in institutions have, for example, been found to be strongly impacted by 
contextual changes, as well as by other political actors within organiza-
tions (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; Kraatz & Moore, 2002).

Analyzing Institutions in Organizational Life

One established framework for analyzing institutions in organizations is 
Scott’s three pillars framework. According to this framework, institutions 
may be classified as resting on three elements, called pillars: regulative, 
normative, and cultural-cognitive (Scott, 2004).

Regulative elements comprise formal regulations, laws, and property 
rights (Henisz et al., 2012; Scott, 2004) that are often externally imposed 
upon the organization. Regulative elements materialize through relational 
contracts, public–private partnerships, adjustment to environmental 
laws, and so on.
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Normative elements involve informal norms, values, standards, and 
formal and informal roles. In PBOs, this relates to, for example, stan-
dards provided by professional associations or project management 
methodologies that organizations develop internally. Normative ele-
ments further involve internal peer pressures to align behaviors through 
formal mentoring, training, and informal interactions. Normative ele-
ments address such questions as: “Given this situation and my role in it, 
what is the appropriate behavior for me to carry out?” (Scott, 2014, p. 65).

Cultural-cognitive elements are “shared conceptions that constitute the 
nature of social reality and create the frames through which meaning is 
made” (Scott, 2014, p. 67), as well as shared beliefs, symbols, identities, and 
logics of action (Misangyi, Weaver, & Elms, 2008; Orr & Scott, 2008; Scott, 
2012). These might include, for example, construction of meaning (Scott, 
2014); identification with a certain occupation, professional or personal 
network, or organization (Grabher, 2004); and belief in practices through 
association with quality of craft (Thornton, Ocasio, & Lounsbury, 2012).

In combination, the three pillars serve as mechanisms for different 
aspects of institutional stability or even growth within their context. The 
regulatory elements often provide returns for their managers, whereas 
the normative elements provide a basis for shared commitments 
among the parties and the identity construction of their members. The 
cultural-cognitive elements allow the institution’s claims to be perceived 
as valid and self-evident within a particular context (Scott, 2014). When 
appropriately aligned, the combined forces of the three pillars can be 
formidable. However, when misaligned, they provide for conditions that 
different actors may use for different ends, potentially causing confusion 
and change (Scott, 2014).

This report takes on the well-known framework of Scott’s institutional 
pillars as a means to improve our understanding of what organizational 
enablers are in the context of governance in the realm of projects.

Governance
Governance is a broad concept and its definition varies considerably 
depending on theoretical perspectives and layers of the corporate 
hierarchy. Generally speaking, it is the means by which organizations 
are directed and its managers are held accountable for conduct and 
performance (OECD, 2001). It does this by providing a framework for 
managerial action based on transparency, accountability, and defined 
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roles (Müller, 2009). However, governance varies widely, both within 
as well as across organizational layers. For example, at the level of cor-
porate governance, the perspective varies from narrow views that focus 
only on shareholder return on investment (RoI) to broader views that 
balance a number of internal and external requirements from a multi-
tude of stakeholders (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997; Jensen & 
Meckling, 1976). Similarly, definitions of corporate governance vary. For 
example, we might define it as:

• a system of controls (Cadbury, 1992) or a collection of mech-
anisms (Larcker & Tayan, 2011) for directing and controlling 
organizations, and balancing their economic and social ob-
jectives, as well as their individual and communal objectives;

• a process through which corporations are made responsive to 
the rights and wishes of stakeholders (Demb & Neubauer, 1992), 
as well as a process (and related procedures) according to which 
organizations are directed and controlled (OECD, 2001); or

• a set of relationships among various participants internal and 
external to the firm (Monks & Minow, 1995), together with 
the distribution of rights and responsibilities among different 
participants in the organization, their relationship with, for 
example, external auditors, regulators, and legitimate stake-
holders (OECD, 2001).

Governance provides structures for setting the objectives of an orga-
nization, and also provides the means to achieve these objectives and 
control progress (OECD, 2004). These three components of governance 
are addressed at every layer of management or network node in an or-
ganization. Though broadest in scope at the top of the corporate hierar-
chy, the scope is subsequently broken down to the different management 
functions, horizontally and vertically along the corporate hierarchy, or in 
organizational networks. Thus, the need for governance emerges at every 
level of a management hierarchy or network, from the board of directors 
down to the groups of projects, and further on to the project managers.

In line with the three dimensions listed above, governance theory 
typically refers to controls and processes as being set by institutions 
in order to shape the context within which actors’ behavior occurs. 
Relationships provide a theoretical lens for understanding the particular 
behavior of actors. Both dimensions act within the governance system 
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and collectively can regulate or counter-regulate the system. Thus, 
governance is a form of regulation where the regulator is part of the 
system under regulation (Stoker, 1998).

Researchers have used a variety of perspectives to understand gover-
nance. Most popular is the shareholder versus stakeholder perspective of 
the organization. Clarke (1998) modeled these two perspectives, share-
holder and stakeholder, as being the opposite endpoints on a continuum 
of corporate governance orientations. Shareholder-oriented governance 
is based on the assumption that corporations exist in order to maxi-
mize profits for their owners, such as shareholders (Friedman, 1970). 
Stakeholder-oriented governance, on the other hand, assumes that 
there are many different stakeholders, such as shareholders, customers, 
employees, suppliers, and the local community, whose interests must be 
served for the company to stay in the market or even maintain the mar-
ket’s existence (Davis et al., 1997). The shareholder versus stakeholder 
orientation in governance is hereby an expression of corporations’ 
understanding of their raison d’être in the market place and their re-
spective framework for decision making within the corporation.

This study takes this shareholder–stakeholder continuum as a pri-
mary theoretical perspective for understanding the relative strengths of 
the shareholder or stakeholder orientation in the organization for the 
governance of projects.

Governance Theories

Even though our main theoretical perspective is institutional theory, we 
will have to refer to some of the most popular governance theories during 
our analysis. Therefore, we give a short overview of these theories, aiming 
to provide the reader with basic explanations of these theories and offer 
references for possible deeper study. This overview is not intended to be 
an in-depth description of these theories.

Most governance studies adapt an underlying assumption of 
shareholder-oriented governance of the corporation, which is expressed 
in the popularity of agency theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976) and 
transaction costs economics (TCE) (Williamson, 1975, 1985) in project 
governance studies (Müller, 2011). Rare, however, are studies with an 
underlying stakeholder-oriented perspective of governance, which is 
exemplified through the use of stewardship theory (Davis et al., 1997), 
such as in Franck and Jungwirth’s (2003) study on the governance of 
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open source development projects. Shareholder and stakeholder theory 
explain the governance approach of the firm, whereas agency theory and 
stewardship theory explain the respective behavior of individuals within 
these governance structures.

Shareholder-oriented governance assumes that the corporation 
exists in order to maximize profits and thereby the wealth of its  owners, 
the shareholders (Friedman, 1970). Jensen and Meckling (1976) identi-
fied some of the problems that arise between managers and owners in 
shareholder-oriented governance and described it in their agency theory, 
which assumes individuals to be self-centered and utility-maximizing. 
Agency theory addresses the relationship between one or more prin-
cipal(s) and one or more agent(s). From a governance perspective, it 
relates to the shareholder orientation of a firm, as it describes the re-
lationship between the owners (shareholders) and managers of a firm 
(Davis et al., 1997). Examples from the realm of projects include the 
 project owner as governor (or principal) being in conflict with the project 
manager (agent) about possible short-term gains of the agent, resulting 
from an information imbalance between the two parties, because the 
agent is better informed about the project status than the principal and 
can use this knowledge to his or her advantage. Mitigating this conflict 
through increased control structures or contracts that align the objec-
tives of both parties adds to undesired administrative costs on projects 
(Turner & Müller, 2004).

TCE also addresses administrative costs in, for example, projects as 
transactions, but it does so from the perspective of the overall costs for 
negotiating and possibly renegotiating contracts, as well as controlling 
and enforcing their execution. TCE takes a contract view toward trans-
actions, such as projects. Similar to agency theory, it aims to avoid de-
viation from agreed-upon contract terms, but focuses on the economic 
adjustment of governance efforts to the characteristics of a transaction, 
such as a project (Williamson, 1985).

Agency theory and TCE explain some dimensions of organizational 
complexities, but are limited by their economic perspectives: “Additional 
theory is needed to explain relationships based on other non-economic 
assumptions” (Davis et al., 1997, p. 20). Stewardship theory, which 
assumes a stakeholder orientation in governance, does this.

Stakeholder-oriented governance assumes that there are many dif-
ferent stakeholders, including shareholders, customers, employees, 
 suppliers, and the local community. The multitude of stakeholders, 
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together with the growing importance of a corporation’s social responsi-
bility, leads to a rising popularity of stewardship theory (Aras & Crowther, 
2010). Stewardship theory draws from psychology and sociology and pro-
poses the behavior of individuals in organizations is pro-organizational 
and collectivistic, instead of individualistic and self-serving as in TCE 
and agency theory. It explains individuals’ behavior in principal–steward 
relationships as being steered by high levels of identification with the 
organization, leading to the prioritization of collectivistic goals over in-
dividual goals. Davis et al. (1997) relate the psychological underpinnings 
of stewardship theory to the higher levels of Maslow’s (1970) hierarchy 
of needs, whereas agency theory relates more directly to the lower levels. 
More recent work explains the psychology of stewardship behavior from 
the perspective of individuals’ need to control their own behavior and 
the meaning derived from this behavior. Here, a “stewardship governance 
approach facilitates a sense of psychological ownership rather than ma-
terial ownership” of the benefits derived from the behavior and for the 
organization (Hernandez, 2012, p. 182). Several authors perceive agency 
theory and stewardship theory as the opposite endpoints of a swinging 
pendulum, where any state between pure agency and stewardship be-
havior can be achieved (Clarke, 2004; Hernandez, 2012), depending on 
whether the organizational members define themselves as individualis-
tic, relational, or collectivistic (from agency to stewardship, respectively) 
(Hernandez, 2012).

Governance in the Realm of Projects
Governance in the realm of projects transcends the concept of gov-
ernance into the world of projects. Hence, it builds a framework for 
managerial actions, based on transparency, accountability, and de-
fined roles. Governance defines the objectives of project(s), provides 
the means to achieve them, and controls progress (Müller, 2009).

As outlined in Chapter 1, governance in the realm of projects differs 
between governance of projects—that is, the governance of groups of 
projects—and project governance, which is the governance of individual 
projects. We address these two layers of governance in the sections below.

Too and Weaver (2013) were among the few scholars who developed 
governance models to integrate governance of projects and project gover-
nance. They model governance as a set of nested governance and manage-
ment functions. At the center of the model are the governance approaches 
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for individual projects and their deliverables, which are nested within the 
governance of groups of projects (governance of projects), which, in turn, 
forms the interface to the board of directors–level of project-related gov-
ernance. They distinguish governance from management:

The governance system defines the structures used by the 
organization, allocates rights and responsibilities within 
those structures and requires assurance that management 
is operating effectively and properly within the defined 
structures. The role of management is to manage the orga-
nization within the framework defined by the governance 
system; this applies particularly to the governance and man-
agement of projects. (Too & Weaver, 2013, p. 4)

Most of the published studies on governance in the realm of projects 
have addressed the governance of particular project types, such as 
Olympics projects (Clegg et al., 2002), large capital investment proj-
ects (Miller & Hobbs, 2005), NASA projects (Shenhar et al., 2005), con-
struction projects (Pryke, 2005), development projects (Renz, 2007), 
or public projects (Klakegg, Williams, Magnussen, & Glasspool, 2008). 
The present study complements these perspectives by looking into the 
organizational (not project-type specific) enablers that allow different 
governance approaches to emerge. Thus, the focus of this study is the or-
ganization that governs projects and its organizational idiosyncrasies—
not the project type.

Governance of Projects

Research on governance of projects is fragmented by the many different 
views taken on by the institutions that design, set up, and maintain gov-
ernance structures for groups of projects. This research includes studies 
on the overall scope for the project business defined by the board of 
directors (Turner & Keegan, 1999); the governance functions in terms 
of support, counseling, training, and auditing provided at the organiza-
tional level by PMOs (Hobbs, Aubry, & Thuillier, 2008); the support and 
governance roles of steering committees (Crawford et al., 2008); or the 
scope of project management as a role in the organization (Müller, 2009).

The CONCEPT research program sponsored by the Norwegian 
Ministry of Finance is a long-term research program on the governance 
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of large-scale investment projects. It is organized as a series of investiga-
tions into the front end of and decision making in projects. The program 
has brought up a wide series of dimensions for decision making, giving a 
glimpse of the complexity associated with it, such as:

the need for alignment between organizational strategy and 
the project concept; dealing with complexity, in particular the 
systemicity and interrelatedness within project decisions; 
consideration of the ambiguity implicit in all major projects; 
taking into account psychological and political biases within 
estimation of benefits and costs; consideration of the social 
geography and politics within decision-making groups; and 
preparation for the turbulence within the project environ-
ment, including the maintenance of strategic alignment. 
(Williams & Samset, 2010, p. 38)

These efforts led to one of the first frameworks for governance of pub-
lic projects. It compares the governance practices of large public projects 
in Norway and the United Kingdom and identifies that:

On the surface, the governance principles show some distinc-
tive features. The Norwegian framework shows mandatory 
control points measures in a robust, simple structure, while 
the MoD [Ministry of Defense] (UK) framework reveals a 
mandatory complete quality system for the defense acqui-
sition process. The OGC [Office of Government Commerce] 
(UK) is a complex system working by the force of influential 
recommendations by senior experts. Below these apparent 
main features, all the frameworks include similar principles 
about how to do business. These are closely connected to 
Western economic thinking. (Klakegg et al., 2008, p. 2)

This study showed the variety in philosophies that underlie the gov-
ernance of these projects and the possible friction this may create in 
international collaborations.

Parallel to these academic efforts, practitioner-developed guide-
lines emerged for project governance, which can be classified as 
(1) values-based, top-down-oriented approaches, that is, from the 
board of directors to the individual projects (Association of Project 
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Management, 2004); and (2) process-based, bottom-up-oriented ap-
proaches that extend project-level methodologies into the organiza-
tional level (Office of Government Commerce, 2008). Here, the former 
approaches address merely the governance of projects, whereas the lat-
ter are mainly concerned with project governance.

A governance categorization system that links different approaches 
to the governance of projects to organizational success was empirically 
developed by Blomquist and Müller (2006). They use a two-by-two ma-
trix to distinguish four categories of governance approaches, depend-
ing on whether the goals and the resources are shared or not across 
projects: (1) multiproject governance, where projects have nothing in 
common—neither resources nor goals; (2) program-oriented gover-
nance, where goals, but not necessarily resources, are shared across 
projects; (3) portfolio-oriented governance, where resources are shared 
across projects, but not necessarily goals; and (4) hybrid governance 
structure, where both goals and resources are shared across projects. 
Blomquist and Müller’s (2006) research identified significantly higher 
organizational success in organizations that are governed through a hy-
brid approach—thus, the simultaneous application of program man-
agement principles to achieve efficiency, and portfolio management 
principles to achieve effectiveness of the organization. In a Darwinian 
sense, they showed that friction between program and portfolio orien-
tation leads to the selection and execution of the best projects for an 
organization.

In 2009, the concept of governance paradigms for groups of projects 
was introduced (Müller, 2009). It uses the corporation’s governance ori-
entation, from shareholder to stakeholder (in line with Clarke, 2004, 
and Hernandez, 2012), as described above, and overlays it with the con-
trol focus of the organization that is sponsoring a project. This links 
corporate governance orientation with management practices. The ap-
proach follows Brown and Eisenhardt (1997), Ouchi and Price (1978), 
and Ouchi (1980) by distinguishing between outcome control— that is, 
control that merely focuses on goal accomplishment (e.g., reaching set 
objectives), and behavior control—that is, control that merely focuses 
on compliance in employees’ behavior (e.g., following a process, such as 
a project management methodology). This identifies four governance 
paradigms for projects, as shown in Figure 2.1.

Flexible economist paradigm: This refers to a shareholder-oriented 
organization with a focus on outcome control. Projects in this paradigm 
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aim for the highest possible return on investment for the organization’s 
shareholders. This is done by flexibly applying the most effective proj-
ect management methods, tools, and techniques and management 
approaches in order to reduce costs and thereby maximize shareholder 
return. These projects are often supported by PMOs, which provide 
relevant training and support for project managers to best use accepted 
tools and techniques.

Conformist paradigm: This is a shareholder orientation with a focus 
on behavior control. The emphasis in this paradigm is on the project 
manager’s compliance with existing methodologies and processes. An 
underlying assumption is that process conformance increases efficiency. 
This paradigm is especially interesting for organizations with noncom-
plex projects and a homogeneous set of project types.

Versatile artist paradigm: This stakeholder orientation focuses 
on outcome control. Organizations that take this orientation juggle a 
diverse set of often conflicting requirements from different stakeholder 
groups, like end users, environmental organizations, and shareholders 
and suppliers, to name a few. Versatile artist organizations frequently 
employ the most senior and experienced project managers, who are 
often guided by a strategic PMO that defines the organization’s portfolio 
of project management practices and trainings.

Agile pragmatist paradigm: This is a stakeholder orientation with 
a behavioral control focus. Organizations using this paradigm govern 
projects through a focus on process compliance, such as in agile or 
agile/Scrum methods in project management. This paradigm supports 
the incremental delivery of project products and frequently changing 
requirements from a diverse set of project stakeholders.

Figure 2.1: Four governance paradigms (after Müller, 2009).
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The four paradigms are mutually exclusive at the project level; thus, 
a project can only be governed in line with one paradigm. However, the 
paradigms are not mutually exclusive at the organizational level, so dif-
ferent paradigms may be exercised in different organizational entities, 
depending on the particular contribution of individual organizational 
entities to the overall corporate strategy. Examples include having a 
stakeholder orientation for the governance of projects in R&D depart-
ments and using a shareholder orientation for governance of projects in 
maintenance departments. Hence, different governance paradigms co-
exist within larger organizations.

This conceptual model was operationalized and validated by Müller 
and Lecoeuvre (2014) using a worldwide, questionnaire-based study 
with 478 responses. Their results conform with some findings in cor-
porate governance research, such as a tendency for English-speaking 
countries and individualistic cultures (in the sense of Hofstede, 1980), 
such as the United States, to prefer shareholder-oriented governance 
paradigms. Collectivist countries (Hofstede, 1980), such as China with 
its tradition of “guanxi” (Chen, Chen, & Xin, 2004), on the other hand, 
tend to prefer more stakeholder-oriented governance paradigms. This 
model is used in the quantitative study in this research.

Project Governance

Project governance addresses the governance of individual projects; thus, 
it is limited in scope by its related governance of projects, which, in turn, 
is limited by corporate governance. Project governance is closest to the 
management of a project, interacts with it, and is typically exercised by 
steering groups, owners, PMOs, or combinations thereof (Müller, 2011).

Different researchers have developed different models to explain 
project governance. These models are conceptual and differ by the theo-
retical and epistemological perspectives they take. Accordingly, they em-
phasize different aspects of governance, such as the roles and/or process 
of governance or the elements that make up a governance regime.

Turner’s (2009) model describes roles and processes for the gover-
nance of a project. He identifies four roles:

• The sponsor is the one who identifies and justifies the need 
for the project’s outcome, defines the goals of the project, and 
approves the requirements.
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• The steward is a senior manager from a technical department 
who helps define the project output and benefits that it can 
bring.

• The project manager defines and manages the process for 
project delivery and its control mechanisms. He or she will 
ensure that the project output fits its purposes.

• The owner or business change manager ensures that the project’s 
output (a new product or service) is used and gains the intended 
benefits (i.e., the outcome). This role starts after the project has 
delivered its output and is either fulfilled by the owner him- or 
herself, or is delegated to a business change manager.

Turner’s governance model is a three-process, concentric model with 
definition of objectives and means, and monitoring progress at the cen-
ter. This is governed by a process at the next outer layer, which defines 
and controls for client needs, desired outcome, desired output, required 
process, delivered output, and delivered outcome. This layer is, in turn, 
governed by the next outer layer of governance roles, which are the cli-
ent manager, sponsor, steward, project manager, and owner—the typical 
members of a steering group.

The model lays the foundation for high levels of transparency and 
clarity of goals through start-to-end control and communication of the 
management and governance institutions.

The model designed by Walker, Segon, and Rowlinson (2008) 
distinguishes between hard and soft aspects in project governance. Here, 
structural and regulatory elements, such as organizational design, poli-
cies, and legal requirements, relate to the hard aspects of governance and 
the ways responsibilities are discharged to deliver approved and signed-off 
project objectives, as well as to enshrine systematic accountability. This is 
complemented by the soft aspects of governance, that is, by the ways peo-
ple interact with the governance structure in light of their responsibilities 
and accountabilities. This includes the interpretation and enforcement of 
regulatory frameworks, and the impact of relationships on the behaviors 
of individuals. Central to the model is equilibrium of trust and control 
as the mechanism to balance the hard and soft elements for governance.

Generic project governance models developed by professional orga-
nizations, such as Managing Successful Projects (MSP) by the Office of 
Government Commerce (2008) in the United Kingdom or the Tasmanian 
Government Project Management Guidelines (2011), suggest the roles, 
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responsibilities, and processes in governance, including stage-gate 
reviews and benefits management.

Governance Institutions

Governance functions in both project governance and governance of proj-
ects are executed by a number of organizational units or institutions whose 
presence and mandate varies widely across organizations. We discuss 
the most popular ones below, which are the board of directors, steering 
groups, and PMOs, as well as program and portfolio management. For a 
more detailed discussion on this subject, see Müller (2009, 2011).

Board of directors: Governance of projects starts with the board of di-
rectors by defining the objectives of the business and the role of projects 
in achieving those objectives. These decisions imply and determine the 
strategic value of project management for the organization. Following 
these decisions, the need for and establishment of steering groups and 
PMOs as governance institutions needs to be worked out, as does the 
possible need for formal program and portfolio management as a means 
to manage ongoing projects simultaneously in an organization.

Sponsors and steering groups: The particular governance infrastruc-
ture in terms of institutions governing a project is typically set up by 
the project sponsor. This includes the processes, means to control the 
project, the roles and responsibilities, and approval requirements. 
Together with the steering group or committee (or its functional equiv-
alent), the sponsor typically governs the project and its manager toward 
completion. In many projects—for example, in R&D projects within 
a company—the sponsor chairs the steering group. However, in some 
cases, sponsor and steering group are two very different entities, as in 
large aid projects, where the World Bank sponsors a project for a country 
and the local government steers its implementation.

Steering groups are responsible for achieving the project’s business 
case—the goals set in terms of the use of the project’s outcome. Steer-
ing groups are ultimately responsible for the project’s success and they 
represent the governance institution that is closest to project execution. 
The steering group executes two different functions—governance and 
support of the project (Crawford et al., 2008):

• In its governance role, it appoints the project manager; sets 
the project’s constraints in terms of budget, time, and success 
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criteria; and defines the goals to be achieved within these lim-
its. Governance is executed by providing resources, controlling 
the project (typically through the use of plans), setting of mile-
stones, definition of deliverables and change control processes, 
and accepting project end. Advice and guidance is given to the 
project manager on an ad hoc basis when needed.

• In their support function, steering groups prepare the  project’s 
parent organization for the use of the project’s deliverables, 
remove obstacles, help the project team obtain required ap-
provals from the parent organization, and manage some of 
the stakeholders in the project.

Steering group members are, at minimum, the project sponsor. For 
most projects, however, PRINCE2 suggests to have representatives from 
the users of the project’s outcome, executive management of the project’s 
parent organization, major suppliers, as well as others on demand. The 
project manager reports to the steering group (Office of Government 
Commerce, 2005).

Steering groups determine the project objectives in terms of deliver-
ables, time frames, and budgets, often in cooperation with the project 
manager.

Projects, or phases of projects, are executed upon provision of re-
sources by the steering group. Control of progress, the third governance 
function, is done mainly at steering group meetings and gateway (a.k.a. 
stage-gate, tollgate) meetings. At these events, the project status, per-
formance, outlook, and context are all assessed and decisions are made 
to continue the project, change it, or suspend it (Crawford et al., 2008).

PMOs: PMOs and their variations come with many different names 
and the relative positioning of project offices (POs), project support 
offices (PSOs), and project management offices (PMOs) against one 
another remains confusing. However, there is some indication that the 
majority of publications refer to POs as support organizations for one 
single project. POs and PSOs are mainly chartered with administrative 
tasks, which allow this type of work to be offloaded from the project 
team so as to increase its productivity.

PMOs, on the other hand, are typically staffed with experts in project 
management—often, the top-level project managers in the organiza-
tion. Charters of PMOs differ widely. Some focus on the improvement of 
project results through guidance of project managers in the application 
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of project management methodologies, techniques, or tools. These 
PMOs aim for organization-wide compliance with good project manage-
ment practices; hence, they exercise behavior control as outlined above. 
Other PMOs collect project performance data and accumulate them for 
middle and upper management, thus practice outcome control as de-
scribed above. The PMOs’ closeness to projects at the operational level 
and to the management of the organization constitutes a shortcut from 
management to operations, which increases the quality and timeliness 
of information provided to management for decision making.

In an examination of 500 PMOs, Hobbs and Aubry (2007) found a 
large variety of mandates and structures, which included the following:

• Short-term organizations with few members: In the survey, 
about half of the PMOs were created less than two years ago 
and were staffed with two to seven members. This relatively 
short life may be related to the perceived legitimacy of PMOs. 
About half of the PMOs surveyed were questioned as to their 
value for money.

• Project managers included or excluded from the PMO: About 
40% of the surveyed PMOs held 75% of their organiza-
tion’s project managers, while 46% had less than 25% of the 
project managers in their structure. This indicates an either/or 
approach to the staffing of PMOs. Designers of PMOs either in-
clude or exclude almost all of the project managers in the PMO.

The functions of the PMO can be grouped into the following catego-
ries (Hobbs & Aubry, 2007):

• Monitoring and controlling project performance
• Development of project management competencies
• Development and implementation of standard methodologies
• Multiproject management
• Strategic management
• Organizational learning
• Execution of specialized tasks for project managers—for 

 example, preparation of schedules
• Management of customer interfaces
• Recruit, select, evaluate, and determine salaries for project 

managers
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Of these functions, monitoring and controlling performance was 
reported by the largest proportion of PMOs as being the most important 
component of their mandates, whereas recruit, select, evaluate, and 
determine salaries for project managers was the least important on 
average.

Further investigations into PMOs showed that their mandates 
change frequently, often triggered by changes in external circumstances, 
top management, as well as by the idiosyncratic problems that organi-
zations need to address in their project selection and execution (Aubry, 
Hobbs, Müller, & Blomquist, 2010). Research shows that most PMOs 
are successful in achieving their tasks. Simultaneously, 50% of PMOs 
are closed down or experience significant changes in their mandate 
within two years. This indicates that changes in the PMO are the result 
of changes in the environment and not necessarily because of PMO per-
formance (Aubry, Hobbs, & Müller, 2010).

Despite this frequent change in PMO mandates, there is a contin-
uous increase in PMOs as governance institutions in organizations, 
leading to the formation of networks of PMOs in larger firms. These 
networks face challenges in finding ways to define the roles and re-
sponsibilities of the individual PMO organizations and avoid overlap 
and redundancy in tasks and charters. Clear governance structures, 
driven by well-developed mission statements, responsibilities, and as-
sociated policies, constitute the formal requirements for these networks, 
while the PMO members’ willingness to help and work “across borders” 
constitutes the informal complement of equal importance for success 
(Aubry, Müller, & Glückler, 2011, 2012).

PMOs are often seen as the point of reference in terms of project 
management practices. However, research on knowledge flows within 
and between PMOs and their related community of project managers 
shows that PMO members are not among the most popular people to 
ask when searching for help in project management. A social network 
analysis in a large pharmaceutical organization showed that PMO mem-
bers provide the structure for knowledge exchange by building commu-
nication clusters around each PMO member, but most of the exchange 
occurs between the most senior project managers and the rest of the 
cluster. Moreover, the majority of information exchanges happen be-
tween project managers who have worked together before; thus, expe-
rience and trust are important factors in knowledge dissemination in 
organizations (Müller, Glückler, Aubry, & Shao, 2013b). In terms of the 
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research questions listed in Chapter 1, this means PMOs can be viewed 
as institutions for the provision of governance structures within which 
managers act in their daily work. This supports Too and Weaver’s (2014) 
positioning of governance and management.

Program and portfolio management: Programs are groupings of in-
terrelated projects trying to achieve a common objective. Programs and 
their processes and structures set the context for the governance of in-
dividual projects. The program manager acts as the owner or sponsor 
of the projects in a program. He or she, therefore, takes on the roles of 
sponsor and steering group as described above.

Project portfolios are groupings of projects by resources or skills 
needs. The projects in a portfolio may be not related to one another, 
but they require resources from a common resource pool. To effectively 
manage the group of simultaneous projects, portfolio managers decide 
on which projects to accept into the portfolio, the priority of individual 
projects within the portfolio, and the allocation of resources to these 
projects. They further analyze existing or upcoming bottlenecks in re-
sources and skills needs. They also work on remedies and mitigation 
strategies for risks and issues in projects. Through these tasks, portfolio 
managers govern the relative priority and associated staffing and visi-
bility of projects. They indirectly impact time and cost planning, mile-
stone setting and achievement, as well as delivery of project outcomes 
(Blomquist & Müller, 2006).

This section has examined the principal roles of some of the most im-
portant governance institutions. The board of directors defines the role 
of projects and project management in an organization. Portfolio and 
program management implement this strategy by setting the business 
context for governance of projects. Steering groups and owners execute 
the governance function in direct interaction with the projects. Finally, 
PMOs support project managers in applying the organizations’ ele-
ments of governance, such as project management methodologies, spe-
cific management techniques, or reporting schedules. Simultaneously, 
PMOs collect and aggregate project performance data for portfolio-level 
decision making (Müller, 2014).

Questions that remain unanswered by the above research center on 
the presence and mandate of governance institutions, as well as their 
combination in organizations, and the organizational particularities 
that give rise to them. These topics will be addressed in the empirical 
part of this study, that is, from Chapter 4 onwards.
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Governmentality
Governance defines the formal setup of structures, policies, processes, 
roles, and responsibilities. In a way, it provides the hardware for gov-
erning. However, it says little about the way the task of governance—
governing—is designed and implemented in the daily work of an orga-
nization, or the software of governing. For example, while governance 
provides a particular project management methodology for an organi-
zation, governmentality regulates how this methodology is enforced. 
This enforcement can range, for example, from very liberal approaches, 
such as appealing to project managers to use it on a voluntary basis via 
rational approaches that outline the methodology’s benefits (includ-
ing possible incentives for the project manager), to more authoritative 
approaches that penalize project managers for not using the method-
ology, all the way to neoliberal approaches that enforce usage through 
soft “cultural” values that the members of an organization share and 
respect and do not intend to bend (Clegg et al., 2002; Dean, 2010; 
Foucault, 1991).

The term governmentality merges the words governance and 
mentality (a characteristic way of thinking). It conceptualizes the dif-
ferent approaches (mentalities) that governors have for executing the 
governance task. The concept of governmentality was developed by 
French semiologist Roland Barthes in 1957 to describe the ways political 
governments present themselves to the public and the inferences the 
public draws from that. By taking the example of a government’s appear-
ance in the media, Barthes showed how symbolism and signals impact 
the interpretations and inferences the public draws and, thereby, form 
the relationship between government and public, as well as the social re-
lationship within the public (Barthes, 2013). This perspective identifies 
governmentality as the discourses by which governors control and man-
age relations with the rest of the world (Grieve, 2014). Governmentality, 
in Barthes’s sense, is a broad concept that can be applied to a wide array 
of situations, and we use Barthes’s concept in the present study.

Although Barthes was the one to coin the term in 1957, the con-
cept of governmentality became famous about 20 years later through 
Michel Foucault’s lectures at the Collège de France. Foucault defined 
governance as a layered concept of, for example, individual, family, and 
state, where governmentality represents the link between the layers 
(Foucault, 1991). The analogy with the present study is that governance 
applies to the levels of the individual project and groups of projects, 
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whereas governmentality applies to the link between these levels. 
Hence, governance should always be discussed together with its associ-
ated governmentality, as only this complementarity provides for an inte-
grated view of the governance task.

Foucault used the concept of governmentality for studies on power, 
but reduced the scope of the original concept, because of his interest in 
and focus on neoliberalism. In his work, he mainly focused on the “ac-
tive consent and subjugation of subjects, rather than their oppression, 
domination or external control” (Clegg et al., 2002, p. 317), whereas 
Barthes’s conceptualization of governmentality would include all these 
dimensions.

Differences in approaches to governmentality are visible, among 
others, through the ways organizations control the work of their members. 
Stricter approaches would aim, for example, to achieve strict process 
compliance, using detailed surveillance and control methods to cap-
ture and record people’s behavior and punish them for any misbehavior. 
These kinds of approaches are often found in high-risk industries, where 
trust is given to the process in an attempt to reduce possible errors on 
the side of the “human factor.” Examples include civil airline pilots, who 
must adhere to clearly defined processes and go through a number of 
checklists before they can even start their airplane. Enforcing process 
compliance is a form of behavior control (a governance approach) whose 
strictness is an expression of its related governmentality.

More liberal forms of governmentality would emphasize the bene-
fits that emerge from a certain behavior or the accomplishment of an 
objective. These objectives may include better organizational results, 
incentives, or other benefits. Liberal approaches appeal to the ratio-
nality of those people being governed and suggest, but do not enforce, 
certain behaviors. Examples include processes in new product devel-
opment teams, which are proven and recommended, but can be cir-
cumvented when doing so in the best interest of the new product and 
the sponsoring organization. These kinds of governance approaches 
often control the results of people’s work, such as task outcomes. The 
discourse they use to make people follow their suggestions reflects 
their governmentality.

Neoliberal forms of governmentality correct and control behavior 
by seeking to influence the self-regulation and self-reflection of indi-
viduals (Villadsen, 2010), by referring to a set of values and beliefs that 
the members of an organization or society share. Miller and Rose (1990) 
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describe the development toward neoliberal governmentality as a turn 
in focus toward the individual and discourse as a strategy for control:

The ‘autonomous’ subjectivity of the productive individual 
has become a central economic resource; such programmes 
promise to turn autonomy into an ally of economic success 
and not an obstacle to be controlled and disciplined. The 
self-regulating capacities of individuals are to be aligned 
with economic objectives through the kinds of loose and 
indirect mechanisms that we have described earlier: the 
 capacities of language to translate between rationalities, 
programmes, technologies and self-regulatory techniques, 
and the particular persuasive role of expertise. (p. 26)

Practicing neoliberal governmentality reduces the need for direct 
observation and personal contact, because:

contemporary ‘governmentality’ accords a crucial role to 
‘action at a distance,’ that is to say, to mechanisms which 
promise to shape the economic or social conduct of diverse 
and institutionally distinct persons and agencies without 
shattering their formally distinct or ‘autonomous’ character. 
(pp. 14–15)

Neo-liberal approaches shift the control dimension of governance 
from being an imposed external force toward internal self-control of 
the individual (Clegg et al., 2002). These approaches aspire to include 
the collective interests of the actors within a group or organization, 
whose consent leads them to voluntarily obey to contextual frame-
works, set through the governance system, which shapes, but does not 
necessarily determine, the actions of individuals (Clegg, 1994; Clegg et 
al., 2002).

Project governance approaches and their associated governmentality 
vary widely across organizations. Examples include the following:

• Strictly process-oriented governmentality approaches, to-
gether with clearly defined, but flexible governance structures 
and institutions, such as in major public investment projects 
(Klakegg & Haavaldsen, 2011; Miller & Hobbs, 2005)
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• Liberal outcome-oriented governmentality approaches, to-
gether with clearly defined, but flexible governance structures, 
as in customer delivery projects (Dinsmore & Rocha, 2012)

• Liberal outcome-oriented governmentality approaches, to-
gether with a range of governance structures, depending on 
the nature and level of innovation in new product develop-
ment projects (Bowen, Cheung, & Rohde, 2007; Dinsmore & 
Rocha, 2012)

• Neo-liberal governmentality approaches that build on and 
use the values and ideologies of the project members by ap-
plying only rudimentary governance structures. Examples 
include community-governed open source development 
projects. In these kinds of projects, no salaries are paid, but 
shared values and ideologies serve as motivators and con-
trol mechanisms for the individual contributors (Franck & 
Jungwirth, 2003)

So far, we have outlined the need to understand governance in the 
realm of projects as a layered concept of individual projects and groups 
of projects, each requiring a distinct governance approach. We presented 
some of the governance institutions and their roles. We argued for the 
reconciliation of governmentality and governance; only through the com-
bination of the “what” (governance) and the “how” (governmentality) 
does a holistic picture of the practices involved in governing emerge. 
The literature review has shown that related research in governance is 
mainly project-type specific, diverse, exploratory, and descriptive; thus, 
it does not give a generalizable answer to the research questions being 
examined in this study. Governmentality has rarely been addressed in 
the project management literature to date, but it is a key concept for the 
implementation of governance. Existing publications contribute very 
little to answering our research questions. Therefore, we continue to ad-
dress governance in the realm of projects as the combination of project 
governance, governance of projects, and governmentality as we aim to 
answer the research questions.

Organizational Enablers
What is an organizational enabler? The existing literature does not pro-
vide a comprehensive picture of what organizational enablers are and 
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in what circumstances they enable something. Organizational enablers 
have mainly been discussed in the fields of knowledge management 
(Anatatmula, & Kanungo, 2010; Bierly & Chakrabarti, 1996; Gold, Mal-
hotra, & Segars, 2001; Kamhawi, 2012; Kannabiran, & Pandyan, 2009; 
Magnier-Watanabe, 2011; von Krogh, Ichijo & Nonaka, 2000; Yang & 
Chen, 2007; Zheng, Yang, & MacLean, 2010), total quality management 
(Colurico, 2009; Robson, Prabhu, & Mitchell, 2002), human resources 
management (Peris-Ortiz, 2009), organizational structures (Bhatt, 
Emdad, Roberts, & Grover, 2010; Joyce & McGee, 1997; Lee & Choi, 
2003), adoption of agile methods (Srinivasan & Lundqvist, 2009), buy-
ing behavior and decision making (Webster & Wind, 1972), and business 
re-engineering (Ahadi, 2004). However, most often, these studies do not 
refer to organizational enablers per se, but enablers in general, or in the 
case of knowledge management, approaches to knowledge enablers or 
knowledge management enablers. Frequently, the term organizational 
enabler is used, but is not defined. Moreover, many publications use 
the term organizational enablers in their title, but do not focus on what 
these enablers are in the text of the report. There are, however, a few 
 exceptions.

In the context of healthcare, an enabler is defined as “one who gives 
power, strength, or competency sufficient for the purpose; one who 
renders efficient or capable,” suggesting that enablers not only permit 
behaviors, but also encourage and perpetuate them (Kjorlie &  Ventres, 
1981, p. 506). Fairly aligned with this notion, is the treatment of knowl-
edge enablers in the knowledge management field. Here, knowledge 
enabling is defined as the overall set of organizational activities that 
positively affect the creation of knowledge. Knowledge enabling in-
cludes facilitating relationships and conversations, as well as sharing 
local knowledge across an organization or beyond geographic and cul-
tural borders (von Krogh et al., 2000). More specifically in this domain, 
technical knowledge capabilities, structural knowledge capabilities, 
and human knowledge capabilities have been suggested to be enablers 
(Yang & Chen, 2007). But what allows capabilities to be built and under 
what conditions do they enable? According to von Krogh et al. (2000), 
it appears that enablers are highly connected to an individual or a group 
of people with the power to influence by triggering and coordinating 
knowledge-creation processes and appropriate environments through 
the implementation of norms, processes, and activities. Thus, triggers 
may be distinguished from enablers.
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Maitlis and Lawrence (2007) investigated conditions that trigger and 
enable sense giving in organizations. In their analysis, they suggest that 
enablers involve two parts:

1. Process facilitators, which are the particular combinations 
of routines, practices, structures, and policies that allow re-
sults to emerge. Examples include the extent to which these 
combinations support an organization’s critical success 
factors (CSFs), that is, those particular features that, when 
employed, are associated with higher chances of reaching or-
ganizational objectives.

2. Discursive abilities of organizational actors, which are the 
actors’ abilities to construct and articulate persuasive ac-
counts of the world, using their expertise, legitimacy, and 
opportunity. These abilities provide for sensemaking in or-
ganizations through social interaction and ideologies, as 
well as the actors’ ability to shape one another’s interpreta-
tion of reality.

Clark, Gioia, Ketchen, and Thomas (2010) further investigated en-
ablers of identity change and identified three cognitive and behavioral 
features underpinning the enablers. These are (1) projected future iden-
tity, (2) sense giving via image management, and (3) collective identifi-
cation. Connecting these features to Maitlis and Lawrence’s (2007) two 
suggested parts, we suggest that the projected future relates to discur-
sive abilities and both image management and collective identification 
relate to process facilitators.

Both discursive abilities and process facilitators are highly depen-
dent upon the context and institutional settings that they act within, 
because different contexts and settings will inf luence the elements 
underpinning enablers in different ways (Mesquita & Brush, 2008). 
The relationship between the elements that underpin the enablers 
is, thereby, not simple in organizational settings. What may be an 
enabler in one context may not be one in other contexts (Seddon, 
Calvert, & Yang, 2011) or at other points in time (Gulati, Sytch, & 
Tatarynowicz, 2012).

Müller, Pemsel, and Shao (2014) proposed that organizational en-
ablers represent the coexistence and interplay of structural and men-
tal elements that jointly carry forward a phenomenon like governance 
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within a social structure. By advancing Maitlis and Lawrence’s (2007) 
work, they uncovered that organizational enablers consist of:

• organizational mechanisms and organizational factors pres-
ent in the structure of the organization, with the factors being 
supported or amplified through the mechanisms; and

• discursive abilities of the organizational actors and process 
facilitators that coexist within the social structure of an 
 organization.

Hence, each of the two enabler elements (process facilitator and dis-
cursive ability) consists of two parts: factors and mechanisms, as shown 
in Figure 2.2. The empty spaces are filled through this study with the 
respective content, which depends on the governance layer (i.e., project 
governance or governance of projects).

Process facilitator factors involve touchable characteristics, condi-
tions, and variables that directly impact the effectiveness, efficiency, and 
viability of governance.

Process facilitator mechanisms trigger or accumulate actions in order 
to increase the likelihood of a certain outcome, such as structures or rules.

Discursive abilities factors involve communicative and interactional 
characteristics that impact the mentality and attitudes of people.

Related discursive abilities mechanisms are, for example, structures 
that support discourse, such as synchronized communication struc-
tures, dedicated network structures, and so forth.

This model of organizational enablers will be used in our first study to 
investigate the literature on governance in the realm of projects.

Figure 2.2: Elements of organizational enablers.

Factors

Process
facilitators

Discursive
abilities

Mechanism

Organizational
Enabler
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Connecting Organizational Enablers to Institutional Theory

As Scott (2012) advocates, the three pillars of institutional theory coexist 
in the social structure, and we argue that the discursive abilities and pro-
cess facilitators of organizational enablers are interwoven with the three 
institutional pillars. For example, regulations and policies (as process 
facilitator factors) fall into the category of the regulative pillar. Shared be-
liefs, on the other hand, are discursive abilities mechanisms and belong to 
the cultural-cognitive pillar. Study 1 (Chapter 5) will provide more insights.

Moreover, because institutions are under constant negotiations, 
enablers may change over time, too, and may have inherent elements of 
flexibility. This flexibility is needed for adjusting to new circumstances in 
order to retain the enablers’ power and enabling effect. This would imply 
that, just as institutions have a duality between stabilizing structuration 
processes and changing processes of established structures, practices, 
and meanings, so do enablers. The nature of the interplay between dis-
cursive abilities and process facilitator may change and be materialized 
differently at different points of time.

Projectification
The term projectification was first introduced by Christophe Midler 
(1995) in his seminal work where he described the transition process of 
Renault from a typical functional organization toward being more and 
more projectified. This work had a great impact on later research in re-
thinking project management (Maylor, Brady, Cooke-Davies & Hodgson, 
2006; Söderlund & Lenfle, 2013; Svejvig & Andersen, 2014) in terms of 
taking project management out of the positivist paradigm, which mainly 
focuses on optimization and searches for success factors. In his work, 
Midler (1995) reviewed the 30-year transitional process of projectifica-
tion at Renault as occurring in four phases, from the 1960s to 1993:

• Functional organization and informal project coordination in 
the 1960s

• Centralized project coordination from 1970 to 1988
• Empowerment and autonomy of the project management 

structure in 1989
• Transforming the permanent processes of the firm from 1989 

onward
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The major characteristic of the first phase is that the CEO was the 
only person who coordinated all the projects in the firm. This approach 
was suitable when the number of projects is small, and mass production 
is still the mainstream of manufacturing. However, this has no longer 
been the case since 1970. The rapidly changing and increasingly uncer-
tain market environment called for quick and effective response through 
projects in the firm. Relying on the CEO alone did not address these 
issues, which took Renault into the second phase of projectification. In 
this phase, project coordinators were appointed to collect information 
so that project committees could make decisions. Project committees 
were made up of top management, as well as the heads of various opera-
tional divisions within the firm. The project coordinators had no power 
in decision making and resource allocation. However, the inertia from 
the powerful bureaucratic structure made the decision process much 
slower than was required for survival in the marketplace. Renault failed 
to achieve its ambitions in terms of time, quality, and cost control. This 
led to the idea of assigning more power to the project coordinators so 
that they could respond to the external requirements much faster and 
more effectively. Thus, Renault stepped into the third phase of its pro-
jectification. In this phase, project managers were given formal positions 
with strong status and the power to have equally matched dialogue with 
top management and departmental heads. This change was essentially 
a political move and it had many implications for the firm. For exam-
ple, it became the responsibility of the project managers to ensure the 
global success of projects, no matter what kind of process or methodol-
ogy was adopted. This meant they were given more autonomy in making 
their decisions within the project, and they could act more like an entre-
preneur for their projects. Additionally, communication methods also 
changed. More horizontal communication within the project team and 
across professionals was realized, instead of the previous vertical com-
munications within departments and horizontal communication across 
the heads of departments. This not only saved a lot of time, but was 
also more effective. Midler (1995) observed that the project autonomy 
resulted in great success for Renault:

The Twingo project was a spectacular experiment to demon-
strate how such autonomy could be used to create the orga-
nizational context that could drive all energies and concerns 
to the very key problems of a specific project. (p. 6)
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Because of its great success, Renault initiated the fourth phase of its 
projectification. In this phase, the organization started to transform its 
permanent process and structure into a balanced state between project 
identities and departmental identities by setting up a complementary 
relationship between the two. This transformation brought a lot of new 
thinking and new methods in organizational management—for exam-
ple, a new tool to assess the departmental performance, new career paths 
within permanent structures, the relative status of different functions, 
that is, project and line functions, and so on.

Throughout the four phases of Renault’s projectification, we found 
that projectification was not just a change in the organizational struc-
ture and management process, but a fundamental organizational trans-
formation (Aubry, Müller & Glückler, 2012). Project management is no 
longer just a tool or method to implement organizational strategies; 
rather, it slowly becomes part of the organization’s strategies, taking on 
more long-term or organizational aspects of the firm.

Generally speaking, this may have triggered the development of new 
organizational forms, for example, of programs and portfolios, which 
shaped Maylor et al.’s (2006) idea of “programmification” as the next 
generation of projectification. In line with the status change of projects, 
the commonly accepted definition of the “project” also slowly changed 
from “an endeavor” (PMI, 2004) to “a temporary organization” (Lundin 
& Söderholm, 1995; Turner & Müller, 2003). Along this line, projectifica-
tion might also be seen as a process to grant entrepreneurship to project 
management entities (Kuura, Blackburn & Lundin, 2014; van Donk & 
Molloy, 2008).

Because we define projects as temporary organizations, they should 
fall within the classical organization theories, like Mintzberg’s theories 
on organizational structures and contingencies. Based on that, van Donk 
and Molloy (2008) developed a typology of project structures, which 
include five basic structures for projects: (1) simple structure, (2) ma-
chine bureaucracy, (3) professional bureaucracy, (4) divisionalized form, 
and (5) adhocracy. While designing the project structures, contingency 
factors such as age and size, technical system, environment, and power 
should be taken into account to make the structure more adaptive to its 
context. We see projectification as a transitional process to change proj-
ect management from an implementation vehicle to a governed entity. 
van Donk and Molloy’s (2008) idea supports our thoughts by outlining 
the possible structures of the entity and the associated contextual factors.
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When we view projects as temporary organizations, what is the re-
lationship between the temporary organization and the permanent 
organization—for example, in terms of line functions? This is the major 
concern of projectification (Midler, 1995; Winch, 2014). Arvidsson 
(2009) explored the tensions in projectified matrix organizations, where 
resources are held in functional departments managed by line manag-
ers, but used for productive purposes in (temporary) projects managed 
by project managers. He found that tensions are primarily created by 
the coexistence and codependence of inherently different structures 
and processes in line functions versus projects and their competition for 
limited organizational resources. Tensions surfaced in several ways. For 
example, having different organizational logic or principles in terms of 
planning horizon is the most often referred to tension between projects 
and line functions. The reason for this is that line functions are managed 
on an annualized basis, whereas projects are managed within a tempo-
rary time frame.

To sum up, projectification creates temporary organizations within a 
permanent organization, which are governed through certain governance 
institutions (Pitsis, Sankaran, Gudergan, & Clegg, 2014). The tensions 
that arise from the intrinsic difference between the temporary organi-
zation and permanent organization can be mitigated through a kind 
of coalition. On the one hand, projects should fit in with the organi-
zational context in terms of strategy, principles, routines, and so on, 
which should be taken into account as project structures are designed. 
On the other hand, permanent organizations should enable projects for 
better performance by providing the appropriate mechanisms and re-
quired factors discussed earlier as organizational enablers. Therefore, 
when we talk about projectification, the project governance institution 
and its surrounding organizational context should both be taken into 
consideration. In other words, projectification manifests itself as the 
combination of project governance and organizational enablers in a firm.

The above literature review has illustrated that our research ques-
tions for this study are not examined or are only partly covered in the 
existing literature. Although knowledge of governance practices in dif-
ferent types of projects exists, there has been no global investigation 
that outlines the common denominators in governance, nor have there 
been studies on organizational enablers or the role of governmentality 
as the interface between levels of governance. The rest of this research 
will address this knowledge gap.
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This chapter has reviewed the relevant literature in terms of the two 
levels of governance and governmentality. It also addressed the concept 
of organizational enablers and developed a model for understanding 
organizational enablers and their elements. Finally, we have examined 
changes in governance over time in Renault, as the organization moved 
from productification to projectification. The next chapter presents our 
chosen methodology for this research.
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In this chapter, we describe the study’s research design and methodology. 
We start by taking a broad perspective, which comprises all four studies 
and how they fit together. Then, we describe the particular methodology 
of each individual study.

We conducted this research to identify organizational enablers 
for project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality 
in organizations, with the ultimate aim of developing a framework to 
help organizations of different sizes, sectors, geographies, and levels 
of projectification design their governance structures in support of 
their strategy. To accomplish this, we developed three research questions, 
which we partly addressed in the literature review in Chapter 2. These are:

RQ1:  What are the practices for governance and govern-
mentality in the realm of projects in organizations of 
different sizes and in different geographies?

RQ2:  What are the organizational enablers for governance 
and governmentality in the realm of projects in these 
organizations?

RQ3:  How does governance and governmentality in the 
realm of projects evolve in these organizations?

The literature review showed (1) a very fragmented picture of gover-
nance practices; (2) that there is no commonly agreed-upon definition of 
organizational enablers, leading us to develop our own concept for it; and 
(3) that no literature has addressed the timely evolution of governance in 

3

Research Design 
and Methodology
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the realm of projects in organizations. Therefore, our research design had 
to be robust enough to investigate several factors involved in governance: 
the “what” (governance practice), the “how” (the way governance is done), 
the “why” (what the enablers are), and the “when” (in the timely develop-
ment) in the realm of projects. No single research method is suitable to 
answer all these types of questions, so we used a mixed-methods strategy.

A mixed-methods design is a combination of often complementary 
methods, which jointly allow us to leverage the particular strengths of 
each individual research method while simultaneously balancing its 
weaknesses through the use of the other, complementary methods. 
Operationally speaking, this allows us to combine the results of concep-
tual studies (which develop new perspectives) with quantitative methods 
studies (which aim for averages and generalizations) and with qualitative 
methods studies (which aim for context-specific results). This combina-
tion helps us build a comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon 
under study (Runkel & McGrath, 1972; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).

Research Design
The process for designing this study’s methodology followed the sug-
gestions of Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2007), who outlined the re-
search design process as a set of decisions that need to be taken. They start 
with a decision on the underlying philosophy, a perspective supported 
by many researchers, for example, Alvesson and Sköldberg (2009). 
This is followed by decisions on the approaches—such as inductive, de-
ductive, or abductive—and subsequent decisions on research strategies 
(e.g., surveys, case studies). These decisions are followed next by choices 
on methods (such as mono-, multi-, or mixed-method), time hori-
zons (cross-sectional or longitudinal), and data collection and analysis 
(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2007). In line with this perspective, we 
outline our research design below.

Underlying Philosophy

The philosophical perspective identifies the type of knowledge that the 
study is aiming for. It takes into account how individuals make sense of 
the world and analyze the nature of things and relations (i.e., ontology—
what is real?). A number of different ontological stances exist, each of 
which has its own particular approach toward creating credible knowledge 
(i.e., epistemology—what is true?) (Kilduff, Mehra, & Dunn, 2011). 
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A philosophical stance, made up of a particular combination of ontol-
ogy and epistemology, impacts the choice of research process. Different 
philosophical stances, along with their particular research processes, give 
answers to different types of research questions. Biedenbach and Müller 
(2011) showed the importance of outlining underlying philosophies and 
paradigms in research reports. They showed how research results (which 
become available at the end of a study) can only be interpreted when the 
study’s underlying philosophy (which is determined at the beginning of 
the study) is known. For example, is the result obtained at the end of a 
study valid for one individual in a particular context, or is it an average 
for a group of individuals, independent of context?

The present study takes a Critical Realism perspective (Archer, Bhaskar, 
Collier, Lawson, & Norrie, 1998; Bhaskar, 1975). This philosophical stance 
assumes that people’s perceptions of reality are underpinned by an objec-
tive and empirically measurable world of causal effects; however, people’s 
interpretation of these effects is subjective. Realist researchers, therefore, 
look into the relationships of unobservable effects that are “on top” of an 
objective and observable ground (Bechara & Van de Ven, 2011). Underlying 
this is Bhaskar’s (1975) three-tier model with an observable, objective 
reality, called mechanics, at the bottom, which gives rise to events that 
mark the borderline between objectivism and subjectivism. These events 
then give rise to the subjective experiences of individuals.

The link between this philosophical stance and the research 
methodology elaborated below is described by Healy and Perry (2000), 
who ascribe interviewing, case study research, and surveying as 
legitimate research methods that cover the wide spectrum from theory 
building with its emphasis on meaning (the subjective levels of reality 
in realism) to theory testing and its emphasis on measurement (the 
objective levels of reality in realism). To that end, Study 1 (described in 
Chapter 5) provides the current understanding of the phenomenon of 
organizational enablers, while Studies 2 and 4 (described in Chapter 5) 
investigate the subjective levels of realism, using interviews and case 
studies, and Study 3 (described in Chapter 6) investigates the objective 
level through a worldwide questionnaire.

Research Approach

Abduction was chosen as our approach for knowledge development. 
Abduction alternates between inductive and deductive theory develop-
ment and testing by reflecting on phenomena using existing theory and 
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results from empirical studies and linking these with the researchers’ 
own perspectives and experiences in order to understand the researched 
phenomenon (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009).

Research Strategy

The nature of the research questions, together with relative newness of the 
research subject, suggests a mainly exploratory study (Eisenhardt, 1989), 
which aims for understanding the phenomenon of governance in the 
realm of projects in its particular context. In the present research, this is 
done through a combination of different studies: a conceptual study, two 
qualitative studies, and one quantitative study.

1. The initial conceptual study, Study 1, uses a systematic literature 
review to develop the concept of organizational enablers and 
applies this to the project management literature. This ad-
dresses RQ1 and results in a series of propositions. Systematic 
literature reviews are, especially, suggested for developing ev-
idence-based, context-dependent taxonomies of phenomena 
(Pawson, 2006). Through their particular methodology, sys-
tematic literature reviews overcome some of the weaknesses 
of traditional literature reviews, such as ontological and epis-
temological mix-up (Petticrew, 2001) and weaknesses in the 
thoroughness (Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 2003) and quality 
assessment of the chosen material (Harden et al., 2004). This 
study has been published in Müller, Pemsel, and Shao (2014).

2. The propositions developed in Study 1 are deductively tested 
in Study 2, a qualitative study. Here, we look at six case compa-
nies in Sweden and China to test our propositions empirically 
and to inductively and abductively develop a theory on the 
role of project-related governance in organizations. This em-
pirically derived theory leads to a set of hypotheses, which 
address RQ1 and RQ2. This type of holistic multicase design 
with a single unit of analysis is a suggested research strategy 
for answering how and why types of research questions about 
contemporary phenomena in a real-life context (Eisenhardt, 
1989; Flyvbjerg, 2006; Yin, 2009). This study is published in 
Müller, Pemsel, and Shao (2015).

3. The hypotheses from Study 2 are deductively tested in Study 3 
through the use of a worldwide questionnaire. Questionnaires 
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are the premier method for collecting quantitative data to de-
velop generalizable research results (Saunders et al., 2007). 
In addition to testing hypotheses, the questionnaire study 
collected data on organizational enablers and governance 
practices in organizations, thus allowing for an exploratory 
investigation of the link between enablers and practices. This 
addresses RQ2.

4. Study 4 looks at the changes in governance that the six case 
companies went through over the period of one year. This in-
ductive, longitudinal study allows us to draw together the re-
sults of all three earlier studies in order to identify patterns of 
development in governance and their relationship with pat-
terns in the change in organizational context. This addresses 
RQ3. Longitudinal studies allow for the understanding of 
timely changes in phenomena by developing a “movie” of the 
phenomenon under study; thus, they are good for answering 
research questions that ask how (Churchill, 1999).

Research Choices and Time Horizons

We chose a mixed-methods approach in order to find appropriate data 
and credible results for the different types of research questions we 
were asking. As outlined above, the qualitative studies were mainly 
used to answer the context-related RQ2 using a cross-sectional ap-
proach and the timely development-related RQ3 using a longitudinal 
approach. The quantitative study, on the other hand, aimed to an-
swer the less context-dependent research question (i.e., RQ1) using 
another cross-sectional approach. Data collection and analysis tech-
niques of the four studies are described in the respective sections in 
this chapter.

Case Narratives

Case narratives take on a central role in the two qualitative studies. They 
provide detailed accounts of the individual case companies and the idio-
syncratic implementation of governance in each. While the implemen-
tation is investigated in Study 2, the timely development, and its related 
process, is investigated in Study 4.

Narratives are used to “construct detailed stories from raw data,” 
and are the dominant method in context-sensitive research, such as in 
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strategy, ethnography, and culture (Langley, 1999, p. 695). Narrative 
research acknowledges the social construction of knowledge and takes 
into account the situated, partial, contextual, and contradictory nature 
of the stories told by interviewees. Narratives distinguish themselves 
from other forms of discourse because they allow for the selection of 
events, organizing and connecting them, and also evaluating them in a 
way that is meaningful for a particular audience. They address how and 
why events are storied (Hendry, 2007) and provide a basis for under-
standing processes in organizations (Langley, 1999).

The narratives in the present study are co-created by the researchers. 
This joint approach was chosen to derive the most objective possible 
understanding of governance in each case company. The narratives are 
based on the interviews, an approach that follows Brown (1998), who also 
reconstructed narratives from interviews and described the legibility of 
narratives for textual analysis—for example, through the use of analysis 
methods such as those suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994). In a simi-
lar way, Andrews and Tamboukou (2013) emphasized the use of co-created 
narratives for researchers investigating social patterns or cultures, and how 
the researchers’ stories vary depending on their particular background.

The case narratives were initially jointly developed by the researchers 
after finishing the interviews in the case companies of Study 2. Study 4 
was launched one year later, and the narratives were updated accordingly, 
using the same process. Hence, the narratives in the next chapter will 
provide the basis for both Study 2 and Study 4.

Validity and Reliability

The validity and reliability of the data in the individual studies is 
described in the respective chapters. Each of the studies achieved its 
related targets in validity and reliability.

From the overarching perspective of all four studies together, our 
research meets the six “comprehensive criteria to judge validity and re-
liability” for studies conducted in the realist paradigm, as outlined by 
Healy and Perry (2000):

• Ontological validity:
• Ontological appropriateness (i.e., the research problem 

deals with complex social science phenomena involving 
reflective people): Investigation of how and why problems 
is done using case studies.
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• Contingent validity (open “fuzzy boundary” systems 
involving generative mechanisms rather than direct 
cause and effect): Using in-depth questions and case con-
text descriptions, ensuring internal validity in each case 
study; there is credibility in the process, data, and analysis 
(Silverman, 2005).

• Epistemological validity:
• Multiple perceptions of participants and of peer researchers 

(these are neither value-free nor value-laden, but rather 
value-aware). There are multiple sources of evidence, such 
as multiple interviews, surveys, peer reviews, peer discus-
sions, and so forth.

• Methodological validity:
• Methodological trustworthiness (the research can be au-

dited): It uses case study protocol and database, reporting 
relevant quotations and matrices that summarize data, 
and the description of procedures, such as case selection 
and interview procedures.

• Analytic generalization (identification of research issues 
before data collection to formulate an interview protocol 
that will provide data for confirming or disconfirming the-
ory): Propositions and hypotheses are developed and sub-
sequently tested.

• Construct validity (e.g., use of prior theory, case study data-
base, triangulation): Construct validity is assessed in the qual-
itative and quantitative studies and meets the requirements.

In the following sections, we present the individual methodologies 
we used in each of the four studies.

Study 1 Methodology: Systematic Literature Review
Recent developments in research methodologies underscore the impor-
tance of more evidence-based approaches and their relevance for research 
in project management (Rousseau, 2012). A systematic literature review 
supports this by using an explicit review methodology, as outlined below. 
It develops specific research questions for the literature review and pro-
cesses research literature as input (evidence), analyzing it as would be 
done with interview or questionnaire data in empirical studies (Harden & 
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Thomas, 2010). This provides for context-specific results, which can easily 
be used by practitioners. Thus, it also serves the quest for more transla-
tional research (Drouin, Müller, & Sankaran, 2013).

Pawson et al.’s (2005) five-step process for systematic literature re-
views was applied:

Step 1: Clarifying the scope: Our review of literature on governance in the 
realm of projects was guided by the question: “What are the different ap-
proaches for embedding project governance, governance of projects, and 
governmentality in organizations, and what are the organizational enablers 
and their underlying factors and mechanisms?” By initially including some 
of the general management literature on governance and governmentality, 
we were able to narrow the topic to that of RQ1 and RQ2. Keywords used 
to search the literature included governance, projects, programs, portfolio, 
organizational project management, and combinations thereof.

We started with journals from the Financial Times’ FT 45 ranking list, 
and the three- and four-star journals in the United Kingdom’s Associa-
tion of Business Schools’ Academic Journal Quality Guide (Harvey, Kelly, 
Morris, & Rowlinson, 2010). Based on the references in these articles, we 
expanded into other journals.

Step 2: Searching for evidence: We found 91 papers on governance, of 
which 42 were relevant to the literature review question. Corporate gov-
ernance, and governance in general, were addressed in 18 of these pa-
pers, project-related governance in another 18, and IT and construction 
project governance in another six of the papers.

Step 3: Appraising primary studies and extracting data: In this step, 
we populated the categorization system with evidence extracted from 
the publications we reviewed. The categorization system is outlined in 
Chapter 2 and consists of process facilitators and discursive abilities, 
and their factors and mechanisms.

Step 4: Synthesizing evidence and drawing conclusions: Here, the findings 
from Step 3 were refined and structured by context. This analysis followed 
Miles and Huberman’s (1994) analysis process to develop propositions 
for organizational enablers for project governance, governance of proj-
ects, and governmentality.
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Step 5: Disseminating, implementing, and evaluating: The findings from 
the prior step were tested through discussions with colleagues and prac-
titioners, conference presentations, and the subsequent, qualitative 
study with six case companies, which was then published in a research 
journal (Müller, Pemsel, & Shao, 2015).

The results of this systematic literature review are presented in 
Chapter 5.

Study 2 Methodology: Qualitative Cross-Sectional Study
An appropriate research design for assessing new phenomena was found 
with a multiple case study with replication logic to identify results com-
mon across all cases versus those that are valid for individual cases only 
(Chia, 2013; Yin, 2009). A realist philosophical perspective, as described 
above, was taken. To explore how governance exists in the realm of projects, 
we used a robust, deductive approach to assess the objective basis of un-
derling observable “mechanics” by testing the propositions from Study 1. 
An abductive approach, as described by Alvesson and Sköldberg (2009), 
was used for the more subjective and phenomenological levels of “sit-
uation” and “experience” in realism. The abductive approach let us al-
ternate between deduction and induction, including existing theories, 
the researchers’ existing frameworks, and the empirical data, in order to 
understand the informants’ particular life-world through sensemaking 
of their context-specific meaning and reasoning.

We used a two-stage process to do this. Stage 1 used template analysis 
(King, 2004) for the deductive test of the propositions from Study 1. This 
allowed us to develop an inventory of governance elements, structured by 
project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality. Template 
analysis tests deductively for the presence of theoretically derived patterns 
in a given text. At the same time, it allows us to complement, expand upon, 
or integrate new patterns as they are found. Narratives of the case compa-
nies, developed from the interviews in these companies, served as input 
text for coding and testing and the development of a more detailed under-
standing of governance elements (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000). This was 
used as the input for the second stage, which is theory development.

Stage 2 used a nontraditional, reflexive method, known as mys-
tery construction, as described by Alvesson and Kärreman (2007). 
This method integrates the socially constructed empirical data from 
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interviews with existing theoretical frameworks of researchers, along 
with their pre- understandings and vocabularies. The method is espe-
cially appropriate for the development of theory on phenomena that 
are not well explained by the existing literature. The method consists of 
two steps. Step 1 identifies the mystery (i.e., the unexplained empirical 
phenomenon) and then uses an existing theoretical perspective to reflect 
on it, together with the researcher’s existing background knowledge and 
experience. Step 2 tries to solve the mystery through reflexive reasoning. 
Reflexion is, hereby, the combination of (1) a first reflection of each in-
dividual researcher on the mystery in light of existing theoretical frame-
works, and (2) a joint reflection of all researchers on the individual first 
reflections (Alvesson & Kärreman, 2007; Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). 
In this method, subjectivity is a desired characteristic, because it 
“should be reflexively and self-critically cultivated and mobilized, rein-
forcing the ability to discover interesting research issues” (Alvesson & 
Kärreman, 2007, p. 1268). The collaboration of multiple researchers in 
this process provides for a new, jointly developed theory (Alvesson & 
 Kärreman, 2007). This collaborative process follows  Foucault’s (1972) 
four milestones for discourses: (1) statements about emerging pattern 
(positivity), (2) verification of the statements for knowledge develop-
ment (epistemologization), (3) assessing the knowledge for scientific 
validity (scientificity), and (4) formulation of a theory (formalization). 
Results from this stage constitute the final model in this paper.

This method has been applied before to project management research 
(Jacobsson & Söderholm, 2011) and project governance phenomena 
(Müller et al., 2013a).

The multiple case study design consisted of six organizations. Three or-
ganizations of different sizes (small, medium, and large) were selected in 
both Sweden and China, with the same industry for each size. The catego-
rization into small, medium, and large followed the European Union’s 
Commission Recommendation (European Union [EU], 2003), where com-
panies with fewer than 50 employees are categorized as small and those 
with fewer than 250 employees are considered medium in size. Following 
this, we categorized companies with more than 250 employees as large.

We used maximum variety sampling to identify a wide range of or-
ganizational enablers (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). This was done through 
maximizing geographical/cultural differences by focusing on countries 
with large differences in national culture, such as Sweden and China, 
but also by aiming for comparability among similar organizations and 
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industries across countries in the three size categories. In both coun-
tries, we sampled the following:

• A small project management consulting company with fewer 
than 50 employees

• A medium-sized engineering company with 50 to 250 employees
• A large pharmaceutical company with more than 250 employees

The characteristics of the six case companies are shown in Table 3.1.

A case study protocol in the sense of Yin (2009) was developed up-
front (see Appendix A1), which served as a guideline for the research 
team in the selection and invitation of companies, in the invitation of 
interviewees, and in providing the interview questions. The interview 
questions were developed from the findings in the systematic literature 
review in Study 1 and centered around (1) the interviewees’ background 
and the company, (2) the degree of projectification in the organization, 
(3) project governance, and (4) organizational enablers for governance in 
the realm of projects. The interview questions are listed in Appendix A1.

Data were collected through 31 semi-structured interviews, and 
from inspection of documents and other materials, such as templates, 
reports, and process descriptions. A further rich source of information 
was a book on organizational transformation from process orientation 
to project orientation, written by the PMO members of one of the case 
companies. The interviewees were project managers and their direct 
managers (including the CEOs in the small companies, and directors 
in medium and large organizations). Interviews were recorded. Except 

Table 3.1: Main characteristics of the case companies.

Case A Case B Case C Case D Case E Case F

Sweden Small

Number of
employees

10 50 51,700
(of which 5,800
in Sweden)

15 150 30,000

Sector

Operating
globally or
nationally

Consulting

Nationally Nationally Globally GloballyGlobally Globally

Engineering Pharmaceutical Consulting and
publisher of a
web magazine

Engineering
R&D

Pharmaceutical

Sweden Medium Sweden Large China Small China Medium China Large
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for two interviews that were conducted via Skype, all interviews were 
done face-to-face by a team of two researchers. One researcher took 
notes while the other communicated with the interviewee. Theoretical 
sampling continued until saturation was reached. Table 3.2 shows the 
details of the interviews.

The semi-structured interviews followed Silverman (2010) as being 
“part of the process through which a narrative is collectively assembled” 
(p. 47). After the interviews, the researchers developed an agreed-upon 
narrative for each case company, which was used as an input text for the 
analyses. The narratives are found in the next chapter.

Analysis was done by the researchers in two analysis workshops, 
doing both within-case and across-case analyses (Yin, 2009), which 
helped distinguish more general and context-specific observations. 
Subsequently, Alvesson and colleagues’ two-step approach, as described 
above, was applied to make sense of the variety of phenomena identified 
from the analyses.

Validity and Reliability

We followed Yin’s (2009) suggestions for multicase studies and addressed 
construct validity through multiple sources of evidence, identification, 
and selection of the best informants, plus the development of an agreed-
upon narrative for each case company. Internal validity was addressed by 
using pattern-matching techniques through template analysis. External 
validity was addressed through the replication logic across the multiple 
cases. Reliability was addressed by upfront development of a case study 

Table 3.2: Interviews.

Case A Case B Case C Case D Case E Case F

Sweden Small

Number of
interviews 5 6 5 5 5 5

Duration of
interviews

Sweden Medium Sweden Large China Small China Medium China Large

Role of
persons
interviewed

CEO, project
management
consultants

CEO, sales
director, service
director, project
managers

President,
assistant of
president,
chief scientist,
director of R&D
department,
vice president

Directors of
PMO and
president’s
office, quality
assurance,
quality control,
production,
industrialization

CEO, head
of PMO,
project
managers

60–90 minutes

Portfolio
manager,
former head of
PMO, IT project
director, project
coordinator

60–90 minutes 45–90 minutes 40–90 minutes 50–90 minutes 60–90 minutes
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protocol, which was subsequently used by all researchers in all inter-
views, and by cross-case validation of analysis findings.

We followed the process for ethical approval by the government of 
the country of the leading organization in this research. Ethical approval 
was obtained for all stages. We obtained the interviewees’ informed con-
sent by carefully introducing them into the study by explaining our aims 
and processes, their rights as interviewees, and the ways in which per-
sonal data were handled throughout the study.

Study 3 Methodology: The Quantitative Study
The quantitative study was done to validate the findings from Studies 1 
and 2 and to collect data for the development of the governance frame-
work outlined in Chapter 1.

Research Design

This study took a postpositivist perspective in the sense of Teddlie and 
Tashakkori (2009) to investigate the underlying mechanics, which rep-
resent the lowest level in the realist model of mechanics, events, and 
experiences, as outlined at the beginning of this chapter. Postpositiv-
ism is assumed to be “currently the predominant philosophy for QUAN 
[quantitative] research in the human sciences” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 
2009, p. 69). This philosophical stance “assumes that the world is 
mainly driven by generalizable (natural) laws, but their application and 
results are often situational dependent. Postpositivist researchers iden-
tify trends, that is, theories which hold in certain situations, but cannot 
be generalized” (Biedenbach & Müller, 2011, p. 87). Teddlie and Tashak-
kori (2009) suggest that “postpositivists prefer using either quantita-
tively oriented experimental or survey research to assess relationships 
among variables and to explain those relationships statistically” (p. 87). 
To that end, postpositivism covers the objective side in this otherwise 
realism-oriented study.

The approach we chose was both explanatory, for deductively testing the 
hypotheses developed in Study 2, and exploratory, for identifying the pat-
terns of governance and the context in which particular patterns emerge.

Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire was structured along the categories for governance 
that were identified in Study 2: institutionalization, infrastructure, 
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communication and decision making, organization structure, gover-
nance paradigm, flexibility, values, and leadership. Where possible, 
these categories were subdivided into project governance, governance 
of projects, and governmentality. To identify the most successful prac-
tices in governance, we added a success construct, as well as demograph-
ics. The cross-reference of structures, questions, and their scales can be 
found in Appendix A2. Respondents were asked to answer all questions 
with a focus on their last finished project. The questions for each of the 
categories for governance are described next.

Institutionalization of governance: Questions at the project gover-
nance level started with an assessment of the main areas to which gov-
ernance contributes in a project in the form of support, management, or 
control. Multiple answers were possible in order to identify the most fre-
quently found contributions. This set of questions continued by asking for 
the number of project management methodologies that the respondent 
could choose from in his or her last project, the frequency of reporting the 
project, and the time spent with different governance institutions. Ques-
tions on the governance of projects were assessed on a five-point Likert 
scale that ranged from never to always regarding the commonalities in 
governance across projects, such as the reporting system, methodology, 
portfolio selection, and coordination between projects. This set of ques-
tions followed the findings by Müller, Martinsuo, and Blomquist (2008), 
who identified these dimensions as being associated with more successful 
governance approaches. Questions on governmentality were also assessed 
on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree when it came to how the respondents’ companies presented them-
selves in supporting the project manager in his or her profession—for 
example, encouraging them to get professionally certified and supporting 
membership or voluntary work in professional organizations—but also to 
what extent the project managers’ and line managers’ remuneration was 
impacted by successful project delivery. These questions were developed 
from our findings in Studies 1 and 2. We distinguished by assessment 
levels for project governance. For naming the variables in the quantitative 
study, we used the following abbreviations: project governance (PG), gov-
ernance of projects (GoP), and governmentality (Gvty) for the naming of 
the concepts derived from the qualitative study.

PG infrastructure: This set of questions assessed, on a five-point 
Likert scale from not at all to very much, the level of authority that the 
respondents’ governance system granted them for communicating at the 
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project level (project governance), across projects (governance of proj-
ects), and with professional organizations (governmentality).

PG communication: This set of questions assessed the meeting sched-
ule provided by the respondents’ governance structure. These questions 
used a five-point Likert scale that ranged from never to always, to as-
sess project governance–level meetings with other project managers, 
internal line managers, and external managers. The frequency of proj-
ect, program, and portfolio reviews at the governance of projects level 
was assessed using a five-point Likert scale from never to weekly. This 
was complemented by a question to identify the respondents’ institu-
tions for portfolio decisions, as well as a four-point Likert scale question 
about decision-making style (consensus, one manager, experts, other).

Organization structure: This set of questions was built on McPhee 
and Poole (2000) and referred to the governance of projects level by 
using a five-point Likert scale that ranged from strongly disagree to 
strongly agree to analyze the clearness of the hierarchical structure, ma-
trix structure, defined roles and responsibilities, formalized decision 
making, and centralized decision making.

Governance paradigms: This set of questions assessed four governance 
paradigms (as described in the literature review chapter) by using Müller 
and Lecoeuvre’s (2014) operationalization of the shareholder–stakeholder 
governance orientation (named “values” in Appendices 2 and 4 to 10) and 
behavior–outcome control orientation. This set of questions on govern-
mentality used five-point Likert semantic differential scales.

Flexibility: This dimension, identified in Study 1 and Study 2 (as well 
as by Lindkvist, 2004), used five-point semantic differential scales (from 
inflexible to flexible) to assess, at the project governance level, the flexibil-
ity in meeting types and schedules, formal versus informal meeting struc-
tures, and flexibility in assigned roles. At the governance of projects level, it 
assessed the flexibility of PMOs, organizational structures, leadership, and 
governance structures.

Leadership: This set of questions derived from Study 2 and addressed 
the governance of projects level by using five-point Likert scales that 
ranged from strongly disagree to strongly agree to identify the extent to 
which project governance was initially established by a strong leader, is 
established in the organization through roles, responsibilities, policies, 
and so forth, and is continuously further developed in the organization.

Success: This set of questions used five-point Likert scales, from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree, to identify how successful governance 
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was implemented and how successful the organization was with it. 
Questions on successful governance asked for the extent to which gov-
ernance helped project managers in doing their work and reaching their 
objectives, and how much it was used by the project managers. Ques-
tions on the success of the organization’s use of their governance ap-
proach assessed, at the project level, the extent to which projects were 
successful in terms of reaching time, cost, and quality objectives; busi-
ness objectives; and customer satisfaction. It also assessed, at the gover-
nance of projects level, the extent to which the project-based part of the 
organization was successful in reaching the previous year’s annual plan 
and customer and employee satisfaction objectives.

Demographics: This set of questions asked about the role of the re-
spondent, as well as his or her years of experience, the country he or she 
was working in, the industry, company size, and size of their last projects.

Data Collection

A worldwide, web-based questionnaire was used as a research strategy in 
order to get the overall global picture, from which later studies can drill 
down to more focused studies. The questionnaire was tested with nine senior 
project managers. The feedback showed that the only corrections needed 
were minor typos. The responses of the pilot participants were, therefore, 
included in the larger sample. A snowball sampling approach was used to 
distribute the questionnaire via email with an associated weblink to the sur-
vey to chapters of professional organizations in project management, such 
as the Project Management Institute (PMI), the International Project Man-
agement Association (IPMA), and others. In addition to that, we sent the 
questionnaire to our personal networks, including participants from earlier 
studies in project management-related research. This snowball approach 
does not allow a traditional response rate to be calculated. The question-
naire was open from 9 April 2014 to 30 May 2014. Reminders were sent every 
second week. A total of 216 responses were obtained, of which eight were 
empty questionnaires, thus reducing the sample to 208 usable responses.

Sample Demographics

Table 3.3 shows the roles of the respondents. Seventy percent (146 respon-
dents) were project managers, 6% (13 responses) were line managers, 4% 
(8 responses) were project team members, 3% (7 responses) were pro-
gram and portfolio managers, 6% (13 responses) were in governance roles, 
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such as in PMOs, 1% (3 responses) were steering committee members and 
managers of project managers), 2% (5 responses) were consultants or an-
alysts, and “others” were 2% (4 responses). No significant differences were 
found in the answers of these different groups.

Table 3.4 shows the years of experience of the respondents. The larg-
est category (38%; 78 responses) had 11 to 20 years of experience, fol-
lowed by 27% (57 responses) with more than 20 years of experience. 
Twenty-three percent (47 responses) had six to ten years, 8% (16 re-
sponses had one to five years, and 0.5% (one response) had less than 
one year of experience. Four percent did not answer this question.

Table 3.5 shows the countries in which the respondents were work-
ing. Of these, 38% (78 responses) were from European countries, while 

Table 3.3: Sample demographics—Roles of respondents.

Project manager

Line/functional manager

PMO

Project team member

Program manager

Portfolio manager

Consultant/analyst

Steering committee member/sponsor/owner

Manager of project managers

Other

Total

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent

146

13

12

8

7

7

5

3

3

4

208

70.2

6.3

5.8

3.8

3.4

3.4

2.4

1.4

1.4

1.9

100.0

70.2

6.3

5.8

3.8

3.4

3.4

2.4

1.4

1.4

1.9

100.0

74.0

95.7

82.7

3.8

86.1

89.4

98.1

75.5

76.9

100.0

Valid

Table 3.4: Sample demographics—Years of experience.

Less than 1 year

1 to 5 years

6 to 10 years

11 to 20 years

More than 20 years

Total

System

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent

Valid

Missing

Total

1

16

47

78

57

199

9

208

.5

7.7

22.6

37.5

27.4

95.7

4.3

100.0

.5

8.0

23.6

39.2

28.6

100.0

.5

8.5

32.2

71.4

100.0
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26% (55 responses) were from North America. Countries with fewer than 
four responses were categorized under “other” (33%, or 64 responses). 
Within Europe, the largest subgroup was the Scandinavian countries 
(Norway, Denmark, and Sweden) with 14% (28 responses). The United 
States dominated in North America, with 20% (41 responses), over 
Canada with 7% (14 responses). Five percent of respondents did not pro-
vide the country in which they were working.

Table 3.6 shows the industries from which the respondents came. 
IT/telecom is most strongly represented, with 27% (56 responses), 
followed by the financial and the utilities/energy industries, with 9% 
(19 and 18 responses, respectively). Six percent of respondents came 
from engineering/manufacturing (13 responses) and government and 
education/academia (12 responses each). Five percent (11 responses 
each) came from transport/logistics and healthcare. Consulting, con-
struction, insurance, and other industries made up the rest of the sam-
ple. Five percent of the respondents did not answer the question.

Table 3.7 shows the respondents’ company size in terms of the num-
ber of employees, with 26% (53 responses) of companies having more 
than 30,000 employees represent the largest subgroup, followed by 
22% (46 responses) each from small- and medium-sized companies 

Table 3.5: Sample demographics—Countries.

USA

Netherlands

Canada

Norway

Denmark

Sweden

Germany

Switzerland

Portugal

UK

Italy

Other

Total

System

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent

Valid

Missing

Total

41

19

14

10

10

8

7

7

7

6

4

64

197

11

208

19.7

9.1

6.7

4.8

4.8

3.8

3.4

3.4

3.4

2.9

1.9

30.8

94.7

5.3

100.0

20.8

9.6

7.1

5.1

5.1

4.1

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.0

2.0

32.5

100.0

20.8

37.6

27.9

46.2

55.3

50.3

41.1

61.9

67.5

58.4

64.0

100.0
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with up to 250 employees, and 22% (45 responses) of companies with 
between 1,001 to 10,000 employees. Sixteen percent (34 responses) of 
respondents worked for companies with 251 to 1,000 employees, and 9% 
(19 responses) came from companies with 10,001 to 30,000 employees. 
Five percent of respondents did not answer this question.

Table 3.8 shows the respondents’ project budgets in Euros. The largest 
category is made up of projects that cost between €1 and €5 million, with 
26% (55 responses). This is followed by the category of €0.1 to €1 million, 

Table 3.6: Sample demographics—Industries.

IT/telecom

Finance

Utilities/energy

Engineering/manufacturing

Government

Education/academia

Transport/logistics

Healthcare

Construction

Consulting

Insurance

Other

Total

System

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent

Valid

Missing

Total

56

19

18

13

12

12

11

11

10

8

5

23

198

10

208

26.9

9.1

8.7

6.3

5.8

5.8

5.3

5.3

4.8

3.8

2.4

11.1

95.2

4.8

100.0

28.3

9.6

9.1

6.6

6.1

6.1

5.6

5.6

5.1

4.0

2.5

11.6

100.0

39.9

59.6

68.7

6.6

50.0

85.9

74.2

79.8

11.6

43.9

88.4

100.0

Table 3.7: Sample demographics—Company size in employees.

1 to 250

251 to 1,000

1,001 to 10,000

10,001 to 30,000

More than 30,000

Total

System

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent

Valid

Missing

Total

46

34

45

19

53

197

11

208

22.1

16.3

21.6

9.1

25.5

94.7

5.3

100.0

23.4

17.3

22.8

9.6

26.9

100.0

23.4

40.6

63.5

73.1

100.0
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with 24% (50 responses). Large projects budgeted at more than €10 million 
are represented by 17% (36 responses), while small projects of less than 
€1 million make up 15% (32 responses) of the sample. The smallest cate-
gory includes projects with a budget between €5 and €10 million, with 11% 
(22 responses). Six percent of respondents did not answer this question.

Data Analysis

Before conducting our analysis, we examined the data for missing values, 
normality, outliers, and so on to test their eligibility for the analysis tech-
niques we used. This step was followed by an unrotated factor analysis on the 
multi-item measurement constructs to test for their internal consistency.

To answer RQ1 (What are the practices for governance and govern-
mentality in the realm of projects in organizations of different sizes and 
in different geographies?), we used the following:

• ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) tests were done to identify 
 demographic differences in responses to the measurement 
constructs described above, such as people, organizations, 
geographies, or industries.

• Factor analyses were done to reduce the number of variables 
and calculate multi-item measurement constructs.

• ANOVA analyses were used to identify the different practices 
profiles at the levels of project governance, governance of 
projects, and governmentality. We preferred ANOVA anal-
ysis over regression analysis because of the differences in 
measurement levels between independent and dependent 

Table 3.8: Sample demographics—Project size in euros.

Less than 0.1 million

0.1 to 1 million

1 to 5 million

5 to 10 million

More than 10 million

Total

System

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent

Valid

Missing

Total

32

50

55

22

36

195

13

208

15.4

24.0

26.4

10.6

17.3

93.8

6.3

100.0

16.4

25.6

28.2

11.3

18.5

100.0

16.4

42.1

70.3

81.5

100.0

Project size

58991_CH03.indd   60 1/5/16   4:55 AM



Research Design and Methodology 61

variables that might have occurred in a regression analysis. 
This is because the success measures were measured at the 
organizational level, whereas governance and governmental-
ity were measured distinctly at the project level, as well as at 
the group level of projects and the level of governmentality. 
ANOVA analyses provide for a clearer identification of best 
practices in governance and governmentality.

The second part of the quantitative study took an organization-wide 
perspective to address RQ2 (What are the organizational enablers for 
governance and governmentality in the realm of projects in these or-
ganizations?) and to lay the foundation for Study 4 (the longitudinal 
study) by identifying the relationship between governance practices and 
organizational enablers. This was then further assessed in terms of its 
timely development in a qualitative approach in Study 4:

• Regression analyses were done to test the correlations be-
tween organizational enablers as hypothesized in Study 2 
and their related governance practices.

• Under the premise that organizational enablers may mediate 
the impact of governance practices on governance and orga-
nizational success, we did a set of regression analyses to test 
for this mediating effect.

Validity and Reliability

Validity tests whether the measurement constructs actually measure 
what they are supposed to measure. We checked for validity by using 
tested measurement constructs where possible, as we did for the gover-
nance paradigms, and by carefully developing new constructs from the 
existing literature and results from previous studies (Studies 1 and 2). 
Item-to-item and item-to-total correlations were used as quantitative 
validity tests and the respective thresholds of 0.3 and 0.5 were met. This 
supplemented the more qualitative test for face validity during pilot-
ing. Piloting was done through senior project managers. Reliability was 
tested using Cronbach alpha with a threshold value of 0.7 (Hair, Black, 
Babin, & Tatham, 2006).

The questionnaire collected answers to independent and depen-
dent variables from the same respondent. Some researchers, such as 
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Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003), fear that this might 
lead to common methods bias (i.e., a systematic and measurement error 
variance), while others seriously question the evidence for such a pos-
sible error (Conway & Lance, 2010). We tested for common methods 
variance using the popular Harman test, as suggested by Podsakoff and 
Organ (1986) to address these issues.

Study 4 Methodology: The Longitudinal Study
Study 4 addresses RQ3 (How does governance and governmentality in 
the realm of projects evolve in these organizations?). Hence, it inves-
tigates the timely development of governance and governmentality in 
different contexts.

This study takes a longitudinal approach by extending Study 2 
through a second round of interviews, held one year after the initial 
round. We applied the same philosophical perspective, inductive ap-
proach, and data collection technique as we used in Study 2.

There were two aims:

1. To find out any developments in governance, governmental-
ity, and their enablers within the case companies since the 
last round of interviews and assess these changes against the 
companies’ context, in order to identify patterns in context 
changes and governance/governmentality changes

2. To test the theory we developed in Study 2

The interview questions are shown in Appendix A3. They addressed 
four areas:

• Changes in the company and its context, such as market or 
business, as well as changes in the role of the interviewee

• Changes in level of projectification, reasons thereof, and pos-
sible drivers for such changes

• Changes in project governance and governmentality, reasons 
for these changes, and possible drivers thereof

• Changes in organizational enablers for governance and gov-
ernmentality in the realm of projects, reasons for them and 
drivers thereof, as well as the stability and flexibility of en-
ablers and the relationship between them
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Data were collected through 17 semi-structured interviews (adding 
up to a total of 48 interviews in Studies 2 and 4). The same interview-
ees from the first round were approached. However, some of them were 
no longer available because they had left the organization. In Case B 
(medium, Sweden), for example, most of the interviewees, as well as the 
CEO had left during the one-year period, and only one of the interview-
ees from the first round of interviews was still available to be interviewed 
again. As a result of these changes, a new interviewee had to be taken 
in. Table 3.9 summarizes the interviews according to case company. The 
number of interviews was further guided by theoretical sampling and 
continued until theoretical saturation was reached.

Before beginning our analysis, the researchers updated the narratives 
written for each case, to reflect the findings from the second round of 
interviews. The narratives can be found in the next chapter. The analysis 
of the data followed the approach described for Study 2 above. However, 
in this study, the abductive approach and the researchers’ reflections 
had to take into account the findings from Study 3 (the global quantita-
tive study) as further empirical evidence, in addition to the theoretical 
framework, Study 2 results, and our own experience.

This approach allowed us to identify changes in governance and gov-
ernmentality over time, as well as in the relationships between these 
changes and company context.

Validity and reliability were addressed in a way similar to what was 
done for Study 2, as described above.

In this chapter, we have first described the overall methodological approach 
of the entire research, and then the specific methodologies of the four individ-
ual studies. The next chapter provides the narratives of the case companies.

Table 3.9: Number of interviews in Studies 2 and 4.

Case A Case B Case C Case D Case E Case F Total

Sweden
Small

Sweden
Medium

Sweden
Large

China
Small

China
Medium

China
Large

Number of interviews in
first round 5 6 5 5 5 5 31

3 2 2 3 3 4 17

8 8 7 8 8 9 48

Number of interviews in
second round

Total number of
interviews
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Case Companies and 
Narratives
In this chapter, we present the case study companies and the related 
narratives of their governance and governmentality. The narratives were 
jointly written and agreed upon by the researchers and they serve as input 
data for the qualitative analysis process. We start by summarizing the in-
formation about the case companies and then we present each company 
and its associated narrative.

The six case companies represent organizations of three different 
sizes (small, medium, and large). Each size category contains organi-
zations in the same industry (small: consulting, medium: engineering, 
large: pharma) across two different countries (Sweden and China). The 
sampling approach is described in the methodology Chapter 3. Table 4.1 
shows the main characteristics of the companies.

In the following sections, we present the companies and their related 
narratives.

Company A: Small, Sweden

Brief Introduction to the Company

Company A was founded in 2001 and is a strongly project-based organi-
zation with 13 employees. The company is fully owned by its employees. 
It provides training and consultancy services within project manage-
ment. The company’s core activities are managing projects by offering 
experienced project managers, educating project managers in courses, 
and improving project management processes through management 
consultants.

58991_CH04.indd   65 1/5/16   4:56 AM



66 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

History of Governance Development

The company was founded by three creative entrepreneurs in 2001, 
which has colored the development of governance in the company. In 
the beginning, people were mainly governed by intrinsic motivation and 
the employees’ degree of freedom was high, but they were also driven by 
a strong passion for democratic voting when it came to decision making 
in the company. Decision making was, and mainly still is, done through 
regular face-to-face meetings at which people present their proposi-
tions, argue, and lobby for them, followed by democratic voting.

Over time, as the company grew, the founders realized that they 
needed more formal support and expertise concerning governance, fi-
nance, and top management support, so they employed a formal CEO 
in 2011. The governance system was developed as issues emerged—for 
instance, the use of deadlines and milestones for internal projects and 
assignments has become more structured over the years, as have the 
one-by-one weekly or biweekly meetings with the CEO. Other things 
that have been added over the years to the governance system include 
newsletters and a more common database that acts as an intranet.

Despite the hiring of a CEO, the company is, to a large extent, governed 
by its four company values—trust, well-being, transparency, and participa-
tion. Of these, well-being, and, to some extent, participation seem to be the 

Table 4.1: Summary of the core characteristics of the six case companies.

Company A Company B Company C Company D Company E Company F

Country

Size Small Medium Large Small Medium Large

Market Consultancy Engineering Pharma Consultancy Engineering Pharma

30,000, of
which 1,000
in the business
unit interviewed

Type of
projects

Level of
projectification High Low High Low Low High

External
customer
projects,
internal
improvement
projects

Product
development
projects

Drug
development
projects and
internal
business
improvement
projects

External
customer
projects,
internal
improvement
projects

Product
development
projects

Drug
development
projects and
internal
business
improvement
projects

Sweden China

1501551,7005013Number of
employees
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strongest. They appear to lay the foundation for governance—for example, 
by impacting the employees’ willingness to engage in meetings and take 
responsibility for decisions, and making them happy to identify them-
selves with the company. Their leadership style is highly consensus-driven, 
based on a high level of transparency and interpersonal “chemistry.”

Today’s Governance and Governmentality

Governance is materialized through the CEO’s activities, the company’s 
values, weekly meetings, the company’s contractual form of being 
co-owners, and monthly steering group and education meetings. During 
the monthly meetings, the employees use a Kanban board to strategi-
cally analyze their activities and where they are heading. The company’s 
steering activities are divided into ten streams. Three of these (sales, 
leadership, and marketing) are outsourced to three employees to create 
a circle around the CEO, ensuring that the company keeps acting ac-
cording to its core values, no matter who the CEO is.

The CEO also sends out a monthly, three-page document to the em-
ployees concerning the company’s financial status and strategic goal 
achievement. The company uses a Dropbox server as a means to share 
documents, such as contracts, procedures, and process descriptions.

The hiring process is a strong governance mechanism in the company. 
It involves two interviews, meeting everyone in the company, references, 
and second opinions and discussions to determine if the candidate has 
the right mindset and personality. Hiring people with the right mindset 
is explained as a necessity for governance. The CEO explains that the 
governance structure is enabled by his employees’ mindset; without this 
mindset, the governance system/structure would not have been possible. 
Having the right mindset involves buying into the four core company 
values—performing exceptionally well, being willing to actively discuss 
and give feedback (both positive and negative) at company meetings, 
and being honest, open, and trustful, so as to build strong relationships 
with other employees.

The company’s governmentality is strongly neoliberal. Individuals 
control themselves by reflecting their work/contribution in light of their 
peers’ and their own self-set goals and strategies. They take on responsi-
bility for themselves and the growth of the firm. They feel that they are 
“entrepreneurs” for the company; thus, they are mindful of the organi-
zation as they make decisions.
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Findings from the Longitudinal Study (Changes Over a  
12-Month Period)

Two more persons were hired over the course of the one-year study and 
some small changes were made to the governance system. The changes 
involved: (1) a change in nomenclature in the company so that the 
company became even more projectified in its way of talking, (2) the 
introduction of a new internal employee survey, (3) recruiting a sales-
person to the company because the urgency of the sales role increased 
during the past year, and (4) a more structured way for the CEO to con-
trol the employees. Overall, the control through neo-liberal means has 
increased, in the sense that it is less acceptable for employees to start 
things without finishing them, and if someone cannot attend a meeting 
or seminar, he or she is now expected to announce it more proactively in 
advance. Prior to the changes, these kinds of behaviors would have been 
more readily tolerated, which indicates that the control by manage-
ment through neo-liberal means and the expectation of commitment is 
greater now than in the past.

Summary Table

Appendix A4 summarizes the governance practices, organizational en-
ablers, and changes we found in the level of projectification of the small 
Swedish company.

Company B: Medium, Sweden

Brief Introduction to the Company

Company B was founded in 2009 and is a subsidiary of a larger corpora-
tion; the overall corporation was founded in 1986. Company B is in the 
engineering sector and focuses on finding innovative technical solutions 
for customers in the fields of industrial automation, electronic and sys-
tem development, telematics, and environmental and energy technical 
development.

The company operates in Sweden, Canada, Brazil, and Norway. The 
part of the company on which we focus involves 50 employees; the en-
tire corporation has 200 employees. Even though the company is part of 
a larger corporation, the subsidiaries do not share project templates or 
processes with one another; thus, each acts rather independently.

58991_CH04.indd   68 1/5/16   4:56 AM



Case Companies and Narratives 69

History of Governance Development

From the beginning, the company was a development company; it fo-
cused only on development projects. Over the years, however, the com-
pany has started to develop an understanding for the complete project 
process, including planning, development, deployment, and final deliv-
ery to the customer. When the company first began, it had no common 
way to address projects. Project managers acted independently from one 
another until they recognized the need to work more collaboratively.

Each year, the company runs approximately eight to 10 large projects, 
as well as a number of small ones. Projects are selected in support of the 
company’s focus areas. Exceptions from these areas are sometimes made if 
a project is especially interesting to the company—for instance, if it involves 
testing a new hardware or solution. Fifty percent of the company’s revenue 
comes from projects. The company does not work with scorecards, corpo-
rate objectives, or benchmarking. However, it does follow up on and analyze 
each project’s budget and time plan, and it evaluates the working hours of 
employees. This decision was taken by the company’s board. The company 
does not have any budget for the training or education of project managers.

Many of the project-related initiatives are driven by the employees. 
For instance, the use of Scrum methodology was a suggestion of the 
developers. The company adopted Scrum for the development of soft-
ware modules in 2009. The relationship between the developers and the 
project managers are as follows: What is needed for a project is ordered 
through the Scrum backlog, and deployment resources are ordered from 
the deployment manager. That means the project manager is interfering 
with the project backlog, which is owned by the development manager, 
who is also the product and project owner. The project managers thereby 
send all requests to the development manager and sit in priority grant-
ing meetings with him. Project managers often feel a lack of empower-
ment in their own projects, as they have no authority and no resources 
when it comes to managing projects.

Three years prior to starting this study, the company introduced 
steering committees for large projects; small projects, however, still do 
not have any formal steering groups.

Today’s Governance and Governmentality

As in the beginning of the study, the project process is governed through 
a series of meetings because of the Scrum methodology. Project reviews 
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focus on outcomes: time, cost, and quality using tollgate meetings. New 
employees learn by doing. If needed, the project manager can consult 
colleagues to see how they are doing things.

The governance structure is underpinned by shared values, which 
the project managers know, but these values are only fully respected by 
the less experienced project managers. Senior project managers base 
their decisions on a mix of corporate values and their own experiences. 
The structure involves a large number of meetings at different levels, 
such as: (1) steering committee meetings for projects (but not for each 
individual project) attended by department managers, project man-
agers, and finance, combined with (2) monthly meetings of depart-
ment managers, (3) group meetings at line departments (attended by 
project managers), (4) daily Scrum meetings (an important commu-
nication channel for project managers), and (5) sprint achievement 
meetings (held every 3 weeks—i.e., milestone meetings), as well as 
weekly and biweekly meetings with customers and with department 
managers.

Managers and project managers are free to decide on the ways they 
achieve their objectives. The company is driven by the principle of “free-
dom as long as the figures are black.” This attitude is complemented by 
the senior project manager with the notion that all is fine “as long as the 
approach leads to sustainability and customer satisfaction.”

Findings from the Longitudinal Study (Changes Over a  
One-Year Period)

The company implemented a PMO two years before the start of the study 
and took it away during the last year. Last year, the current CEO had his 
office in San Diego, but the board and owner of the company wanted the 
CEO in the head office in Sweden, so the CEO quit, leaving the owner 
to serve as CEO. This centralization trend is also visible in the fact that 
the project manager, who was based in Brazil last year, now works at the 
head office in Sweden, too.

The company has increased its revenue from projects, but has be-
come less projectified. The new trend in the company is to become more 
productified and to decrease the variety of products offered to custom-
ers. This has resulted in a decreased focus on project-related governance, 
and an increased focus on the governance of the operations part of the 
organization.
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Summary Table

Appendix A5 summarizes the governance practices, organizational 
enablers, and changes in the level of projectification in the medium 
 Swedish company.

Company C: Large, Sweden

Brief Introduction to the Company

Company C is a large, global, innovative pharmaceutical company oper-
ating in more than 100 countries. The current company is the result of 
a merger, done in 1999. Both of the companies that merged had a long 
history leading back to the 1910s to 1920s.

History of Governance Development

The company has had a number of changes in its governance system and 
governmentality—for example, after the merger and after each new CEO 
was hired. The company’s approach to governance varies significantly 
between what is done for drug development projects and for internal 
improvement projects. Governance of drug development projects is 
more comprehensive and wider in scope and stakeholder involvement, 
ranging from internal boards to industry reference groups and European 
Union (EU) and other regulations. Internal improvement projects, on 
the other hand, are governed more in the traditional sense through 
steering committees and up-front developed requirements. However, 
both types of projects do show similarities. These are seen mainly in the 
development of governance structures. Governance development was 
initiated by project managers and sponsors because of dissatisfaction 
with existing project results. In all these cases, project managers (who 
were unhappy with project results) and their supervisors (who wished 
to improve efficiency in the organization) joined forces to set up gover-
nance institutions to develop and deploy project governance processes, 
which were then followed by the institutionalization of some of the 
process-related roles as governance institutions. The company started a 
PMO some years ago to develop a project management methodology for 
internal improvement projects, including processes, roles, and responsi-
bilities. These included traditional steering committees made up of proj-
ect owners and key stakeholders, that is, along the lines of governance 
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recommendations as outlined in PRINCE2 and other process-driven ap-
proaches to governance. For drug development projects, the process also 
grew from the middle level up through the organization, but then devel-
oped to be broader in scope, and to align with the regulatory settings of 
the pharmaceutical market.

Today’s Governance and Governmentality

The governance paradigm for drug development projects is one of flexi-
ble economist; thus, it is shareholder-oriented and outcome-controlled. 
Internal improvement projects are seen as more stakeholder-oriented—
thus, they utilize a versatile artist paradigm. The top of the organiza-
tional hierarchy appears to be more shareholder-oriented than the lower 
parts of the hierarchy.

Drug Development Projects

Projects in drug development center on molecules. A molecule is a 
project. The goal is to reduce the number of projects/molecules in the 
portfolio over time, to such a degree that only a small number of mol-
ecules (those with the highest chance to be successful on the market) 
will become final products. This strategy typically leads to two new 
drugs a year. Thus, this can be viewed as a funnel approach to portfolio 
 management.

Governance Institutions for Drug Development Projects

The portfolio is subject to two annual reviews. The portfolio management 
team provides a risk register and a probability of possible success levels 
of the portfolio’s components. These data are complemented by scien-
tific and compound information provided by a technical committee, and 
commercial information (e.g., FDA information, policies, competitor in-
formation, and safety information) in order to prioritize the projects for 
the optimization of efficiency within given budget constraints.

Projects take approximately 10–15 years from finding a molecule to 
the launch of a new drug and may exceed €100 million in investments. 
The portfolio is strictly divided into the following components:

• An early project portfolio—that is, the exploratory stages of 
finding a new molecule, often in longer-term collaboration 
with universities
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• A late project portfolio—that is, the development of a mar-
ketable drug; partnerships here are solely project-driven

Further governance institutions include the pregovernance board and 
the central governance board (CGB), which are linked through a gover-
nance megaprocess comprising nine milestones and five tollgates, where 
milestone five and tollgate two, respectively mark the transition from 
the early project portfolio (discovery stage) to the late portfolio (devel-
opment stage). Clear decision matrices exist, which outline the roles and 
responsibilities of a number of boards involved in reviewing and deci-
sion making at the various tollgates, and the transition of governance 
responsibilities over time from early phase boards to late phase boards.

The pregovernance board sets the strategic direction for all projects 
and approves small-scale ideas. Larger projects are approved by the CEO 
and the CGB.

The CGB is chaired by the president of R&D. It is made up of peo-
ple from sales, marketing, health, economy, and so on. Together, they 
initiate and control projects. A number of boards are involved in the 
various aspects of governance, in addition to the regulative bodies (EU 
and worldwide). These include:

• an external science board with recognized scientific panel 
members for benchmarking ideas, like a reference group; and

• EU-level collaborations with the industry for safety testing, 
clinical tests, and so forth.

Governance bodies evolved in the reactive way described above. Each 
of these institutions is made up of approximately 15 individuals. Mem-
bers of the governance institutions grew into their roles because of their 
particular mix of professional/scientific knowledge and management/
business skills. Top management fosters a rigorous process for terminat-
ing projects.

A PMO exists in the form of a Center of Excellence, for skills, tools, 
and techniques, but not as an institution to oversee projects. It develops 
the methodology, deploys project management, and develops profes-
sionals and tools. All of this is done in order to improve project results 
through better project management.

This formal structure leads to a lot of preparation work for projects 
and interaction with governance bodies, which impacts project duration. 
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However, it also provides a good overview for the CGB. This board has 
high power and authority, which creates a need for political approaches, 
such as lobbying by members of the different stakeholder groups in 
order to influence approval. This structure typically works fine, as long 
as the governance institutions do not try to micromanage at the detailed 
level, which can cause project delays.

One of the project managers we interviewed presented the gover-
nance schedule as follows: There are weekly team meetings, monthly 
governance board meetings, plus an additional quarterly summit meet-
ing in cases of alliances or joint developments with other companies.

Managers are controlled by outcome; they are free to find their own 
way to achieve their objectives within the constraints of corporate gover-
nance and the regulatory framework of the industry.

Company Internal Improvement Projects, Such as IT

The IT director delivers program and project change solutions concern-
ing IT, such as different IT applications.

New IT projects are often initiated when customers actively ask for a 
new function or service. The IT project follows a process that focuses on 
costs and scope in relation to changes. Projects have sponsoring groups, 
steering committees, and consulting groups.

IT projects have a company-specific project management framework 
that is based on PMI’s A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowl-
edge (PMBOK® Guide), but is tailored for the company by a consultancy 
firm. At first, the company delivered projects in multiple ways, but when 
a need emerged to streamline the way projects were conducted, the ini-
tiative came from one of the operation managers.

The governance structure is rather organic for IT projects, in the 
sense that someone comes up with an idea and then pushes it through 
the organization to someone who has the budget and the resources.

Findings from the Longitudinal Study (Changes Over a  
One-Year Period)

During the observed one-year period, a new CEO was hired. This new 
CEO wants a flatter organization and the drug projects, are more strictly 
controlled through more tollgates, which one of the managers we inter-
viewed thinks is dangerous, as more control has a tendency to hamper, 
and even kill, innovation.
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The company has also acquired more external cooperation part-
ners; as a result, it is facing several challenges regarding how to inte-
grate them into the company’s way of governing projects. The company 
has become more product-oriented and accountability has moved from 
project to line. In that sense, the company has started to become less 
entrepreneurial.

The PMO was shut down during the year of observation, as the new 
CEO wanted more direct control. Output control has increased, as well as 
the control from the external governance institutions mentioned above.

Summary Table

Appendix A6 summarizes the governance practices, organizational en-
ablers, and changes in the level of projectification of the large Swedish 
company.

Company D: Small, China

Brief Introduction to the Company

Company D is a small company with 15 employees who work in the field 
of project management training and consulting, and also operate a proj-
ect management–related website. The company’s business is divided 
into the following two categories:

• A web platform—one of the most famous websites in the 
project management discipline in China, it is used for project 
management experience sharing, conference announcements, 
and other informational services. This part of the company 
contributes about 10% to revenue, but binds approximately 
50% of the resources.

• Training and consulting services, including those for certifica-
tion of young project managers, like the Project Management 
Professional (PMP)® and Program Management Professional 
(PgMP)® certifications. This segment contributes about 90% 
to the company revenue and binds approximately 50% of the 
resources.

The CEO distinguishes between operations and project work. The 
former includes maintenance work on the web platform and delivery of 
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standard/open courses. Project work includes consulting engagements 
and company onsite courses.

History of Governance Development

The project process is emphasized in the company, which is self-developed 
and phase-based. The main steps (or milestones) in a project must be 
embedded in the process. Kickoff meetings are held for each project to 
support the project manager and the project team.

Larger project meetings are held during project execution with the 
aim to, for example, respecify requirements, solve problems, or reassign 
resources. In this way, project team members may work across several 
projects and may be dynamically assigned to projects by the CEO. Meet-
ings are held mainly to structure the work (resources and assignments), 
and less for controlling progress. The CEO describes the governance par-
adigm as agile pragmatist (behavior control 1 stakeholder-oriented).

Management principles include the fact that the platform business is 
not profit-driven; rather, it is driven by a vision of advancing the profes-
sion in China. However, the consulting and training business is driven 
by profit maximization. Decisions on whether consulting engagements 
are accepted are based on resource availability and customers’ payment 
records. Training engagements are perceived as low-risk undertakings 
and are usually accepted when they arise. The underlying principle is 
survival through expansion of the product range.

The CEO says there are two organizational divisions within the com-
pany. One is the sales division, whose work is described as relatively un-
planned and unstructured. The other is the service unit, which develops 
annual plans and works along these plans.

Internal monitoring of employees is done through weekly reporting 
using a table that shows the role definitions for each employee. The em-
ployee reports the work he or she has done in a week as related to all the 
company’s defined roles for him or her. In addition to these reports, the 
CEO holds weekly half-hour meetings with each employee to obtain in-
formal information about who does what.

The CEO explains the mechanisms of governance by saying, “After 
10 years of development, I found that managing employees myself is 
the most effective.” Note that the CEO is both the founder and the ex-
ecutive manager of the company; therefore, he is the absolute authority 
of the company. Face-to-face communication with him, and an absence 
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of middle management, prevails in the company. According to the CEO, 
this system is beneficial for projects because they receive management 
attention and support. The downside is that the CEO may become the 
bottleneck in terms of availability, which may lead to loss of manage-
ment attention for some other projects.

The organization structure is flat. All employees report directly to the 
CEO, and the CEO decides on almost everything. However, the CEO said 
that if the business demands otherwise, he would be open to changes in 
the structure.

Today’s Governance and Governmentality

Project governance is mostly done by the CEO through the weekly 
meeting and table reporting. The governance of projects relies mainly 
on process compliance and formal/informal feedback to the CEO. Gov-
ernance of projects is done through selection (based on the principles 
stated above), kickoff meetings, and changes in resource assignments 
across projects. Portfolio-level information accumulates with the CEO, 
based on formal/informal reporting and exchange, because of colocation 
of employees. Process compliance and goal achievement are governable 
principles for projects and services. Less strict governance prevails in 
sales. Governmentality is top-down hierarchical, with decision and con-
trol authority at the level of the CEO.

Findings from the Longitudinal Study (Changes Over a  
One-Year Period)

Not much change happened during the time of study in terms of gover-
nance and governmentality.

Summary Table

Appendix A7 summarizes the governance practices, organizational enablers, 
and changes in the level of projectification of the small Chinese company.

Company E: Medium, China

Brief Introduction to the Company

Company E is a mid-sized engineering and R&D company with 
150 employees in the industrial communication industry. The company 
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is about eight years old. Its products mainly include standardized elec-
tronic components, such as integrated circuits (ICs), marketed in busi-
ness to business (B2B) markets. However, business to consumer (B2C) 
marketing was planned to start in 2015.

History of Governance Development

Historically, the company was founded for one large project. This devel-
oped into a task management culture, with task-responsible employees 
supervising design and other stages in collaboration with four other 
departments. Employees are seen as technical leaders who have the 
knowledge to control possible difficulties, but who have no authority 
to assign resources. Resource assignments are done together with the 
department managers of the other departments.

Because the company has a military background, it has maintained a 
strong process culture. Project-type thinking mainly prevails at the man-
agement level (as opposed to with the employees), and here, especially, 
in R&D. A chief scientist is in charge of all big projects and coordinates 
resources across these projects. Smaller projects are run and coordinated 
within the functional organizations/departments.

The president of the company explains that the characteristics of the 
project business are determined by industry standards, which have to be 
followed. These include the National Standards for Military Products, 
ISO 9000, HR guidelines, and so forth. Project management derived 
from these standards.

Today’s Governance and Governmentality

The overall process is controlled by a strategic committee and follows 
the flow in this way: Marketing finds appropriate markets; after that, 
economic analyses and technical and marketing feasibility studies are 
done. These accumulate and then a milestone decision is made about 
whether or not to launch a project. In the case of a launch, a project 
manager is assigned by the president or chief scientist, depending on 
project size.

The company’s particular form—organizing the business mainly with 
a process perspective and only using project management thinking at 
the management level—has benefits in terms of lower costs, especially 
for a business of this particular size (this benefit was mentioned by both 
the president of the company and his assistant). When it comes to the 
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utilization of resources and facilities, process thinking is beneficial be-
cause neither resources nor facilities can be assigned solely to projects. 
Thus, this form of governance is seen as most effective.

Understandings of the governance paradigm vary. The president sees 
the projects as being governed from a conformist perspective (behavior 
control 1 shareholder-oriented), with a move toward agile pragmatist 
(behavior control 1 stakeholder-oriented) in the future. The chief sci-
entist believes the normal projects in the company are process- oriented, 
while the critical projects are outcome-oriented, and no matter what 
type of projects they are, they all strive for a balance between share-
holders’ and stakeholders’ interest. The director of R&D categorized 
the  projects within his control as falling into a conformist paradigm 
(all noncritical projects are directed by him). The president’s assistant 
indicates a versatile artist (outcome control 1 stakeholder-oriented) 
governance paradigm, which is quite different from the answers given 
by others in the company. The reason for this is that they are talking 
about different things. While the president was referring to typical R&D 
projects in the organization, the assistant was talking about one par-
ticularly large  project, which was run outside the normal structure for 
projects in the company. To that end, the usual projects seem to be gov-
erned by a conformist paradigm, the critical projects shift more to the 
 outcome-oriented end, and exceptionally large projects use a versatile 
artist  paradigm.

Across these paradigms, the interviewees all indicated that gov-
ernance focuses on following the process, even if some of the process 
elements have to be done after the project is finished (as was done in the 
large project to which the assistant was referring). Roles and processes 
are thoroughly documented in the company.

The management principles underlying decision making are quality 
and time.

The governance process for projects includes stage reviews during 
the development of a prototype. A larger review is held at the end of the 
project, before the project’s product is handed over to production.

Project managers report on their projects to the planning depart-
ment, where working times are recorded and issues are assessed against 
the feasibility studies. Based on this information, the planning depart-
ment suggests a portfolio decision (like continuation, suspension, or 
changes to the project) to the institution governing the project (see list 
below). In meetings with governing institutions, Gantt charts are used 
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as the primary communication vehicle. Decisions to close out a project 
require documentation to be completed. Stage-gate reviews are held for 
larger projects and are attended by the chief scientist, top management, 
and customer responsible (typically a sales person, responsible for cus-
tomer relations).

Communication schedules include the following:

Weekly meetings:

• Department managers meet to discuss financials and sched-
ule, as well as the status and future of the project.

• Emergency meetings are held when needed.

Small/medium projects:

• The project manager reports to the R&D director, who con-
solidates the information of projects and reports to a strategic 
committee.

• The directors of related departments are invited to meetings.

Large projects:

• Project managers report to the CEO and chief scientist.
• The strategic committee serves as a steering committee.

Task and project managers do not share or receive information about 
other tasks or projects. Project information is considered confidential 
and is usually limited to the work group. Information sharing—if there 
is any—is very limited at the technical level.

This governance structure can be changed when the need arises. One 
example might be a time-critical production project, where the entire 
governance was adjusted to the needs of the project. Instead of using the 
strategic committee (i.e., steering committee), two teams were created: 
one for managing the project and one for monitoring the project manage-
ment team. The former consisted of three managers (at the top manage-
ment level), and the latter of two employees from logistics and another 
department, a concept similar to a participatory governance model. The 
project was decoupled from the usual processes and authorized to work 
autonomously. The teams met on a daily basis. This structure allowed 
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for meeting aggressive time goals, yet at very high costs. Management 
developed the structure to simplify the governance process, but contin-
ued to maintain standards compliance. The teams were held free from 
bureaucratic burdens for the duration of the project. However, they were 
required to produce the necessary internal documents after the project 
was finished.

The remuneration system for project management work consists 
of three parts. The first part is project results and performance in the 
 project-related work. It takes up about 60–70% of the final variable salary, 
and project managers provide input for this information. The second part 
stems from the evaluation of functional work performance, which takes 
up about 20–30%; functional department directors take responsibility 
for this aspect of the evaluation. The last 10% is used for any necessary 
adjustment on the final bonus and is handled by top  management.

The generic governance structure was set up as a blending of the pres-
ident’s prior industry experience and his learning about marketing. The 
key enabler for the governance structure is the president and his individ-
ual personality. He boldly implemented the structure and then stepped 
into the background, reducing his own importance in the governance 
process. The benefit of this approach is the governance structure’s reduc-
tion of dependency on one particular person after the structure has been 
created, so that the president can focus on other, more strategic tasks.

Findings from the Longitudinal Study (Changes Over a 
One-Year Period)

One vice president, who was against the above-described way of doing 
business through projects, left the company during the year of obser-
vation. The R&D director, who was in charge of all the small projects in 
the company (especially their technical aspects), got promoted because 
of his talent in business and management. He now takes charge of the 
business side of all projects, including cost, purchase, quote, bidding, 
and so on. The chief scientist is now in charge of the technical aspects 
of all projects because of his expertise in technology. In a word, instead 
of the chief scientist taking care of all big projects, and the R&D director 
taking care of all small projects as was done before, now the company 
has changed to a system where the chief scientist handles the technical 
issues of all projects, and the R&D director is in charge of all business 
issues of all projects.
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The project managers are more empowered than before. Previously, 
the project managers in this company could, at best, be called tech-
nical leaders; they did not have the authority to assign resources and 
make decisions on planning and so forth. The authority used to reside 
in different departments, like the planning department, purchasing 
department, and so on. The project managers were only responsible for 
organizing some technicians to overcome the technical issues of the 
products. During the year of observation, things have changed. Project 
managers have been given more authority, especially in terms of deci-
sion making on business issues. For example, they can now do plan-
ning and purchasing for their own projects, instead of issuing their 
requests to the related departments and having those departments 
handle those things centrally. The power structure has changed from 
being very centralized to being more dispersed, according to the needs 
of projects.

The top management advocates that the technicians should know 
more about business, and that administrators should know more about 
techniques. They want people to become generalists, so that all parties 
can better understand one another. They want the project managers to 
change from the original technical leaders to real business leaders. Like-
wise, the administrative people who work at departments now under-
stand more about projects and their management.

These changes have been welcomed by project managers, but not 
middle managers, especially the department directors, because they felt 
that their power was weakened. However, the top management and the 
project managers have been very much in favor of the changes.

Summary Table

Appendix A8 summarizes the governance practices, organizational 
enablers, and changes in the level of projectification for the medium 
Chinese company.

Company F: Large, China

Brief Introduction to the Company

Company F is the pharmaceutical branch of a large Chinese healthcare en-
terprise. This pharmaceutical business unit employs about 1,000 people. 
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It develops and manufactures a variety of different drugs. The types of 
projects mentioned during the interviews included drug development, 
internal improvement, and capital investment projects.

History of Governance Development

About a decade ago, Company F transitioned from a process orientation 
to a project orientation. Since then, it has increased its revenue signifi-
cantly while keeping the number of employees constant.

The company is IPMA level 3 certified. At the center of all project 
management activities is the PMO, a virtual organization, whose mem-
bers are managers and directors from several departments. They report 
to a PMO director, who reports to the president of the pharma business 
unit.

The PMO, together with a former CEO, established project man-
agement in the organization. Today, the PMO has the role of project 
governor. It selects projects, reviews project results, develops project 
management methodologies, certifies project managers, and so forth. 
It has gradually become a very powerful organizational unit within the 
company.

Even though it is powerful, this PMO is a virtual unit in the company. 
It consists of two teams, an expert team and an information coordinator 
team. The experts are mainly directors from different departments. This 
mechanism, to some extent, softens the barriers that projects may face 
in typical matrix organizations.

Today’s Governance and Governmentality

Projects are suggested, either through the company strategy using the 
board of directors as their vehicle, or through recommendations from 
employees and departments. Suggestions for projects are handed over 
to the PMO in November of each year to be executed in the following 
year. The first selection is done by the PMO based on the following three 
criteria:

1. Fit to key management areas
2. Process innovation
3. Strategic importance (e.g., five quality improvement and 

three management process improvement projects per year)
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Selected projects are categorized as follows:

• A 5 company-wide projects, often of a strategic nature
• B  5 cross-departmental projects, including some level of 

cross-departmental activity
• C  5 functional or departmental projects, executed within a 

line function, such as a department

The PMO organizes the project selection. It functions as the steering 
committee for projects, and develops and delivers the project man-
agement methodology, the reporting system, the overall management 
process, training and project management certification, and also hands 
out annual awards for the best projects and project managers. In addi-
tion, the PMO manages the community of interest of project managers 
(the virtual group of all those working or interested in project manage-
ment in the company). Examples include workshops on specific subjects, 
an internal magazine, as well as a series of videos that show project man-
agers at work. They are shown to various audiences, which then rate how 
much they liked the movie. Furthermore, the PMO manages the port-
folio of projects, of which there are currently approximately 70 per year, 
and reports about them on a weekly basis to the CEO, using the popular 
red, yellow, green indicator system for various levels of project risk.

Long-term development projects are formally linked to company or 
departmental key performance indicators (KPIs). KPIs may be used in 
the selection of these projects. Projects’ contribution to KPI achieve-
ment is assessed through reviews and reporting.

Category A, and some Category B, projects are formally reviewed by 
management (top management, department managers, plus the PMO) 
before being accepted. Category C projects are selected by the PMO, 
which involves representatives from related functions. These projects are 
accepted (or not) at first review, whereas other projects may go through 
several reviews before acceptance.

Once they are accepted, Category A and B projects are reviewed by 
top management and the PMO again about one month before planned 
finish. About halfway through the project, there is a further review by the 
respective project owner, where top management and the PMO are not 
involved. Category C projects are reviewed on an as-needed basis in the 
functional units, typically twice a year. Project managers are reviewed 
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on their projects by their respective department managers on a monthly 
basis, in addition to the monthly written project report. There are three 
review types:

• For Category A (very large and important projects): There are 
weekly meetings of the team, meetings between the owner 
and the project manager, plus monthly meetings of top man-
agement, owner, and team.

• For Category B (important projects): Project managers meet 
with their supervisor once a month. These meetings are used 
to identify and solve problems, and to coach the project man-
ager if needed. Project managers work part-time on projects 
and they are often line managers in parallel. In line manage-
ment meetings, they interact with other project managers 
about their projects. Project team meetings are scheduled on 
an as-needed basis.

• For other projects (especially for Category C type projects): 
Meetings are held on an as-needed basis. Main communica-
tion is done through the PMO’s electronic communication 
platform for project managers and their management (a sub-
set of the corporate intranet) and monthly reports.

The governance paradigm depends on the type of project. Category 
A projects are often governed from a flexible economist (outcome 
control 1 shareholder-oriented) perspective, whereas Category B proj-
ects (R&D projects) are governed from a versatile artist (outcome con-
trol 1 stakeholder-oriented) perspective. Category C projects (change 
projects) are mainly governed from an agile pragmatist (behavior con-
trol 1 stakeholder-oriented) perspective.

Monthly reporting is done through the PMO’s communication plat-
form and includes meeting minutes, progress and milestone reports, 
and the final reports on finished projects. The details of reporting differ 
between Category A, B, and C types of projects.

The underlying principles for management decisions are quality and 
customer orientation. Overall guidance is given through the National 
Quality Standard for Medicine. Internal, company-developed processes 
and procedures must be in accordance with this standard and be obeyed 
by the projects.

58991_CH04.indd   85 1/5/16   4:56 AM



86 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

Perceived Enablers

The initial trigger for moving the company from a process to a project 
orientation came from a former CEO, who introduced project manage-
ment as a new way of doing business in the company. This was based 
on his experience and military background. By merging the established 
command and control structure (one leader, all others followers—as it is 
done at Apple) with the creativity needed for the project-oriented type 
of business, project thinking emerged. It turned out to be appropriate 
for a fast-growing company that has to react quickly to changes and mar-
kets. Group-level management (above the business unit) supported the 
idea and showed interest, for example, by attending review meetings. 
That led to a culture where nonconformance with project thinking re-
flected badly on individuals. Over the years, top management’s thinking 
developed in accordance with the project management idea.

This former CEO, an IPMA-certified project manager, became a role 
model for the use of project management principles in the company. His 
leadership style has been described as giving a good deal of freedom to 
the people, but demanding solutions from them—thus, his leadership is 
focused on outcome control.

The PMO was important for the deployment of a project culture. It 
built the bridge between the upper and lower levels of the corporate 
hierarchy by building a system to run projects within the organization. 
Here, again, a strong leader, supported by management, is seen by the 
interviewees as a major enabler for project management in the organiza-
tion. This includes the formal institutional setup with methods, steering 
committees, and so forth, and also motivational factors, such as certifi-
cations and awards. The PMO sees training as one of the enablers. Today, 
the first training new employees receive is in project management, deliv-
ered by the PMO.

The present CEO of Company F is said to have similar characteristics, 
including trust in people, attention to detail (in the form of chat groups 
with employees), and weekly meetings with the PMO manager.

Findings from the Longitudinal Study (Changes Over 
a One-Year Period)

One of the biggest changes in this company during the observation 
period was that it had acquired some small pharmaceutical compa-
nies, which extended the scope of projectification by spreading project 
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thinking and the company’s way of doing business to these newly ac-
quired companies. The PMO also organizes training programs for key 
people in these companies, and tries to build a project culture there.

The other big change is that the PMO has turned into a permanent 
organization; it is now called the Project Management Center. It is 
equipped with a few full-time employees. This means that people are 
no longer working for the PMO as volunteers; instead, they now have 
a clear duty and responsibility to make sure projects are running well 
within the company. The organizational structure changed from a weak 
matrix to a balanced matrix. The old director of the PMO was promoted 
to the headquarters of the conglomerate of companies that her former 
company belongs to, in order to run the General Management Office, of 
which the PMO became a part. She now has more power to advance the 
PMO and project management development in the company.

Summary Table

Appendix A9 summarizes the governance practices, organizational en-
ablers, and changes in the level of projectification of the large Chinese 
company.

This chapter presented the narratives of the case study companies. The 
next chapter will start analyzing these companies.
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In this chapter, we describe the analysis and results of the conceptual 
and qualitative studies. We start with the systematic literature review 
(Study 1) published in Müller, Pemsel, and Shao (2014), whose results, in 
terms of propositions, became the input for the qualitative study (Study 2) 
published in Müller, Pemsel, and Shao (2015) which, in turn, provided the 
input for the quantitative study (Study 3—described in the next chapter), 
and the basis for the qualitative longitudinal study (Study 4) described in 
the present chapter.

Results from Study 1: Systematic Literature Review
This study used the conceptual basis of organizational enablers as de-
scribed in Chapter 2. Organizational enablers were defined as consisting 
of process facilitators and discursive abilities, each with its own specific 
factors and underlying mechanisms. The purpose of the systematic lit-
erature review was to develop the theoretical foundation for answering 
the question: What are the organizational enablers for governance and 
governmentality in the realm of projects?

We organized the related literature by project governance, governance 
of projects, and governmentality. In each of these three streams of liter-
ature, we categorized the existing literature, as was shown in Figure 2.2, 
in order to identify the organizational enablers and their constituent 
elements. We followed the five-step process outlined in Chapter 3.

Conceptual and 
Qualitative Studies: 
Analysis and Results
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The literature on governance in the realm of projects is diversified in 
general and specific themes in governance (e.g., governance by project 
type, size, industry, and so forth). For the purpose of categorization, we in-
terpreted the specific literature as a particular contribution to a more gen-
eral understanding of the phenomenon of governance. Overall, we found 
a major difference between the literature on for-profit projects, with its 
emphasis on governance, and the literature on open source development 
projects, with its emphasis on governmentality (see Tables 5.1 and 5.3).

Organizational Enablers for Project Governance

Table 5.1 shows the categorization for the literature on project gover-
nance, which forms the basis for our analysis process. For this process, 

Table 5.1:  Literature on organizational enablers for project governance  
(adapted from Müller, Pemsel, & Shao, 2014).

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors Presence of governance structures, including 
policies and institutions, and the authority to 
execute them (Miller & Hobbs, 2005)

Alignment of project sponsor and project 
manager objectives (Turner & Müller, 2004)
Alignment of strategy and project objectives 
(Morris & Jamieson, 2005)

.
Presence of a governance frameworks 
consisting of: development process (the story), 
governance principles (values), structure of the 
framework (contents), and governance elements 
(adaptable to project) (Klakegg & Haavaldsen, 
2011; Klakegg, Williams, & Magnussen, 2009)

.

Decoupling of projects from operations 
(Turner & Keegan, 1999)

.
Flexible governance structures that can be 
adapted to projects and their environment 
(Miller & Hobbs, 2005; Turner & Keegan, 1999)

.

Steering committee and other governance 
meetings (Crawford et al., 2008)

Workshops and gathering of people for ideating 
and planning (Lehtonen & Martinsuo, 2008)

.

.

.Mechanisms

Flexible governance frameworks that allow for 
top-down and bottom-up approaches (Klakegg 
& Haavaldsen, 2011; Klakegg et al., 2009)

Organizational structures aligned with size of 
projects and size of clients (Turner & Keegan, 
2001)

Turbulence arises in the project process when 
one (or more) of the three dimensions of 
transaction costs economics (TCE) changes— 
these are asset specificity, uncertainty, and 
frequency of the transaction (Winch, 2001)

.

.

.

. In nonprofit projects: governance through 
management of the six dimensions of system, 
mission, integrity, stakeholders, audits, and 
risks (Renz, 2007)
In open source software development 
projects: governance configurations based on 
ownership of assets, community management, 
software development process, conflict 
resolution and rule changing, and use of 
information and tools (Markus, 2007) 

.

.
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we selected only peer-reviewed material. This excluded practitioner 
literature, such as standards, guidelines, and handbooks by the Project 
Management Institute (PMI), the Association of Project Management 
(APM), and the Office of Government Commerce (OGC), because 
these publications are not peer-reviewed and/or based on academic 
research. However, it did not exclude academic research publications 
from these institutions, such as the reports from PMI’s funded research 
projects.

The literature in Table 5.1 indicates that the presence of a gover-
nance infrastructure enables project governance in organizations. This 
infrastructure includes the appropriate governance structures and 
frameworks for projects and their organizational context. To do so, 
the institutions using this infrastructure must be empowered with the 
authority for executing the elements of the infrastructure. We propose 
the following for project governance:

Proposition P1: Organizational enablers for project governance 
include the authority to procure, implement, and execute gover-
nance frameworks and policies, and the presence of specialized 
project governance roles (which can be executed by institu-
tions for project governance, such as sponsors, steering groups, 
or PMOs).

The process facilitators for project governance include factors such 
as the presence of defined governance structures in line with the wider 
organization and its particular needs, as well as the presence of gover-
nance frameworks suitable for the organization’s projects. Related sup-
porting mechanisms include the flexibility of the governance structures 
and frameworks in terms of their adaptability to the idiosyncratic needs 
of the organization’s projects (references are in Table 5.1).

The related discursive abilities include factors for aligning the objec-
tives of the project, project manager, and sponsor, and the alignment of 
these objectives with the organization’s strategy. Related mechanisms 
are communication schedules (meetings, etc.) for doing these align-
ments and executing project governance—for example, through goal 
setting, provision of resources, and controlling of progress (references 
are shown in Table 5.1).

Examples for the four elements of the organizational enablers for 
project governance are shown in Table 5.2.
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Table 5.2: Examples of elements of organizational enablers for project governance.

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors Presence of a governance infrastructure, such as
governance roles in the organization and
governance frameworks, together with the authority
to implement them

Aligned objectives across the organization from
strategy to projects

Communication mechanisms, such as steering
committee meetings, milestone meetings, joint
planning sessions, and so on

Built-in flexibility in governance structures and
frameworks, as well as idiosyncratic organization
structures that align business requirements (e.g.,
those stemming from the number and size of
clients) with project needs (e.g., project size) in an
organization

Mechanisms

Organizational Enablers for Governance of Projects

Table 5.3 shows the categorization of the literature on governance of 
projects.

Common across the literature is an emphasis on the need for flexi-
bility in governance structures across the organization. This is rooted in 
the uniqueness of projects, the idiosyncrasies of their outputs, and the 
importance of managing the diversity of stakeholders and their various 
requirements (for references, see Table 5.2). We propose the following 
for governance of projects:

Proposition P2: Organizational enablers for governance of projects 
include flexibility in structures and interactions, which allow for ef-
fectiveness in project selection and efficiency in project execution.

The related process facilitators include factors such as flexibility in 
organization structures in order to adjust them to the varying needs of 
a diverse set of projects. Furthermore, process-facilitators factors in-
clude the provision of governance frameworks to adjust governance to 
the organization’s variety of projects while keeping up with its shared 
values and synchronized routines. An additional factor is the support 
provided by governance institutions and middle management in coordi-
nating projects and solving issues. Related mechanisms are found in the 
flexibility of organization-wide governance structures and frameworks. 
Examples include governance institutions with flexible and changeable 
mandates, such as those for PMOs or steering committees, driven by the 
acute issues of the group of projects (for references, see Table 5.3).

Related discursive abilities in these organizational enablers include 
cognitive aspects such as awareness of the concept of organizational 
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project management and how it is practiced, its roles and institutions, 
and the related governance policies and goals. Supporting mechanisms 
are mainly communication events for synchronization across projects, 
dynamic creation of new roles for the benefit of projects, PMOs, or net-
works thereof (for references, see Table 5.3).

Table 5.4 shows examples of elements of the organizational enablers 
for governance of projects.

Table 5.3:  Literature on organizational enablers for governance of projects  
(adapted from Müller et al., 2014).

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors Versatile governance structures 
(Turner & Keegan, 1999)

Awareness of organizational project management 
and its related governance institutions such as 
PMOs, steering committees, and so on 
(Aubry et al., 2012; Müller, 2009)

Established knowledge governance routines and 
goals (Pemsel & Müller, 2012)

Communicated and accessible policies for 
governance of projects (Aubry et al., 2012)

.

..

.

.

PMOs (Aubry, Hobbs, & Müller, 2010) 

Presence of standards for project management 
(Aubry, Sicotte, Drouin, Vidot-Delerue, & Besner,
 2012)

Middle managers’ involvement to contribute to 
program and portfolio management for the 
governance of projects (Blomquist & Müller, 
2006)

.

.

.

Presence of a governance framework, consisting 
of: development process (the story), governance 
principles (values), structure of the framework 
(contents), and governance elements (adaptable
to project) (Klakegg & Haavaldsen, 2011; 
Klakegg et al., 2009)

Roles of governance institutions (e.g., project 
audits by PMOs, etc., depending on the level of 
projectification) (Müller, 2009)

Fostering adaptive capabilities for short-term 
success and absorptive capabilities for long-term
success (Biedenbach & Müller, 2012)

Hybrid structures (in terms of TCE) for 
project-based organizations (Foss, 2012)

Flexible mandates and roles for PMOs 
(Aubry et al., 2010; Aubry, Müller, & 
Glückler, 2011)

Standardization of project management across 
the organization (Aubry et al., 2012)

Middle managers in project-based organizations 
in their coordinating roles and efficiency and 
effectiveness improvement roles for program 
and portfolio management for the governance of 
projects (Blomquist & Müller, 2006)

Flexible governance frameworks that allow for 
top-down and bottom-up approaches (Klakegg 
& Haavaldsen, 2011; Klakegg et al., 2009)

Organizational structures adapted to the number 
of projects and number of clients (Turner & 
Keegan, 2001)

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Events for knowledge exchange among and 
between project managers, PMOs, and others 
(Aubry et al., 2012; Müller et al., 2013b)

PMO networks, along with the corporate 
hierarchy (Aubry et al., 2012)

Structures that allow for information scouting, 
ambassadorial activities, and boundary shaping 
activities (Lehtonen & Martinsuo, 2009)

.

.

.

Mechanisms
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Organizational Enablers for Governmentality

Table 5.5 shows the result of the categorization of the literature on 
governmentality.

Three dimensions of governmentality surface from the literature:

• People’s mindfulness of the wider organization in their deci-
sion making: This includes the awareness and deliberation of, 
for example, building corporations to maximize the organiza-
tion’s results and not just that of a single project, or adapting 
existing structures to new, upcoming opportunities.

• People’s self-responsibility: This includes their willingness to ac-
cept responsibility for the benefit of the organization, including 
responsibility for results and the associated efforts or projects.

• People’s self-organization within limits: This refers to the abil-
ity to self-organize their work within and across projects. This 
includes the acceptance of empowerment and a willingness 
to self-organize work within and across projects.

Several publications indicate the need to complement these mental 
predispositions with a general “underspecification” of existing organi-
zation structures, and autonomy of projects and their teams, together 
with decentralized work practices, in order to be able to dynamically 
(re)organize or change teams, roles, and structures (for references, see 
Table 5.5). We propose:

Proposition P3: Organizational enablers for governmentality 
provide for the development of individuals who are mindful of the 
organization, self-responsible, and self-organizing to a degree 
that matches the goals of the corporation.

Table 5.4: Examples of elements of organizational enablers for governance of projects.

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors

Mechanisms

The versatility of the organization and its
deployment of governance institutions

Awareness of organizational project management,
the presence and communication of governance
policies, and governance goals

Program- and portfolio-level meetings for
synchronization of governance across projects, the
flexible adjustment of mandates, and roles of
governance institutions and individuals to achieve
the goals of the organization through projects

Flexible organization structures, flexible mandates
and roles, willingness to collaborate across
organizational boundaries, and standardized, but
flexible project management across the
organization
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Table 5.5:  Literature on organizational enablers for governmentality  
(adapted from Müller et al., 2014).

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors Decentralization and autonomy, distributed 
work practices (Bresnen, Goussevskaia, 
& Swan, 2004)

Awareness about temporality of projects, 
emphasis on short-term performance 
(Bresnen et al., 2004)

Culture of open and fruitful discussions 
(Lehtonen & Martinsuo, 2008)

Strong ideological superstructure in open 
source development projects 
(Franck & Jungwirth, 2003)

Responsible individuals (Lindkvist, 2004)

Alignment of project governance and corporate 
governance through discourse on governance 
paradigm (Müller, 2009)

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Combination of governance and support tasks  
of steering groups (Crawford et al., 2008)

Presence of a governance structure 
(Müller et al., 2013a)

Provision of financial and human resources, 
top management support (Lehtonen & Martinsuo, 
2008)

.

.

.

.

.

Community-managed open source projects: 
independence of sponsors, pluralism in 
approaches, representation of members in 
decision making, decentralized decision making, 
and autonomous participation of individuals 
(O’Mahony, 2007; O’Mahony & Ferraro, 2007)

Flat organizational structure as context for projects 
as a prerequisite for people being mindful 
and self-organizing (Lindkvist, 2004)

Combination of formal and informal roles of 
steering groups (Crawford et al., 2008)

Mutual trust between governance system designer 
and project managers (Müller et al., 2013a)

Self-organization achieved by “underspecification” 
of structure, a “mindful” system, emphasis on 
competence (Lindkvist, 2004)

Reporting practices synchronized with other 
projects, other reporting mechanisms, and 
across the organization (Bresnen et al., 2004)

Networks of people as knowledge containers 
(Lindkvist, 2004)

Shared communicative events, such as in-house 
project management conferences, synchronized 
project management, and governance training 
across hierarchical levels, shared servers with 
policies, methodologies, and tools for project 
management and governance (Müller et al., 
2013b)

.

.

.

Mechanisms

The process facilitators for governmentality include factors such as 
organizational design and provision of resources and autonomy, which 
needs to be granted by upper management. Related mechanisms include 
flat organizational structures, people’s willingness to execute formal and 
informal roles simultaneously, and a general trust between the people 
and their governance structure.

The discursive abilities for governmentality include factors such as the 
central ideology of the organization, which provides a vehicle for commu-
nicating the organization’s values, supported by a communication culture, 
and people’s general awareness about the temporality of their work and 
the associated performance measures. Supportive mechanisms include 
networking structures among people, synchronization of reporting and 
communication structures, and the support of knowledge-exchange events.
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Table 5.6 shows examples of elements of the organizational enablers 
for governmentality.

This systematic review has shown that the literature on governance 
in the realm of projects can clearly be categorized by project governance, 
governance of projects, and governmentality. Creating further catego-
ries, such as those by project type or level of projectification, would be 
possible, but this would go beyond the research question, RQ2, involved 
in this study.

The theoretically derived organizational enablers listed above can be 
summarized for:

• project governance: presence of governance structures and 
institutions (e.g., methodological frameworks, steering com-
mittees) and the authority granted by higher management for 
its execution;

• governance of projects: flexibility of structures and inter-
actions for integration, adaptation, and standardization of 
different governance approaches at a higher organizational 
level; and

• governmentality: development of people who are mindful of 
the wider organization, and willing and capable of accepting 
responsibility for the governance of the project-related parts 
of the organization.

A few further observations surface when we integrate governance and 
governmentality into a hierarchy with project governance as the lowest 
level, governance of projects as the next highest organizational level, and 
governmentality as the organizational culture and, thereby, the highest 
level. When we do this, we see that (1) the higher the level, the more 

Table 5.6: Examples of elements of organizational enablers for governmentality.

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors

Mechanisms

Organizational design factors, such as autonomy,
decentralization, flatness of organizational structures

A culture of open discussions, ideologies that are
clearly communicated, and a general emphasis on
the temporality of the undertakings and success
measures

Synchronized reporting and communication
structures across projects and the organization,
creation and maintenance of knowledge network
structures (instead or parallel to departmental
structures)

Individuals’ flexibility in adapting formal and
informal roles, trust between individuals and the
governance structure, and a general
“underspecification” of structures
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important the people dimension is (see Table 5.6); (2) the lower the 
governance level, the more important the structures are (i.e., policies, 
guidelines, methodologies) (see Table 5.4); and that (3) according to 
the literature, flexibility is the key characteristic of good governance, 
but the nature of flexibility changes over the hierarchy: Lower levels 
require flexibility in methodologies and processes to address the partic-
ularities of their projects; governance of projects requires flexibility in 
organizational structures and people’s willingness to adapt to changing 
tasks, objectives, and time frames that stem from the diversity of proj-
ects; and higher levels need flexibility in people’s mindsets and attitude 
toward their work (see Propositions P1 to P3), as well as flexibility from 
management in adapting governmentality to the requirements of the 
organization, such as when a shift from strict control structures to more 
neo-liberal governmentality is needed.

The three propositions have contributed to a preliminary answer to 
research question RQ2. In Study 2, we test these propositions empirically.

Results from Study 2: The Qualitative Study
This study used a multiple-case-study design with six firms in Sweden 
and China to test the proposition from Study 1 and identify governance 
practices and their enablers in the case companies. Institutional theory 
served as the theoretical perspective.

Within-Case Analyses Results

We followed Silverman (2010) by using the narratives of the case com-
panies as input for coding the practices found in the companies into 
project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality. We 
tested the three propositions by comparing the codes we identified 
through template analysis with each proposition. We followed Cameron 
and Sankaran (2013) and Silverman (2010) by doing quantitative analy-
sis of the qualitative interview data. We did this because we were looking 
for the diversity of governance practices, and not their intensity.

The codes were generated through template analysis. For that, we used 
the practices identified in the literature review in Study 1 to generate an 
initial set of codes. This was then compared with the narratives from the 
case companies. Table 5.7 shows the validated codes, structured by the 
three pillars of institutional theory.
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We found a large overlap between the practices described in the case 
narrative and the proposed organizational enabler P1 for project gover-
nance (including its constituent elements). This was evident through the 
frequent use of terms, such as flexible organizational structures, use of 
methodologies, and transparent meeting schedules by the interviewees 
in all case companies. Proposition P1 is supported in all cases.

The test for Proposition P2—the practices for governance of 
projects—showed a more diverse picture. Codes from the narratives 
from Companies A, B, C, and F largely overlapped with the organiza-
tional enablers proposed in P2, such as standardization in reporting 
across projects or the use of company-wide methodologies. The codes 
from Companies D and E, on the other hand, showed more of a mod-
erate fit with the organizational enabler P2 and its elements. This was 
because Companies D and E had somewhat-limited communication 
across projects, which is in conflict with our findings in Study 1, which 
emphasized the alignment of governance across projects through com-
munication. However, some cross-project communication did exist in 
Companies D and E. Therefore, we concluded that Proposition P2 is 
only weakly supported.

In testing Proposition P3, we found that the codes generated from 
the narratives of Companies A, B, C, and F largely overlapped with those 
proposed in P3, the organizational enabler for governmentality and its 
constituent elements. Overlaps were found, for example, in autonomy 

Table 5.7:  Mapping the practices against the three pillars of institutional theory  
(adapted from Müller et al., 2015).

Note: * = Large companies only

Project governance

Governance of
projects

Governmentality

Regulative Normative Cultural-cognitive

Steering groups

Flat and flexible organizational 
structures

PMO*

Project management 
methodologies

Clearly defined roles*

Meeting schedules

Top management support

Flexible organizational 
structures

Standardization

Media and infrastructure

Autonomy of project 
managers

Company-wide 
methodologies

Alignment of projects
and business

Self-responsibility Project thinking

Open system thinking
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and self-responsibility of project managers, their projects, and their sys-
tem thinking (see Table 5.7). However, the codes from the narratives of 
Companies D and E poorly overlapped with P3. The difference arose from 
P3’s emphasis on a project-thinking culture, open discourse, and auton-
omy of project managers. The directive management style in Company D 
and the lack of a project-thinking culture in Company E indicated less 
liberal and more rigid approaches to governmentality than we proposed 
in P3. From this, we decided that P3 is only partially supported. The case 
data indicate a possible context-contingency of governmentality, which 
ranges from rigid via liberal to neo-liberal approaches, which is not ar-
ticulated in the existing literature.

From the above test, we concluded that the practices shown in 
Table 5.7 are used to execute project governance, governance of projects, 
and governmentality, but with the limitations stated above.

Cross-Case Analysis Results

Our analysis across the six cases followed the same principle as above. 
For project governance, we found the following codes (see Table 5.7) and 
frequencies: methodology, meetings, steering committee (in all cases), 
flexible organizational structure (in five cases), top management support 
(in four cases), as well as project management office (PMO) and clearly 
defined roles (two times, respectively, both only in the large companies). 
Comparison of these codes with the three pillars of institutional theory 
showed that the organizational practices for project governance pre-
dominantly reflect the regulative and normative pillars of institutional 
theory. The pattern emerging from this indicates the following:

Organizational practices for project governance include the ex-
istence of methodologies, meetings, steering committees, flexible 
organizational structures, and top management support. Partic-
ular for large companies are PMOs and clearly defined roles.

The analysis for governance of projects across the six cases followed 
the same process of comparing theoretically derived codes with those 
from the case narratives (see Table 5.7). Codes such as company-wide 
methodology (five times); flexibility in structure, standards, and com-
munication media (either meetings or IT infrastructure); and alignment 
of projects with business needs (four times, respectively) appeared fre-
quently. Comparison of these codes with the three pillars of institutional 

58991_CH05.indd   99 1/5/16   5:02 AM



100 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

theory showed that they mainly fall into the categories of regulative 
and normative pillars. The following pattern for governance of projects 
emerged:

Organizational practices for governance of projects include the 
existence of company-wide methodologies; flexibility in struc-
tures, standards, and communication media; and alignment of 
projects with business needs.

Our analysis of the codes on governmentality was conducted in a 
similar manner. Validated codes (see Table 5.7) included open system, 
project autonomy, and taking responsibility (four times), and project 
thinking (two times in Companies A and F, which are the two companies 
with the strongest project culture among the case companies). Compar-
ing these codes with the three pillars of institutional theory, we found 
them to be mainly related to the cultural-cognitive pillar. An example 
can be seen in the reference to open-system thinking that reflects the 
cognitive aspects of good understanding of the entire organization. The 
emerging pattern for governmentality is as follows:

Organizational practices for governmentality include people’s 
perception of the organization as an open system, as well as 
project autonomy and taking responsibility. Project thinking 
among employees is particular for companies with a strong 
project culture.

By analyzing the commonalities of organizational practices across 
all levels, we found people’s willingness and motivation to engage in 
sensemaking activities to be of paramount importance. This under-
scores the importance of both governmentality theory and the cultural- 
cognitive pillar of institutional theory.

Table 5.7 summarizes the relationship between these patterns and 
the three pillars of the institutional theory.

The theoretically derived enablers are supported by the data from the 
qualitative study. Hence, enablers and practices overlap and validate one 
another. This shows a general presence of enablers as underlying prac-
tices, but does not show the strength of the expression of enablers in 
successful implementations of governance and governmentality. Thus, 
the results, so far, do not indicate best practices. The results from the 
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conceptual and qualitative studies imply and indicate a generally pos-
itive relationship with success, meaning that higher expressions of en-
ablers in an organization lead to higher success in terms of implementa-
tion of governance and governmentality, as well as the overall results of 
the project-based part of the organization. To test for this and identify 
best practices, we developed the following hypotheses:

H1a: There is a positive relationship between enablers of project 
governance and successful implementation of governance.

H1b: There is a positive relationship between enablers of proj-
ect governance and success of the project-based part of the 
organization.

H2a: There is a positive relationship between enablers of gover-
nance of projects and successful implementation of governance.

H2b: There is a positive relationship between enablers of 
governance of projects and success of the project-based part 
of the organization.

H3a: There is a positive relationship between enablers of govern-
mentality and successful implementation of governance.

H2b: There is a positive relationship between enablers of govern-
mentality and success of the project-based part of the organization.

These hypotheses will be tested in the quantitative study, which is 
described in Chapter 5.

Results from Study 4: The Longitudinal Study
The qualitative, comparative case studies include six case companies, 
three from Sweden and three from China. We start this results section 
with a brief presentation of the six companies’ governance paradigm. 
A more thorough description (case narratives) is provided in Chapter 4. 
A summary table (Table 4.1) is found at the end of each case presentation.

Governance Paradigms

In order to grasp the companies’ governance characteristics, we start by 
mapping the companies’ governance practices against the four gover-
nance paradigms (see Figure 5.1).
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The small- and medium-sized companies are the most different in 
terms of their governance paradigms.

Small Companies’ Governance Paradigms

The small Swedish company (Company A) and the small Chinese com-
pany (Company D) are almost each other’s opposites. Company A allows 
people to manage their projects as they find suitable and mainly con-
trol the outcome, instead of forcing a system of process compliance. 
Company D, on the other hand, controls its employees very thoroughly 
in their use of templates, meetings, and so on—that is, behavior control.

Medium-Sized Companies’ Governance Paradigms

Both of the medium-sized companies we studied were highly shareholder- 
oriented in their governance in the realm of projects. Company B, how-
ever, is more outcome-focused, while Company E wants to control the 
process.

Large Companies’ Governance Paradigms

The large companies, Companies C and F, are both stakeholder-oriented 
and value contributions to the society at large, and both imply that 
their drugs contribute to the improvement of human health. They are 

Figure 5.1: Case companies’ governance paradigm.
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both outcome- and process-focused in terms of the governance of their 
projects, a fact caused by the many different perspectives that are 
assessed through internal and external governance bodies, rehearsals of 
safety, animal testing, and so forth.

Figure 5.1 maps the six case companies into the governance paradigm 
framework. It shows the diversity with which the small companies 
(A and D) govern their projects, whereas the medium-sized compa-
nies (B and E) prefer shareholder orientation, and the large companies 
(C and F) have a stakeholder orientation for the governance of their proj-
ects. Furthermore, it shows that the Swedish companies prefer to control 
by outcome and the Chinese companies control behavior.

Materialization of Governance and Governmentality

The above has provided an overview of the companies’ characteristics 
and governance paradigms. But how does their governance materialize 
in practice? Our cases demonstrate similarities and differences in how 
project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality mate-
rialized in the companies (see Table 5.8).

One trend we observed is that the smallest companies are the most 
diversified when it comes to governance in the realm of projects. Both 
small companies want to grow, but whereas Company A dynamically 
adapts its governance system to the business opportunities (as reported 
by the employees), Company D is more stable, as the external changes are 
faced and filtered by the CEO, who translates this information into di-
rections to the employees. The medium-sized companies (Companies B 
and E) have the lowest level of projectification and are facing severe 
tensions over whether they intend to be mainly a project-oriented or a 
product-based company. This results in a rather weak governance sys-
tem and unsophisticated governmentality in the realm of projects. The 
largest companies (Companies C and F) have the most advanced and 
sophisticated governance systems, and both have high degrees of pro-
jectification. In the following section, we will elaborate further on the 
companies’ commonalities and differences in practice concerning gov-
ernance issues.

In summary, when it comes to project maturity at different levels of 
the organizations, we see the following pattern: Small companies tend to 
be started and centered on their projects, but are rather immature when 
it comes to formal normative governance structures. As the organization 
grows to medium size, governance in the realm of projects becomes low 
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in priority, as projects are not at the heart of the organization’s busi-
ness. As companies grow into large organizations, the need for advanced 
governance approaches increases, together with general project thinking 
within the organization.

Project Governance
Small Companies

Both small companies have a rather flexible organizational struc-
ture, follow project methodologies, have strong meeting cultures, are 
project-centered, and have CEOs in a strong and influential position. 
However, the way the CEO manifests his or her leadership style differs 
strongly between the small companies.

In Company A, the CEO has a less controlling and dominating role 
than in Company D. The CEO in Company D (small, China) is the owner 
of the company; thus, he is the authority in the company, his knowledge 
and experience is of great value, and all decisions are made by him. He 
explained this as follows:

As we are a small company, there is no need to set up 
mid-management in the company. I found it much more effi-
cient and quick to make a decision myself. (CEO, Company D)

In Company A (small, Sweden), on the other hand, the CEO takes 
more of a consultative, supporting role, and most decisions are made 
jointly with his team. Thus, in Company D, employees are dependent on 
the CEO, while in Company A, they are more independent. Company A’s 
CEO has a rather humble view of his leadership role, as shown by this 
statement:

My employees are extremely knowledgeable leaders and 
project managers and I would be naïve to think that I could 
steer them in a way better than they can steer themselves. So, 
I focus on having strong relationships with every employee, 
and I try to empower them to do what they can in order to 
take us toward our vision by following our strategy. So, I try 
to ensure we are more or less aligned and that people can 
make use of each other, so more being the glue between all 
parts than steering them. (CEO, Company A)
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Medium-Sized Companies

Both of the medium-sized companies are process-driven; the project 
managers have no authority to assign resources for their projects and 
they have some infrastructure in terms of methods, business princi-
ples, and so on. They have cross-department meetings and functional 
operations are prioritized over project work. “Our company is all about 
product development, not projects per se” (PMO manager, Company B). 
The organizations are driven by efficiency thinking and support from 
top management at every level.

The differences between Companies B and E is that Company B ini-
tially had a PMO (but it was closed down during the time of the lon-
gitudinal study), while Company E never had one; however, Company 
E did have a chief scientist to supervise all the critical projects and 
the director of R&D department takes care of all noncritical projects. 
Knowledge sharing flows freely, horizontally, between project managers 
in Company B. Because the projects in Company E are for the defense 
industry, on the other hand, they are confidential and cannot be shared 
between project managers, which results in vertical knowledge sharing. 
Company B has lots of meetings because of the adoption of Scrum in the 
product development phase of the project, while Company E has a few 
event-driven meetings. Company E has an incentive system in place for 
project managers; Company B does not.

Large Companies

The large companies have extensive and advanced infrastructure for 
governance, including different frameworks for different projects and a 
number of governance bodies, both internal and external, for controlling 
and steering the projects. They also have a strong industry-related value 
of doing good in the world through their projects.

The difference between the large companies is that Company F 
has an incentive system and strong communities of practices where 
knowledge is shared. These elements are lacking in Company C, 
where knowledge is shared instead through formal or informal 
cross-organizational meetings, as well as through industry-level meet-
ings with, for example, research centers and universities. Another dif-
ference between the two large companies is in the role of the PMO, 
which is not involved in day-to-day business in Company C, but is very 
involved in Company F.
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Governance of Projects
Small Companies

Both of the small companies studied have CEO-driven portfolio man-
agement. The differences are that the employees in Company A have 
the opportunity to influence project selection by showing which projects 
they find interesting and intriguing. Employees in Company D do not 
have this opportunity.

Employees’ reporting is done through monthly project reports in 
Company A, while employees in Company D report weekly on their con-
tribution to their annual objectives. Relationships between project man-
agers and customers are strong and well developed in Company A, while 
they are weak in Company D. The latter is because new initiatives origi-
nate with the CEO, whereas in Company A, new initiatives can originate 
anywhere in the organization. Company A is driven by values such as 
being the best in the market. Its employees are certified as professionals 
to increase their credibility in the market.

Medium-Sized Companies

Similarities among the medium-sized companies related to the gover-
nance of projects is a lack of formal authority for project managers, pri-
ority of operational processes over projects, and a general perception 
that projects as an organizational form are too expensive and should be 
avoided if possible. This attitude hampers the development of a strong 
project culture in both companies.

We found that Company B tries to integrate knowledge and resources 
across projects, while Company D avoids doing this. The project man-
agers in Company B lobby for resources with the line manager and the 
CEO, but in Company E, they have a chief scientist who does all resource 
allocations. The CEO in Company B is mainly interested in financial 
aspects of the projects, while the CEO in Company E uses the projects 
to plan the company’s reputation, that is, he is interested in retaining 
a good reputation and, therefore, ensures that projects live up to their 
reputation and quality of deliveries.

Large Companies

Companies C and F are both heavily driven by regulatory require-
ments, emphasize interactive work with external bodies, and strive for a 
reputation as a company that cares about what is best for the health of 
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customers and society. Top management does project selection and the 
companies are pervaded by project thinking.

Portfolio management in Company F is executed by the PMO, while 
this is done at the department level in Company C. Company F selects 
new projects in accordance with its strategy and the recommendations 
of employees, whereas Company C selects new projects through a long 
chain of formal decisions, which includes extensive lobbying by various 
stakeholder groups. Company C has an internal focus on building com-
petent project managers, while Company F strives for excellence through 
external certifications for project managers.

Governmentality
Small Companies

Governmentality is materialized in the small companies through a 
mentality of always striving for excellence in performance and flexibil-
ity in terms of roles and mandates. The ways these companies encour-
age their employees to do this differs substantially. Company A uses 
common business values and trust in its employees’ abilities to per-
form their jobs, while Company D relies on business principles and en-
forces process compliance. These differences go hand-in-hand with the 
CEOs’ styles: the democratic style in Company A, and the autocratic 
style in Company D.

Medium-Sized Companies

Governmentality in the medium companies demonstrates their low 
levels of projectification. Both companies are pervaded by a strong 
process and operations culture. Project management is done at a su-
perficial and high management level in the organizations. The most 
evidential difference can be seen in the way sensemaking is done 
in the organizations. In Company B, sensemaking is done through 
many meetings and improvements of attitudes concerning project 
work. In Company E, on the other hand, sensemaking of governance- 
related matters goes through top-down information and f lows from 
management.

Large Companies

The large companies’ governmentality is characterized by a mental-
ity of professionalism and the highest level of freedom for project 
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managers to do their jobs and strive for excellence in project manage-
ment. Project managers appear to be mindful of the wider organization, 
the regulatory standards, and the public in their project work. Informa-
tion sharing is a key element of the process and the attitudes of project 
managers. Sensemaking happens in the organizations through synchro-
nized reporting, but also through a number of meetings with a mix of 
participants. The formal content of the meetings, however, differs be-
tween the companies.

Company C focuses on milestone achievements and internal stake-
holder contributions, while Company F focuses on process and profes-
sionalism in project management in its meetings.

Appendix A9 summarizes the commonalities and differences.

Enabling Governance

What enables the governance systems in these companies? Why is it that 
even though the companies are rather similar in what they are doing, for 
companies of different sizes, the enabling forces for how this is accom-
plished differ significantly? Table 5.8 illustrates the strongest enabling 
forces for each company’s governance systems.

Table 5.8: The most revealing enabling forces of each company’s governance system.

Project governance

Governance of
projects

Governmentality

Company A

Contract steers 
projects

Project 
portfolio work 
is governed by 
common 
values 

Project 
managers have 
freedom in 
business

Company’s 
megaprocess 
steers projects

Project 
portfolio work 
is governed by 
a common 
relationship 

Project 
managers have 
freedom in 
technical 
solutions

For type A and 
B projects, 
process steers

For type C 
projects, they 
are liberal in 
their view of 
how to steer 
projects

Project 
portfolio is 
governed by 
the PMO

Project 
managers have 
freedom in task 
implementation 

Company B Company C Company D Company E Company F

Project 
methodological 
processes 
steer individual 
projects

Project 
portfolio work 
is governed by 
governance 
institutions

Project 
managers have 
freedom in 
innovation

Strictly follows 
process

Project 
portfolio work 
is governed by 
the chief 
scientist and 
R&D director

Project 
managers have 
freedom in 
technical 
solutions

Project work is 
directed by 
CEO

Project 
portfolio work 
is directed by 
the CEO

Project 
managers have 
no freedom
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Table 5.9: Materialization of enablers in the companies.

Teamwork Teamwork A lot of heroismTeamwork Some heroismTeamwork

Extremely high Extremely low Extremely highLow High, but going 
down

Low

Employee 
well-being, 
stakeholder 
interest, 
competiveness

Competiveness, 
customer 
satisfaction

Stakeholder 
interest, 
customer 
satisfaction

Competiveness, 
customer 
satisfaction

Competiveness, 
customer 
satisfaction, 
regulative 
requirements

Regulatory 
requirements, 
customer 
satisfaction

Group of 
leaders: three 
starters of the 
company and 
CEO, strong in 
all

Only strong 
leader

Strong in allWeak Strong in allStrong leader 
and institution

Infrastructure

Small

All high Only exchange 
information to 
CEO, not peers

Networking, 
PMO, and 
project 
managers 
vertical and 
horizontal

Medium Large

Project 
management-
Scrum people

Informed 
through 
management, 
project 
meetings; no 
professional 
exchange 
externally

Internal, more 
vertical 
information

External 
meetings and 
governance 
bodies, less 
with 
professional 
organizations

Only between 
chief 
scientists/R&D 
director and 
project 
managers, not 
among peers

Company

Sweden China Sweden China Sweden China

Consensus One manager 
(CEO)

 (Experts)Consensus (Experts)(Experts)

Flat organic Centralized, 
hierarchical 
(flat)

High in allWeak matrix High in allWeak matrix 

Liberal flexible Liberal flexible Strict in project 
categories A/B, 
flexible in C

Less flexible, 
process-driven

Flexible 
between 
milestones

Less flexible, 
process-driven

Decision-making 
style

Organizational 
structure

Flexibility

Values

Role as project 
manager

Main drivers for 
decision making

Leadership

By scrutinizing these enabling forces more thoroughly through 
rounds of coding, categorization, pattern searches, and reflections, we 
discovered that the enablers in the companies were materialized through 
their: infrastructure, decision-making style, organizational structure, 
flexibility, values, role as a project manager, and main drivers for deci-
sion making and leadership (see Table 5.9).

Table 5.10 visualizes the classification of the enablers and maps 
enablers to reported governance practices in the case companies. From 
this mapping exercise, it may be concluded that the process-facilitating 
mechanism of flexibility, and combined the discursive-ability factor of 
leadership, are the most influential enablers for the governance practices, 
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followed by the discursive ability factor of values. This may be further ex-
plained by contextualizing it through our case companies.

In small companies, advanced formal governance infrastructures 
are, to some degree, replaced by well-articulated cultural values, log-
ics of actions, and governmentalities that guide decision making and 
integrate process and discursive abilities. As explained by the CEO of 
Company A: “We have a process description for each process, but at the 
same time, we try to keep the structure at a minimum. There is some 
kind of coexistence between structure and culture and if you maximize 
one, it tries to strain the other one. We know that our culture is what is 
making us great . . . therefore, we don’t want too much structure.” It is 
obvious to all employees in Company A that the joint decision making 
and the core values of trust, well-being, transparency, and participation, 
inspires employees and guides the day-to-day operations. “No one tells 
you how you must do it, but [they] discuss different risks and oppor-
tunities with you concerning your project status and how to reach set 
targets” (Project management consultant, Company A). In Company D, 
on the other hand, the employees are comfortable with letting the CEO 
guide them at a micro level. In the medium companies, tensions be-
tween the line and the project impact the authority given to the project 

Table 5.10: Mapping enablers against practices.

Infrastructure
(PF-Mechanism)

Decision-making 
style

(DA- Mechanism)

Organizational 
structure

(PF- Mechanism 
and Factor)

Flexibility
(PF-Mechanism)

Values
(DA-Factor)

Role as project 
manager

(DA-Factor)

Drivers for 
decision making 
(DA-Mechanism)

Leadership
(DA-Factor)

Enablers

Practices

Communication/
reporting

Report system
in use

Project selection

Project coordination

Project manager 
support

Incentives

Meetings/reviews

Portfolio decision 
making

Governance 
orientation

Governance control

External control

Common method

PF= process facilitator, DA = discursive ability

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

X

58991_CH05.indd   110 1/5/16   5:02 AM



Conceptual and Qualitative Studies: Analysis and Results 111

managers in their projects. Governmentality in the medium companies 
is not focused upon projects. This impacts the integration of the fac-
tors and mechanisms that underpin the discursive abilities and those 
that underpin the process facilitators. This suggests that project gov-
ernance and governance of projects appear to be the least expressed in 
the medium-sized companies. The most advanced and well-functioning 
governance was found in large companies.

In summary, organizations with well-functioning governance of 
projects and project governance are often underpinned by a govern-
mentality that is centered on projects. Small and large organizations are 
more likely to demonstrate governmentality centered on projects than 
medium-sized organizations; thus, they are more likely to establish 
well-functioning governance of projects and project governance, as the 
PMO director at Company F said:

The culture of our projectized way of organizing work is 
shaped gradually, but steadily in our company. From top man-
agement to bottom operational stuff, all people think in the 
same direction, so projectification is relatively harmonious 
in our company. That could be one of the reasons for our 
great project results.

In small organizations, governance may function well despite a 
lack of advanced formal governance infrastructure if it is replaced by 
well-articulated and integrative social structures and governmentality 
of projects driven by collective values and logics of actions.

Development of Governance Over Time

We collected empirical data at two points in time: once during 2013 and 
once 12 months later in 2014. Between these two interview cycles, we 
saw some developments and changes in the six case companies. We will 
present these changes case by case.

The Swedish small case company: Company A became even more 
projectified during the year of our study. It developed a strong 
vocabulary regarding how projects were discussed in the com-
pany, becoming even stricter concerning the use of PRINCE2 
terminology, and so, increased project thinking in the organi-
zation even more. The company grew in terms of its number of 
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employees, hiring three new employees. As the company grows, 
the need arises for more clearly defined roles. To complement the 
hiring process, the company has started a mentor program for 
new employees. It also matured in its portfolio decision-making 
processes so that ad hoc actions were reduced over the course of 
the year.

The company is still struggling with a tension of not losing their 
culture by implementing too much structure.

The Swedish medium-sized case company: Company B’s biggest 
change was to become even less projectified. Even though the 
company has obtained more projects and more revenue from 
them, and every project manager is loaded with more projects 
per person, the degree of productification, and not projectifica-
tion, has increased in the company.

The company is currently in a crisis. The former CEO left because 
he did not want to move to the head office in Sweden, and the owner of 
the company stepped in as temporary CEO. The new CEO wants more 
direct control over the project business. He closed down the PMO and 
brought the project managers operating in other countries “home” to 
the main office in Sweden. A few project managers left the company be-
cause they were not given enough of an introduction in understanding 
the company’s project processes and felt burned out and uninspired. No 
investments have been made to improve project-related activities. The 
company has become even more product-oriented and strives to con-
tinue this trend.

The Swedish large case company: Company C has hired a new 
CEO who wants to make the organization flatter and have more 
direct communication with project-related workers. The new 
management team sees more uncertainty in the market con-
cerning revenues, patents, and so on, and thereby, has started to 
micromanage projects. This may impact the company’s innova-
tiveness, as explained by one project director from Company C:

The pharma industry is based on innovation; we do new 
things. We find new drugs; we come up with new treat-
ment paradigms. In such an environment, new ideas are 
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generated. We need to have a good atmosphere in the culture 
that makes these highly educated scientists feel creative, but 
at the same time, ensures productivity. In the pharma indus-
try, what is interesting is that they do very risky things; we 
get reimbursement of these products that are on the market, 
but it is really risky. So, the project management framework 
that you put on the organization must maintain the culture 
of innovation. If you criticize the project for its deliverables, 
it is a hostile governance situation. If there are elements of 
micromanagement of what is going on in the projects, it may 
influence the working conditions and the atmosphere and 
culture for the scientists in a negative manner. You must be 
very careful about what kind of control and reward system 
you put in place so they still enjoy coming to work. And we 
encourage them to be curious and be motivated to find these 
ideas. . . . I think it is starting to create an atmosphere that 
is not optimal for the development of drugs. I think this 
is happening at the governance level. With an increased 
level of requirements and details in reporting, and so on; 
the level of trust may not really be there.

Also, external governance bodies have started to control internal gov-
ernance institutions even more, but these controls are not seen as some-
thing negative. The project teams mainly get constructive feedback on 
what they are doing and sometimes good new input for how to proceed.

Another change in the company is that the company has acquired a 
number of small companies. A great challenge exists in integrating the 
new companies into the corporate culture and governance system.

The Chinese small case company: Company D is the only com-
pany that has remained with the status quo. There have been no 
changes at any level—neither internal nor external.

The Chinese medium-sized case company: At Company E, the 
level of projectification has increased. This is seen in the fact 
that project managers have gained more authority and taken 
over responsibilities from the functional departments—for ex-
ample, planning and purchasing. The R&D director, who used 
to be in charge of all the small projects (especially in techni-
cal aspects), was promoted because of his talent in business 
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and management. He now handles the business side of all the 
projects—cost, purchasing, quotes, bidding, and so forth. As the 
assistant to the CEO explained:

What we called “project manager” before was, in fact, “project 
coordinator,” who did not have authority to assign resources 
and make business decisions. Now we want to grant them 
more autonomy in order to make them more like a real ‘man-
ager’ with business thinking in their mind.

The Chinese large case company: Company F became even more 
projectified during the course of the year. The virtual PMO has 
become a permanent Project Management Center, and the PMO 
has become even more powerful within the company. Company 
F has acquired a number of small companies and faces similar 
challenges to Company C in integrating these into the compa-
ny’s project culture and governmentality. The company invites 
people from the acquired companies to visit their company and 
Project Management Center, to get a feel for the project culture 
of the company and to achieve a common sense of how project 
management is done. After that, Company F initiated training 
programs and certifications for the acquired companies to help 
them build up their own project management infrastructures. 
So far, the PMO director thought those acquired companies have 
been relatively “engaged in transforming their companies into 
becoming more project-oriented.”

This chapter has provided an analysis of the conceptual and qualitative 
studies. The next chapter reports on the results of the quantitative study.
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Quantitative Study: 
Analysis and Results
In this chapter, we describe the analysis and results of the quantitative 
study in two parts. The first part tests the hypotheses we stated at the end 
of the qualitative study. The second part models project governance and 
governmentality along its correlation with success.

The purpose of the quantitative study is to test the hypotheses and vali-
date the results from Study 2. Moreover, the quantitative study is intended 
to expand our findings from the case studies on a global basis to answer 
RQ1 (What are the practices for governance and governmentality in the 
realm of projects in organizations of different sizes and in different geog-
raphies?) and RQ2 (What are the organizational enablers for governance 
and governmentality in the realm of projects in these organizations?) in 
order to build a framework for governance and its enablers.

Two distinct approaches (horizontal and vertical) were used for the 
analysis:

1. Part 1: We performed our analysis by each of the levels of proj-
ect governance, governance of projects, and governmentality, 
in order to identify the patterns in each of them, as well as to 
identify best practices by comparing enablers and practices at 
four different levels of organizational and governance success. 
This approach tests the hypotheses derived from the quali-
tative study and are outlined below. The results provide for 
the three frameworks (for project governance, governance of 
projects, and governmentality), which we describe below.

2. Part 2: We conducted an analysis across the levels of project 
governance, governance of projects, and governmentality, in 
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order to identify organization-wide patterns. This incudes 
modeling organization-wide project governance to iden-
tify correlations between governance and governmentality 
 practices and an organization’s success, and their possible 
mediation by organizational enablers.

The structure of the questionnaire derived from our findings in 
Study 2. For that, we used the Propositions P1 to P3, plus their associ-
ated elements (Tables 5.2, 5.4, and 5.6), as input to a coding and catego-
rization process, following Miles and Huberman (1994). This resulted in 
eight distinct categories for governance and governmentality, as shown 
in Table 6.1. The operationalization of these categories is described in 
Chapter 3 and summarized in Table 6.1.

Data Preparation and Descriptive Statistics

After collecting the data, we tested them for eligibility for the analysis methods 
we anticipated using. We identified no issues with the data. Missing values 
were under 4% and one outlier was detected, which led to an unacceptable 
kurtosis of 6.4 for one of the questionnaire items. An ANOVA comparison of 
the outlier data of the respondent’s other responses with the rest of the sam-
ple showed a series of significant differences in answers. The respondent was, 
therefore, deemed not representative of the sample and was excluded from 
the analysis. This normalized the data set to acceptable skewness and kurtosis 
values of 62 and 63, respectively (Hair, Babin, Money, & Samouel, 2003).

We collected data for independent and dependent variables from the same 
respondent. Doing this can lead to a particular bias, known as common method 
variance (CMV). This variance creates a false internal consistency in the form 
of possible correlations between variables generated by a common source: the 
respondents to the questionnaire (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 
2003; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). To protect from, and subsequently test for, 
possible CMV, we took a number of measures. We followed the framework sug-
gested by Chang, van Witteloostuijn, and Eden (2010), which suggests ex-ante 
procedural measures, such as confirming the anonymity of the respondent, 
ensuring that there are no right or wrong answers, and also  defining ambigu-
ous terms, keeping questions simple, and avoiding double-barreled questions 
and complicated syntax. Related ex-post measures include the use of com-
plex model specifications to identify relationships and using Harman’s single 
factor test (Chang et al., 2010; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).

The Harman single factor test was done through unrotated factor 
analysis with an Eigenvalue of 1.0. This test “loads all items from each 
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Table 6.1: Coding and categorization for questionnaire structure.

Institutionalization

Infrastructure

Communication and
decision making 

Organization structure

Governance paradigm

Flexibility

Leadership

Success

• Authority to procure, implement, and execute governance frameworks and policies
• Governance roles in the organization and governance frameworks, together with the
 authority to implement them
• Standardized, but flexible project management across the organization
• Trust between individuals and the governance structure

• Communication mechanisms, such as steering committee meetings, milestone meetings,
 joint planning sessions, and so forth
• Willingness to collaborate across organizational boundaries
• Awareness of organizational project management
• Program- and portfolio-level meetings for synchronization of governance across projects
• A culture of open discussions, ideologies that are clearly communicated, and a general
 emphasis on the temporality of the undertakings and their success measures
• Synchronized reporting and communication structures across the projects and organization

• Built-in flexibility in governance structures and frameworks
• Versatility of the organization and its deployment of governance institutions
• Flexible mandates and roles
• Flexible adjustment of mandates and roles of governance institutions and individuals
• Individuals’ flexibility in adapting to formal and informal roles

• Specialized project governance roles (which can be executed by institutions for project
 governance, such as sponsors, steering groups, or PMOs)
• Flexible organization structures
• Autonomy, decentralization, flatness of organization structures
• A general “underspecification” of structures
• Creation and maintenance of knowledge network structures (instead or parallel to
 existing departmental organizational structures)

• Aligned business requirements (e.g., those stemming from the number and size of clients)
 with project needs (e.g., project size) in an organization

• Presence of a governance infrastructure
• Presence and communication of governance policies and governance goals

• Aligned objectives across the organization from strategy to projects
• Development of individuals who are mindful of the organization, self-responsible,
 and self-organizing

• Effectiveness in project selection and efficiency in project execution
• Achieve the goals of the organization through projects
• Develop individuals to a degree that matches the goals of the corporation

Category Code
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of the constructs into an exploratory factor analysis to see whether one 
general factor does account for a majority of the covariance between the 
measures” (Chang et al., 2010, p. 180). The test extracted 22 factors. No 
indication was given of a single factor accounting for the majority of the 
covariance. Thus, CMV was not assumed to be an issue.

Part 1: Analyses at the Level of Project Governance, 
 Governance of Projects, and Governmentality
Unrotated factor analysis was also done to test for internal consistency 
of each proposed measurement construct (Table 6.1). The measurement 
items loaded in their majority on their respective factor. Of these mea-
surement items, the one on the governance paradigm was measured 
using two constructs, one for shareholder versus stakeholder orientation 
and one for behavior versus outcome control. Each questionnaire item 
loaded on its respective factor, but the factors had to be combined to 
represent the two dimensions of the construct. Three constructs loaded 
on more than one factor: (1) institutionalization of governmentality was 
split into project manager–related governmentality (certification, sup-
port of membership in professional organizations) and salary- related 
governmentality (managers’ income being impacted by project results); 
(2) the construct for organizational structure was split into one role and 
form-related factor, and another on hierarchy and central decision mak-
ing, of which the latter was not reliable enough to be used in further 
 analyses; and (3) the success measure was split into two factors, with the 
first one measuring success in implementing the governance system and 
the second one measuring the organization’s business success. The fac-
tors were saved (the multifactor solutions as Varimax rotated factors) for 
use in the subsequent analyses. Table 6.2 shows the factors, their names, 
and their contents. Appendix A2 shows the detailed cross reference of 
the factors (abbreviated CFXX) and the questionnaire items and their 
scales. Appendix A11 shows the descriptive statistics of the factors.

In the following two sections, we present the differences in responses 
by demographic factors, as well as by organizations with different levels 
of success in implementing governance and organizations with different 
levels of success with their projects and project-based parts of the 
organization. Details of the statistics, such as significance values and so 
forth, can be found in Appendix A12 and Appendix A13.



Table 6.2: Validated measurement constructs for governance by level of analysis.

Project governance

Governmentality

Governance of projects

Questionnaire items 
(see Appendix A2 for question-item abbreviations)

Governance category and factor name

Note: PG = Project governance; GoP = Governance of projects; Gvty = Governmentality; CF= Factor name

PG—Infrastructure

(CF4: Infrastructure for information exchange)

PG—Communication 

(CF5: Scope of communication in meetings)

PG—Flexibility 

(CF9: Flexibility in PG)

GoP—Institutionalization 

(CF1: Institutionalization of governance)

GoP—Roles and responsibilities

(CF6: Organizational roles)

GoP—Flexibility

(CF10: Flexibility in GoP)

GoP—GovOrientation

(CF11: Governance orientation)

GoP—Leadership

(CF13: Leadership)

Gvty—PM

(CF2: Institutionalization of governmentality

of project managers)

Gvty—Managers

(CF3: Institutionalization of governmentality

of all managers)

Gvty—Control 

(CF8: Governance control philosophy)

Gvty—PMsupport

(CF12: Support of PM)

Governance success

(CF14)

Corporate success

(CF15)

Extent of information exchange within the project, across projects,

and with professional organizations

Communication with different managers for the coordination of the project

Flexibility in meeting types, structures, and roles 

Use of similar reporting systems, methodology, project selection, and

coordination 

Clearly defined roles and responsibilities, formalized and central decision

making 

Flexibility in governance institutions, organizational structure, leadership,

and governance approach 

Shareholder versus stakeholder orientation 

Governance is/was established by a strong leader, is further developed

and well established 

Project managers encouraged to get certified and engage with professional

organizations 

Project managers’, as well as line managers’, remuneration is impacted

by project results 

Behavior versus outcome control 

Project managers are encouraged to develop project management in the

organization; they feel important, empowered, and coached

Governance helps in reaching project and corporate objectives and is used

by the project managers 

Projects and the project-based part of the organization are successful

119
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Demographic Differences

We used ANOVA with post-hoc Scheffe tests to assess the differences in 
the factors by demographics (see Appendix A12). No statistically signifi-
cant difference was found by country or industry.

Project size makes a difference in behavior versus outcome con-
trol. Projects with a value under €100,000 are significantly more 
outcome-controlled than projects with a value over €10 million. Thus, 
larger projects apply more behavior control than outcome control.

Company size makes a difference for governmentality. Companies 
with more than 10,000 employees show a significantly higher support 
for project managers to engage in professional organizations than do 
small companies with up to 250 employees. Project managers in the 
smallest companies (up to 250 employees) and the largest companies 
(more than 30,000 employees) have significantly more communica-
tion with other managers for planning and coordination than those 
in companies that have between 251 and 1,000 employees. This is in 
line with the case study results, which also showed that medium-sized 
companies limit the scope of the project management task in terms of 
interaction and coordination. Flexibility in the governance of projects 
is significantly higher in the smallest organizations than in companies 
with 1,001–10,000 employees, 10,001–30,000 employees, and more than 
30,000 employees. The decreasing p values, shown in Appendix A12, 
indicate a decline in flexibility with increasing company size. Flexibility 
is measured in an organization’s roles and the functions of governance 
institutions, adjustment of organization structures to project needs, 
stable versus situational dependent leadership from management, and 
stable versus situational dependent governance.

The leadership role in establishing and maintaining governance in the 
organization is significantly more expressed in the largest organizations 
(more than 30,000 employees) than in medium-sized companies with 
250–1,000 employees. Interestingly, the success of governance, in terms of 
helping managers and organizations reach their objectives and in terms 
of being used and accepted by project managers, is significantly higher in 
the smallest organizations (up to 250 employees) than in organizations 
with 10,001 to 30,000 employees. Conversely, the largest organizations 
(more than 30,000 employees) are significantly more successful than 
medium-sized organizations that have between 1,001 and 10,000 employees 
in terms of achieving organizational success through projects.
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Differences by the respondents’ years of experience showed that 
those respondents with more than 20 years of business experience 
work in significantly more stable environments when it comes to the 
use of methodologies, reporting systems, project selection methods, 
and resource coordination approaches at the governance of projects 
level. Governmentality at the project level is significantly higher for 
respondents with more than 10 years of experience in terms of being 
encouraged to engage with professional institutions and in receiving 
support for this from the organization.

Hypothesis Testing

Six hypotheses were derived from the qualitative study in Chapter 5.

H1a:   There is a positive relationship between enablers of project gover-
nance and successful implementation of governance.

H1b:   There is a positive relationship between enablers of project gover-
nance and success of the project-based part of the organization.

H2a:  There is a positive relationship between enablers of governance of 
projects and successful implementation of governance.

H2b:  There is a positive relationship between enablers of governance of 
projects and success of the project-based part of the organization.

H3a:  There is a positive relationship between enablers of governmental-
ity and successful implementation of governance.

H3b:  There is a positive relationship between enablers of governmentality 
and success of the project-based part of the organization.

We used ANOVA analyses to test for significant differences between 
the more and less successful organizations, in terms of governance and 
governmentality implementation and overall success with their project 
business. This resulted in particular profiles of governance and govern-
mentality of the organizations with the lowest (very poor), low (just 
below average), higher (just above average), and highest (best) levels of 
success in the implementation of governance and the project-based part 
of their organizations.

We assessed the differences in governance approaches by Governance 
Success and Organizational Success, as explained in Chapter 3. For both 
success dimensions, we calculated the four quartiles of success. The first 
quartile represented the lowest 25% in success; the second quartile, the 
next higher 25%; the third, the following 25%; and the fourth quartile 
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included the top 25% in success. Then, we used ANOVA analyses to 
identify significant differences in the implementation of project gover-
nance, governance of projects, and governmentality at different levels of 
success. Details of the statistics can be found in Appendix A13 and the 
questionnaire in Appendix A2.

Appendix A12 shows the differences in demographics and 
Appendix A13 summarizes the details of the differences in practices by 
showing the governance and governmentality dimensions that differ sig-
nificantly between companies at the four levels of success. We added a 
one-item question from the questionnaire, which asked on a five-point 
scale whether the governmentality in the organization supported indi-
vidual heroism (0) or teamwork and group success (4).

Table 6.3 shows the results of the hypothesis testing. The plus sign 
indicates a positive correlation between the strength in expression of a 
governance dimension and the respective type of success. The asterisks 
indicate the level of significance. The more successful organizations 
scored significantly higher than the less successful organizations on 
the majority of dimensions. The underlying details can be found in 
Appendix A13.

Table 6.3: Hypotheses tests.

Governance success Corporate success

Note: * = p ≤  0.05; ** = p ≤  0.01; *** = p ≤  0.005; **** = p ≤  0.001

Project governance

CF4: PG—Infrastructure

CF5: PG—Communication

CF9: PG—Flexibility

Governance of projects

CF6: GoP—Roles and responsibilities

CF11: GoP—GovOrientation

CF13: GoP—Leadership

CF1: GoP—Institutionalization

CF10: GoP—Flexibility

Governmentality

CF12: Gvty—PMsupport

CF2: Gvty—PM

CF3: Gvty—Managers

CF8: Gvty—Control

Gvty—Collaborativeness

Hypothesis H1a

+****

+****

Hypothesis H2a

+***

+*

+****

Hypothesis H3a

+****

+****

+***

Hypothesis H1b

+****

+****

Hypothesis H2b

+****

+****

+****

Hypothesis H3b

+****

+****

+***
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All of our hypotheses are partly supported. However, clear patterns 
are visible at the different levels (see Table 6.3).

At the project governance level, the strength of enablers in infrastruc-
ture and communication varies significantly between levels of success in 
both governance and business. Higher expressions of the enablers are 
found in the more successful organizations. However, flexibility at this 
level does not differ among the organizations with varying levels of suc-
cess. This partly supports Hypotheses H1a and H1b.

At the level of governance of projects, successful organizations in 
governance have stronger enablers in terms of clearly defined roles, 
responsibilities, and decision-making processes; clear leadership in the 
implementation and maintenance of their governance system; and are 
more stakeholder-oriented in their governance. Institutionalization and 
flexibility do not differ significantly among the organizations. This gives 
partial support for Hypothesis H2a. For success with the project-based 
part of the business, the more successful organizations have clearly 
defined roles, responsibilities, and decision-making processes, as well 
as leadership for their governance system. They are also stronger in 
the institutionalization of their governance approaches. Governance 
orientation (shareholder versus stakeholder) and flexibility do not 
differ significantly across success levels. This gives partial support for 
Hypothesis H2b.

At the level of governmentality, organizations that are successful with 
their governance system support their project managers significantly 
more than those in less successful organizations in terms of encourage-
ment for development of project management in the organization, and in 
making them feel important, empowered, and coached. They also align 
the remuneration system of line and project managers by connecting the 
income of both types of managers to project results. Furthermore, the 
successful implementation of governance takes place in a context of a 
culture that values collaboration in terms of teamwork and joint accom-
plishments over individual heroism. Control orientation (behavior versus 
outcome control) and support of project managers in terms of encour-
agement to get certified and engagement with professional organizations 
does not differ across organizations with different levels of governance 
success. This gives partial support for Hypothesis H3a.

Similarly, organizations that are successful with the project-based 
part of their organization score significantly higher on governmen-
tality support (i.e., encouraging project managers to further develop 
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their project management skills) and collaboration. This is comple-
mented by an incentive system that aligns project results with project 
managers’ remuneration. The control orientation and the alignment 
of managers’ remuneration systems do not differ across success levels. 
This partly supports Hypothesis H3b.

Profiling Governance and Governmentality

In the next step, we visualize the particular governance and governmen-
tality profiles of organizations at different levels of success in governance 
implementation and with the project-based parts of the organization. 
Figures 6.1 and 6.2 show the governance and governmentality profiles 
of the four levels of either governance success (Figure 6.1) or success of 
the project-based part of the business (Figure 6.2). The associated data 
are shown in Appendix A14. Project governance dimensions are shown 
at the top right of Figures 6.1 and 6.2, governance of projects dimensions 
at the lower right, and governmentality dimensions on the left. The data 
are normalized; that means the average across all measures per dimen-
sion is zero. The lines indicate the deviation from zero at different levels 
of success.

Figure 6.1: Profiles of governance and governmentality at different 
levels of governance success.

Governance success Lowest
Governance success Low

Governance success High
Governance success Highest

PG-Communication

0.5

0.0

−0.5

−1.0

PG-Infrastructure

GoP-Institutionalization

GoP-Roles and
responsibilities

PG-Flexibility

GoP-Flexibility

GoP-GovOrientationGoP-Leadership

Gvty-PM

Gvty-Support

Gvty_Collaborativness

Gvty-Control

Gvty-Managers



Quantitative Study: Analysis and Results 125

Success in governance: Organizations with the lowest levels of success 
in governance score relatively low in all dimensions except flexibility in 
governance of projects, where they score highest among all organizations. 
Their lowest scores are in project governance infrastructure; definition 
of roles and responsibilities (GoP); and the governmentality dimensions 
of leadership, support, and collaborativeness.

Organizations that have a better (but still below-average) level of 
governance success see an increase in the governmentality dimensions, 
as well as in the definition of roles and responsibilities across projects. 
However, they decrease in communication at the project governance 
level and in flexibility at both governance levels.

Organizations at the next-higher level of governance success (above 
average) increase substantially in their governmentality measures and, 
to a smaller extent, in project governance and governance of projects. 
Their governance of projects increases toward a stakeholder orientation, 
while their project governance increases in all dimensions.

The most successful organizations emphasize the governmentality di-
mensions, especially alignment of remuneration systems, outcome control, 
and support in the professional development of their project managers. 

Figure 6.2: Profiles of governance and governmentality at different 
levels of corporate success with projects.
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The governance orientation shifts clearly toward  stakeholder-oriented 
governance.

The largest nominal differences across success levels are found in 
all governmentality dimensions, leadership and definition of roles and 
responsibilities at the level of governance of projects, and infrastructure at 
the project governance level. The data indicate, along the level of increas-
ing success, a growing awareness of the importance of the more psycholog-
ical dimensions of governmentality and leadership, and to a smaller extent, 
the provision of formal governance infrastructure and role definitions.

Figure 6.2 shows the governance and governmentality profiles at the 
four levels of success of the project-based part of the organization. The 
associated data are shown in Appendix A14.

The profiles show that the organizations with the lowest level of success 
with their projects have the highest level of flexibility in both project gover-
nance and governance of projects. Conversely, they score lowest in the gov-
ernance of projects dimensions of leadership and definition of roles and 
responsibilities, as well as the project governance dimension of communi-
cation, followed by all governmentality dimensions. This profile indicates 
that these organizations lack overall leadership in project management, 
while, at the same time, show little formal structure in work execution.

Organizations at the next-higher level of business success (but still 
below average) increase on all dimensions, except flexibility and control. 
The largest improvements are in leadership and definition of roles and 
responsibilities, as well as support for project managers in their professional 
development. These organizations appear to have a leader in place, one 
who fosters and stabilizes the minimum requirements for governance.

Organizations that are just above average follow the same trend. They 
make their largest improvements in governmentality by encouraging 
project managers to get certified and work with professional organiza-
tions, and by instilling a culture of collaborative work. This is followed 
by increases in infrastructure and communication at the project levels, 
combined with a formalization of roles and responsibilities and further 
institutionalization at the governance of projects level. This profile indi-
cates a growing awareness of the need for professional development for 
project managers, complemented by increased formalization and insti-
tutionalization of the project manager’s roles.

Organizations that are most successful with their project-based 
parts improve slightly in most dimensions, but very strongly in lead-
ership. This is complemented by an increased stakeholder orientation, 
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institutionalization, and further clarification of roles in the governance 
of projects, as well as an increase in supporting project managers in fur-
ther developing project management within the organization. Control 
shifts toward behavior control, which indicates process maturity. This 
profile indicates that most successful organizations build on strong 
leadership for governance, formalization of roles and institutions, and 
the further development of their own capabilities.

The largest developments from the lowest to highest levels of corpo-
rate success with projects happens in the leadership dimension, which 
spans from extremely low to extremely high, followed by the govern-
mentality dimensions. The exception here is control, which moves from 
outcome toward behavior once a certain level of success is achieved. The 
development toward corporate success with projects occurs in parallel 
with a growing awareness of the importance of soft factors, such as lead-
ership and project manager support, but also together with improved 
governance infrastructure and communication at the project level and 
formalization at the governance of projects level.

In the following section, we summarize our findings from the ques-
tionnaire analysis and structure these findings according to frameworks 
for project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality.

The Practices Framework for Project Governance

The respondents perceived the raison d’etre of project governance 
as being mainly to support, plan, and make tollgate decisions and to 
control progress (see Table 6.4; multiple answers were possible). To a 
smaller extent, it was also perceived as helping to manage the project 
toward performance.

Table 6.4: Purpose of project governance.

Number of times mentionedProject governance helps to . . .

Support planning and execution

Make tollgate decisions

Control progress

Manage the project

Support project performance

Control project management performance

Other

138

138

137

110

101

96

20
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Methods at disposal: Fifty percent of the project managers had only 
one methodology to choose from when they started their last project, 
whereas 27% could chose between two methods, 14% from among three, 
and 6% from a pool of seven or more methods. We found no differences 
by demographic parameters or success levels.

Frequency of reporting: Most of the project managers (39%) reported 
on a weekly or monthly (32%) basis (see Table 6.5). Monthly reporting 
constituted the minimum frequency in reporting across all responses. 
No differences were found by demographic or success categories, except 
for project size. Projects with a value between €3 and €5 million report 
significantly more often (on average, weekly) than those with a value below 
€100,000 (on average, monthly) (ANOVA p 5 0.011, Scheffe p 5 0.023).

Time spent with governance institutions: Respondents prioritized 
spending their governance-related time with the project sponsors (43%), 
followed by line managers (18%), PMOs (16%), and the rest with others.

Overall, there were no statistically significant demographic differences. 
However, this may be because of large variances among the practices in 
the demographic strata. A visualization of the nominal values is shown 
in Figure 6.3, which shows the nominal differences in project governance 
enablers by country. The data are normalized with an overall mean of 
zero. The figure shows that Italy, the United Kingdom, and Switzerland 
scored highest, while Germany and Norway scored lowest in flexibility. 
Germany, followed by the United States and others, scored highest in 
communication and meetings, while Italy, Switzerland, Portugal, and 
Canada clearly scored below the average in this respect. Governance 

Table 6.5: Reporting in project governance.

97.6

45.4

58.5

13.5

3.4

100.0

1.0

39.1

31.9

13.0

10.1

2.4

2.4

1.0

100.0

38.9

31.7

13.0

10.1

2.4

2.4

1.0

99.5

.5

100.0

81

66

27

21

5

5

2

207

1

208

Weekly

Monthly

Biweekly

At milestone completions

At project end

Daily

Not at all

Total

System

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent

Valid

Missing

Total
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infrastructures are well provided in Norway, Germany, and the United 
Kingdom, while little infrastructure prevailed in Italy and Portugal.

Figure 6.4 shows the nominal results by industry. Consulting and 
insurance scored highest in flexibility, whereas construction, transport/
logistics, education, and government scored lowest. Healthcare and 

Figure 6.3: Nominal differences in project governance by country.
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transport/logistics scored highest in communication, while education, 
insurance, and energy scored lowest.

IT and energy provided the strongest governance infrastructures, 
whereas education and healthcare provided the weakest.

Similarly, we show the nominal differences by company size in 
Figure 6.5 below. The smallest companies scored highest in all gover-
nance dimensions at the project level. The next larger category scored 
lowest in communication and infrastructure, and second lowest in 
flexibility. Companies with 10,000 to 30,000 employees were the least 
flexible. Communication improved with company size after a threshold 
of about 250 employees.

The nominal differences by project size are shown in Figure 6.6. 
Flexibility was highest in small projects and steadily declined with 
increasing project size. Communication was relatively higher in large 
projects of over €5 million. Infrastructure was strongly developed in 
projects below €0.1 million and between €5 and €10 million.

Appendix A13 shows the results of the analysis of differences be-
tween levels of success. On average, project managers indicated 
that their project governance infrastructure allowed them to often 

Figure 6.5: Differences in project governance by company size.
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meet managers to set priorities and coordinate resources, but only 
sometimes to meet other project managers or managers external to 
their organization. However, this differs by success in governance 
implementation. Project managers in the third and fourth quartile of 
successful governance implementation met significantly more often 
than those in the second quartile (ANOVA p 5 0.000, Scheffe p 5 
0.013, 0.001, respectively). Similarly, project managers in organiza-
tions in the third and fourth quartile of success with the project-based 
part of their organization met significantly more often than those in 
the first and second quartile (ANOVA p 5 0.000, Scheffe p 5 0.000, 
0.004, respectively).

In organizations that are successful in both measures of success, 
project managers exchange project-related information with their teams 
significantly more often than in those of lesser levels of success. Orga-
nizations in the lowest success quartile in organizational success score 
significantly lower than all other categories in their intraproject com-
munication (ANOVA p 5 0.000, Scheffe p for categories 2 to 4: 0.014, 
0.000, 0.008, respectively). Similarly, organizations in the lowest quar-
tile of governance success score significantly lower than those in quartiles 
3 and 4 (ANOVA p 5 0.000, Scheffe p for categories 3 and 4: 0.011 and 
0.001, respectively) on the same variable.

Figure 6.6: Differences in project governance by project size.
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Governance in successful organizations fosters more communication 
among managers. However, the related meetings are, on average, only 
occasionally adapted to different project types or changing company 
needs, and even more rarely are formal structures changed. Overall, the 
average infrastructure allows for the exchange of information within the 
project team to a large extent, but only to some extent with neighbor-
hood projects and project managers, and only to a little extent with pro-
fessional organizations.

The Practices Framework for Governance of Projects

Statistical details can be found in Appendix A13. Very strong differences 
between more and less successful organizations are found in terms of 
leadership. On average, the organizations score between 3 and 4 on a 
five-point scale in having a strong leader, continuously improving their 
governance, and having clearly defined roles, responsibilities, policies, 
and so on. However, organizations in each higher quartile are signifi-
cantly more developed in their leadership than those in the next lower 
quartile. This means that the more successful the corporations are, the 
more likely they are to have strong leadership that favors and establishes 
project management and governance, continuously develop project 
management and governance, and establish governance well with roles, 
responsibilities, policies, and so forth.

Organizations with above-average successful governance imple-
mentation have a significantly more established institutionalization of 
governance than those with the lowest level of success. This indicates an 
established institutional infrastructure of unified reporting systems across 
projects, portfolio of methodologies, and defined institutions for project 
selection (such as portfolio managers), and shows that projects are coor-
dinated in terms of resources and planning through the same institution. 
Related differences among levels of corporate success are insignificant.

In terms of both success measures, there are significant differences 
in the definition of roles and responsibilities. Organizations with the 
lowest level of success in implementing governance score significantly 
lower in this measure than those that are above average. The differences 
by organizational success are even clearer; above-average organizations 
score significantly higher than those that are below average.

Similarly, organizations with successful governance and project busi-
ness have significantly more clearly defined roles and responsibilities, 
formalized decision-making processes, and centralized decision making.
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In terms of flexibility at the governance of projects level, there are no 
differences between more or less successful organizations. On average, 
these data indicate stability in governance institutions (such as PMOs) 
functions, mandates, and clearly defined roles. However, flexibility is 
shown in adjusting organizational structures to the needs of projects, 
and most flexibility is shown in leadership and its situational adaptation.

The governance orientation—that is, the shareholder versus 
stakeholder orientation—makes a difference. The most successful 
organizations are significantly more stakeholder-oriented than those 
that are below average. The corresponding control dimension of the gov-
ernance paradigm scores slightly more on the outcome (versus behavior) 
control side for the more successful organizations. This indicates that 
the majority of projects in successful organizations are governed by a 
versatile artist paradigm—that is, they are stakeholder-oriented and 
outcome-controlled.

Figure 6.7 shows the relative score of the governance of project 
factors by country. The United Kingdom scores highest in leadership 
and flexibility at the governance of projects level, followed by Denmark. 
Germany scores high in stakeholder orientation and the definition of 
organizational roles. Switzerland, Italy, and the United States score high 
on shareholder orientation. Italy, Canada, Sweden, and Norway score 
low in terms of flexibility in governing their groups of projects.

Figure 6.7: Governance of projects scores by country.
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Figure 6.8 shows the relative sores by industry. Construction, gov-
ernment, education, and transport/logistics show strong stakeholder 
orientation, as opposed to insurance, engineering, and finance, which 
show a strong shareholder orientation. Flexibility is highly expressed in 
consulting and education, which is contrary to the relative inflexibility 
of construction, finance, energy, government, and transport/logistics. 
Formalization of roles and responsibilities are most strongly developed 
in finance, insurance, and transport/logistics, and lowest in engineering.

Variation across company size is shown in Figure 6.9. Small firms 
with up to 250 employees score highest in flexibility, while those with 
10,000 to 30,000 employees score lowest. Definition of roles and respon-
sibilities, as well as leadership, increases with company size starting at 
about 250 employees. Institutionalization increases with company size.

The variation across project size in terms of budget is shown in 
Figure 6.10. The smallest and the largest projects appear to be more 
stakeholder-oriented, while those in between show more of a share-
holder orientation. Leadership increases with project size, but meets 
saturation in the larger projects. Projects with a budget value of more 
than €1 million increase in flexibility, but are still strongly below the 
average flexibility of all projects, while organizational roles are defined 

Figure 6.8: Governance of projects scores by industry.
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Figure 6.9: Governance of project scores by company size.
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more clearly in these projects. The institutionalization of governance 
of projects is strongest in projects between €1 and €5 million and those 
beyond the €10-million threshold.

In summary, we can say that leadership, together with institutional-
ization and formalization, surface as being most strongly developed for 
organizational success, whereas higher levels of governmentality across 
the various dimensions surface as salient characteristics for successful 
governance implementation.

The Practices Framework for Governmentality

For the details of this section’s quantitative analysis, see Appendix A13 
unless noted otherwise.

In terms of governmentality for project managers, the average 
organization encourages its project managers to pursue professional 
certification and work in professional organizations. However, support 
for membership in these organizations in terms of payment of fees, time 
for community of interest activities, and so on is less often found. This is 
also where we find differences between more and less successful corpo-
rations. Organizations with below-average success in their project-based 
business score significantly lower than those that are above average. 
Similar results show the alignment of managers’ remuneration systems 
(Gvty—Managers). On average, line managers’ and project managers’ 
income is influenced by the results of their projects to some extent, but 
this is significantly more common in those organizations with successful 
governance systems.

Project managers score, on average, high to very high on the level of 
importance they associate with their role in the organization, the en-
couragement they get to participate in the further development of their 
skills, and their level of empowerment. To a slightly lesser extent, they 
feel that they are coached by their organizations, but we found very 
strong differences between the different levels of success. Organizations 
with higher-than-average levels of governance success score significantly 
higher on coaching than those with below-average success.

A culture that values teamwork and group success over individual 
heroism seems to support both governance success and success for the 
project-based part of the corporation. Significant differences were found 
between the top performers and those that were below average in perfor-
mance on success measures. Top performers scored significantly higher 
on the culture of teamwork and group success.
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The following descriptive statistics list the nominal differences by 
demographics. Figure 6.11 shows the relative scores of governmentality 
factors by country. The institutionalization of governmentality at the 
project manager level is expressed most strongly in Denmark, followed 
by Canada, Germany, and the United Kingdom. Little alignment 
appears to be in place in the institutionalization of governmentality of 
line managers and project managers. Countries like Germany, United 
Kingdom, and Portugal align these systems, while other countries use 
contrary approaches. This indicates a weaker integration of line and 
project management objectives in the latter countries. Switzerland 
stands out with strong behavior control in its governmentality. Italy 
balances this with strong outcome control, while at the same time, 
providing the least amount of governmentality in the form of encourag-
ing project managers to develop their skills further within the organiza-
tion. The latter is seen most strongly in Denmark, Germany, Portugal, 
and Canada.

Figure 6.12 shows the relative score of governmentality factors by 
industry. The relative rankings identify the construction industry as 
the least encouraging for project managers in getting certified and in 
supporting their engagement with professional organizations. This is 
counterbalanced by the IT and engineering industries, which encourage 

Figure 6.11: Governmentality by country.
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their project managers to join professional organizations. Alignment 
in the governmentality of project and line management is only indi-
cated in the energy sector. Big differences prevail in all other industries, 
especially construction, IT, and healthcare. Behavior control of project 
managers prevails in the insurance, energy, and engineering sectors, 
whereas outcome control is most strongly expressed in the healthcare 
and construction industries. Development of project management 
capabilities is most strongly supported in the engineering industry, 
but is least expressed in the insurance, construction, and healthcare 
industries.

Figure 6.13 shows the relative score of governmentality factors by 
company size. Generally speaking, the governmentality of organiza-
tions with between 251 and 1,000 employees differs strongly from all 
other categories, showing the least governmentality in all measured fac-
tors. Institutionalizing governmentality for project managers is stron-
gest in the smallest companies and weakest in the next higher group, 
with 251–1,000 employees. Line and project management’s governmen-
tality appears to be aligned in companies with up to 1,000 employees. 
Larger organizations show less integration, especially those that have 
between 10,000 and 30,000 employees. Behavior control is indicated 

Figure 6.12: Governmentality by industry.
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as dominating in organizations with between 251 and 1,000 employees, 
as well as those that have more than 30,000 employees. The highest 
expression of outcome control is found in the smallest organizations. 
Further developing project management is most strongly supported in 
the smaller and the largest organizations, and is least supported in orga-
nizations that have between 251 and 1,000 employees.

Figure 6.14 shows the relative score of governmentality factors by 
project size in terms of budget. Institutionalization of governmentality 
at the project level in the form of encouragement for certification and 
support for engagement in professional organizations is strongest 
in projects between €5 and €10 million. Alignment of remuneration 
systems for project and line managers is done in the smallest and largest 
projects, but it differs substantially in projects of €0.1 and €1 million, 
with a steady decline of the difference with increasing project size. Out-
come control prevails in projects up to €1 million, whereas behavior 
control dominates in projects between €1 and €5 million and above 
€10 million. Further development of project management in the orga-
nization is least expressed in the smallest projects, contrary to projects 
of all other sizes.

Figure 6.13: Governmentality by company size.

M
ea

n

Company size (employees)

0.75000

–0.50000

1 –
 25

0

25
1 –

 1,
00

0

1,0
01

 – 
10

,00
0

10
,00

1 –
 30

,00
0

>3
0,0

00

–0.25000

0.00000

0.25000

0.50000

Gvty-PM
Gvty-Managers
Gvty-Control
Gvty-PMsupport



140 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

This framework for governmentality showed the importance of gov-
ernmentality dimensions for the successful implementation of gover-
nance. Successful organizations (in both measures of success) create a 
culture of collaborative work and group thinking, and encourage their 
project managers to develop their skills further within their organiza-
tions. Organizations with successful project businesses also encourage 
their project managers to get certified and support them in working with 
professional organizations. Those organizations with success in gover-
nance implementation align the remuneration system of project and 
line managers.

Part 1 of the quantitative analysis has looked at the three levels of 
governance and governmentality. It started by testing our hypotheses 
about organizational enablers for governance and governmentality in 
the realm of projects. This has contributed to answering RQ2. It then 
continued by providing an overview of the governance and governmen-
tality practices by country, industry, company size, and project size. This 
has contributed to answering RQ1.

Part 2 will take an organization-wide perspective and analyze the 
combined patterns of the three governance and governmentality levels 
with the aim of modeling possible mediation effects that stem from the 
enablers of governance and governmentality.

Figure 6.14: Governmentality by project size.
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Part 2: Mediation Analyses
In this section, we present our quantitative data analysis results from an 
organization-wide view of governance and governmentality. We first use 
exploratory factor analysis to identify the measurement constructs for 
the concepts of organizational enablers (divided into their constituent 
parts: factors and mechanisms) and success. Then, we use mediation 
analysis to test the relationship among these three variables. The reason 
for using mediation analysis is because it provides a way to understand 
the mechanism through which the initial variable affects the outcome 
(Baron & Kenny, 1986), and thus, how organizational enabler factors are 
supported by mechanisms to affect project success.

To derive at the distinction between organizational enabler factors 
and their associated mechanisms and success, we categorized the ques-
tionnaire items as shown in Table 6.6. Factors were regarded as mental 
states or attitudes that pervade the organization and precede the oc-
currence of related mechanisms. Examples of factors include the value 
system, leadership, or the infrastructure construct (which is the measure 
for the mental scope of the communication horizon). Mechanisms were 
regarded as organizational governance practices that support factors, 

Table 6.6:  Categorization of questionnaire items into factors, mechanisms, and success 
measures.

Mechanisms

Questionnaire
item Question

Factors

Note: * = not used in factor and regression analyses

6

6

6

6

8

8

10–11

12

20

15–19

29–33

Reporting system used

Common method

Project selection

Project coordination

Project manager support

Incentives

Meetings/reviews

Portfolio decisions*

External control

Governance paradigm—control

Governance paradigm—orientation

Sub-
item

Questionnaire
item Question

Success

1–3

  9

13

14

21–27

28

34

35

36

Infrastructure

Decision-making style

Organization structure

Flexibility

Values

Role as project manager

Main drivers for decision making*

Leadership

Sub-
item

1

2

3

4

1–3

4–5

36

36

36

Governance success

Project success

Corporate success

4–6

7–9

10–12
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such as the reporting system to be used, the meeting schedules, and the 
incentive systems.

At the outset, we followed the suggestion from Chang et al. (2014) 
and applied a Harman test by doing unrotated factor analysis across 
all variables (including all the independent, dependent, and mediator 
variables) to identify whether one factor accounts for the majority of 
variance (which would show a CMV threat). We found no such factor 
and, therefore, excluded CMV issues.

Constructs for Factors, Mechanisms, and Success

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used on the questionnaire items 
for factors, mechanisms, and success (Table 6.6) because of a lack of 
guidance from existing theory at the organizational level (as opposed 
to the distinct levels used in Part 1 for each of the three governance lev-
els). EFA searches for unknown underlying structures in the data. We 
conducted descriptive data analyses to check the normality of the data 
through skewness and kurtosis. The data satisfied the underlying as-
sumptions of the multivariate techniques we used. Questionnaire items 
12 (i.e., portfolio decisions) and 35 (i.e., drivers for decision making), 
shown in Table 6.6, were excluded from these analyses, because the scale 
(i.e., selection of items using multiple mentioning) did not allow for 
normality of the data.

Enabling Mechanisms

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of 0.698 (with significance 
p , .001, which is well above the minimum of 0.60 for exploratory fac-
tor analysis) showed the data’s adequacy for factor analysis (Field, 2009). 
We performed principle component analysis with Varimax rotation, with 
minimum Eigenvalue of 1.0 for factor acceptance (Field, 2009). Factor 
loadings at or above .45 were considered significant for a sample size 
of 150 to 200 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). Iterative fac-
tor analyses were performed. The final model with six factors explained 
54% of the variance and was interpretable (see Table 6.7).

We named the factors Governance Orientation, Review, Institu-
tionalization, Professionalism, Meetings, and Incentives. Factor scores 
were saved and replaced the original data in further analyses. Table 6.7 
also shows the scale reliability being higher than the threshold of 0.60 
(Field, 2009). Item-to-item correlations and item-to-total correlations 
were also examined for each factor. The thresholds of 0.30 and 0.50, 
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Table 6.7: Final enabling mechanisms factor model and reliability measures.

respectively, were all met. Therefore, we conclude that the final factor 
analysis model for governance practices was reliable.

The six enabling mechanisms dimensions imply the following:

• Governance orientation represents the shareholder versus 
stakeholder orientation in the overall governance of the 
organization.

Governance
orientationFinal factor name Review Institutionalization Professionalism Meetings Incentives

Eigenvalue

% variance explained 

Accumulative %

Scale reliability (alpha)

Long-term objectives

Profit

Stakeholder satisfaction

Decision making
 
Remuneration

Program review

Project review

Portfolio review

Coordination

Methodology

Institution and role

Reporting

Support

Certification

External standard

Professional organization

Meetings with project 
managers

Meetings with management

Meetings with external

Line managers’ salaries

Project managers’ salaries

  4.844

11.078

11.078

  0.730

  0.807

  0.803

  0.690

  0.655

  0.562

  3.011

10.069

21.147

  0.845

  0.879

  0.796

  0.760

  2.006

  9.370

30.517

  0.758

  0.809

  0.742

  0.701

  0.617

  1.848

  8.465

38.982

  0.696

  0.701

  0.636

  0.617

  0.607

  1.593

  8.287

47.269

  0.656

  0.763

  0.762

  0.610

  1.469

  6.889

54.158

  0.740

  0.813

  0.804
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• Review measures the frequency with which projects, pro-
grams, and portfolios are reviewed within an organization.

• Institutionalization measures the extent to which project 
governance practices are institutionalized, such as through 
the use of reporting systems, methodologies, institutions for 
project selection and coordination, and so forth.

• Professionalism measures the degree of professionalism of 
project governance—for example, whether project managers 
are encouraged to get professional certifications, work with 
professional organizations, and so on.

• Meetings represents what kind of meetings are involved in 
project governance—for example, meetings with project 
managers, with management in the organization, or with ex-
ternal organizations for coordination or other issues.

• Incentives measures to what extent the income of project 
managers and line managers is impacted by project results.

Enabling Factors

We applied the same procedure of factor analysis to identify the con-
structs for enabling factors. A KMO of 0.795 with significance p , 0.001 
shows adequacy to perform factor analysis. The final model with seven 
factors explained 62% of the total variance (see Table 6.8).

Cronbach alpha values for the last two factors (0.319 for Bureaucracy and 
0.318 for Flexibility in Table 6.8) were too low to meet the threshold of ac-
ceptable reliability (that is, a minimum of 0.60, according to Field, 2009). 
Thus, we excluded these two factors from further analyses. The explanatory 
power after excluding these two factors changed to 50.44%, which is still 
higher that the acceptance threshold of 50%, as suggested by Field (2009).

The resulting five-factor model for organizational enablers consists 
of the following:

• Infrastructure: This represents the extent to which an organiza-
tion allows information exchange within projects, across projects, 
and within the organization and beyond—thus, it refers to the au-
thority of project managers in terms of exchanging information.

• Leadership: This is the extent to which governance is es-
tablished by a strong leader and is maintained and further 
developed over time.
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• Governmentality: This represents the mental predisposition 
of the governors toward those who are governed. Examples 
include the level of empowerment, team culture, and so on.

• PG—Flexibility: This represents the flexibility at the project 
level, that is, to what extent the project can adapt its structure, 
roles, meeting schedules, and so on to the emergent needs.

• GoP-Flexibility: This represents the flexibility at the level of 
groups of projects, that is, to what extent the institution’s 
functions, leadership styles, and so forth are adjusted to the 
situation.

Success

The same procedure of factor analysis was applied to identify the con-
structs for success. The KMO value is 0.862 with significance p , 0.001; 
thus, it is adequate to perform factor analysis. The final model with 
seven factors explained 67% of the total variance (see Table 6.9). In this 
model, two factors of success were identified:

• Organizational success measures the success for both the 
temporary organization, like the projects (in terms of output, 
outcome, and customer satisfaction) and the permanent or-
ganization, like the company (in terms of meeting annual 
plans, customers’ satisfaction, and employees’ satisfaction).

Table 6.9: Final success factor model and reliability measures.

Governance successOrganizational successFinal factor name

Eigenvalue

% variance explained

Accumulative %

Scale reliability (alpha)

Customer satisfaction on company

Customer satisfaction on project

Outcome achieved

Plan achieved

Employees’ satisfaction

Achievement of time, cost, quality objectives

Project governance helpfulness for project managers

Project governance helpfulness in achieving organizational objectives

Project governance used

  4.730

38.061

38.061

  0.870

  0.848

  0.797

  0.746

  0.723

  0.664

  0.627

  1.277

28.677

66.737

  0.822

  0.886

  0.875

  0.708
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• Governance success measures the success of the intermediate 
level of project governance between the project and the com-
pany in terms of its helpfulness and usefulness.

The Relationship Between Organizational Enablers and Success
As we discussed in Chapter 2, organizational enablers are made up of 
factors and their mechanisms, for both process facilitators and discur-
sive abilities. We mapped the factors from the above factor analysis 
against this framework. Table 6.10 shows our results.

To model the relationship between organizational enablers and suc-
cess, we followed the predominant logic that factors influence practices in 
an organization. For example, leadership (as a factor) impacts the working 
practices (mechanisms) within an organization. These practices, in turn, 
influence success. For instance, when a project sponsor takes an agency 
perspective toward the project manager (a factor), it leads to increased 
control structures (a mechanism) because of a lack of trust. Practicing this 
mechanism impacts the overall project results because of the additional 
agency costs (Müller & Turner, 2005; Turner & Müller, 2004). Through 
this theoretical perspective, we derived the following supposition:

Organizational enabler factors impact or create organizational enabler 
mechanisms, which impact success at both the governance and 
organizational level.

This is shown in the research model in Figure 6.15. The supposition im-
plies that organizational enabler mechanisms mediate the relationship 
between organizational enabler factors and success according to Baron 
and Kenny’s (1986) explanation of mediation.

Table 6.10: Mapping of enablers.

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors

Mechanisms

Infrastructure

PG—Flexibility

GoP—Flexibility

Leadership

Governmentality

Governance orientation

Meetings

Incentives

Review

Institutionalization

Professionalism
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The causality described above is decisive for the analysis tech-
nique chosen. A causality between factors and mechanisms (i.e., 
between leadership as a factor impacting the frequency and contents 
of meetings as a mechanism) leads to a mediation model and the 
associated regression analyses. This causality rules out moderating 
models.

We took Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four-step approach to test the 
mediation effect of organizational mechanisms on the relationship 
between organizational factors and success. These four steps are as 
follows:

• Step 1: Show that the initial variable Factor is correlated with 
the outcome variable Success. This step establishes that there 
is an effect that may be mediated.

• Step 2: Show that the initial variable Factor is correlated with 
the mediator variable Mechanism. This step involves treating 
the mediator as if it were an outcome variable.

• Step 3: Show that the mediator variable Mechanism affects 
the outcome variable Success with the initial variable 
Factor being controlled. The mediator variable and the 
outcome variable may be correlated because they are both 
caused by the initial variable, thus the initial variable must 
be controlled in establishing the effect of the mediator 
variable.

• Step 4: To establish that the mediator variable completely 
mediates the relationship between the initial variable and 
the outcome variable, the effect of the initial variable on the 
outcome variable controlling for the mediator variable should 

Figure 6.15: Research model for mediation of organizational enablers.

Factors
•Process facilitators
•Discursive abilities

Success
•Organizational
•Governance

Mechanisms
•Practices
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be zero. Steps 3 and 4 can be realized in the same regres-
sion step.

The mediation regressions for organizational success are shown in 
Table 6.11, and those for governance success in Table 6.12. In addition 
to the results from Steps 1, 2, and 3 and 4 together, we calculated 
the variance accounted for (VAF) 5 Indirect effect/Total effect. 
Therein,

Indirect effect 5 Coefficient Independent variable-mediator variable 
 3
 Coefficient Mediator variable-dependent variable

 Direct effect 5 Coefficient Independent variable-dependent variable

 Total effect 5 Indirect effect 1 Direct effect

We interpreted the results following Baron and Kenny’s (1986), 
Kenny’s (2009), and Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt’s (2014) suggestions.

For organizational success, we found the following:

• The enabling factors of Infrastructure, Leadership, and Govern-
mentality have a moderate impact on organizational success.

• No mediating variable causes the impact of the enabling fac-
tor on organizational success to become zero. Thus, there is 
no full mediation in the sense of Baron and Kenny (1986) and 
Kenny (2009). Moreover, none of the models show a VAF 
higher than 80%. This means there is also no full mediation 
in the sense of Hair et al. (2014).

• The mediator variables affect the dependent variable. That 
means there are partial mediation effects (Kenny, 2009). We 
interpreted the strength of this effect by using the recommen-
dation of Hair et al. (2014) of a minimum impact (VAF) of 20%. 
Thus, the mediation variable should account for at least 20% 
of the total effect in order to call it a partial mediation. Using 
this criterion, no mediating variable has a partial effect. How-
ever, Models 6 and 7 are close to the threshold, with a VAF of 
18% and 19%, respectively. So, we see a borderline mediation of 
both governance orientation and professionalism on the rela-
tionship between governmentality and organizational success.
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We applied the same interpretation rule to the models for governance 
success:

• The enabling factors of Infrastructure, Leadership, and Gov-
ernmentality have a moderate impact on governance success.

• No full mediation was found.
• Partial mediation was found with Meetings partially medi-

ating the relationship between governmentality and gover-
nance success. Model 8 in Table 6.12 shows that 24% of the 
effect of governmentality on governance success is absorbed 
through the meeting practices.

• Governance orientation and professionalism have an even 
weaker impact on governance success than on organizational 
success and are further away from the threshold for partial 
mediation (Models 6 and 7).

These findings allow for model building. Below, we combine the find-
ings on independent and mediator variables for the two separate success 
measures, organizational success and governance success. For acceptance 
of mediator variables, we use the more stringent threshold values of 20% 
suggested by Hair et al. (2014). Figure 6.16 shows the model for organi-
zational success (i.e., the success of the project-based part of the busi-
ness) as a function of Governmentality, Leadership, and Infrastructure. 
The mediator variables for Professionalism and Governance Orientation 
were just below the threshold of 20% and are, therefore, not included.

A multivariate regression of the model resulted in a highly signif-
icant model (p 5 0.000) with an Adjusted R-square of 0.219 and the 
coefficients shown in Table 6.13. Multicolinearity is not an issue with a 
variance inflation factor (VIF) smaller than 1.03 being clearly below the 
threshold of 5. Thus, 22% of the success of the project-based part of the 
business can be traced back to governance and governmentality factors.

Figure 6.17 shows the model for governance success, with Govern-
mentality, Leadership, and Infrastructure as the independent variables, 
and Meetings mediating the impact of Governmentality on Governance 
Success.

A multivariate regression of the model for governance success re-
sulted in a highly significant model (p 5 0.000) with an Adjusted 
R-square of 0.356 (VIF , 1.3) and the model coefficients shown in 
Table 6.14. It shows that 36% of governance success can be traced back 
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Figure 6.16: The model for organizational success.

Infrastructure

Organizational
success

Leadership

Governmentality

Table 6.13: Regression model for organizational success.

Model

Unstandardized
coefficients

Standardized
coefficients

B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

�.053

.170

.332

.239

�.765

2.161

4.653

3.445

.445

.032

.000

.001

.069

.079

.071

.069

.163

.350

.258

(Constant)

Governmentality

Leadership

Infrastructure Information
Exchange

1

to Governmentality as an enabling factor and its mediator mechanism 
Meetings, as well as the factors for Leadership and Infrastructure. Note 
that the significance of individual variables is not a criterion in the me-
diated part of the model because here, the coefficient is key for interpre-
tation (i.e., a reduction in the coefficient between an independent and a 
dependent variable in the presence of a mediating variable is indicative 
of the level of mediation [Baron & Kenny, 1986]).
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A regression of the same model without the mediator resulted 
in a significant model (p 5 0.000) with an Adjusted R-square of 
0.399 (VIF , 1.02) (see Table 6.15). Thus, 40% of governance success 
is explained by Governmentality, Leadership, and Infrastructure, with 
Leadership being approximately twice as important as both Governmen-
tality and Infrastructure.

Figure 6.17: The model for governance success.

Infrastructure

Governance
success

Leadership

Governmentality Meetings

Table 6.14: Regression model for governance success.

Model

Unstandardized
coefficients

Standardized
coefficients

B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

.057

.132

.500

.218

.062

.693

1.334

5.579

2.328

.672

.490

.186

.000

.022

.504

.082

.099

.090

.094

.093

.120

.500

.214

.065

(Constant)

Governmentality

Leadership

Infrastructure

Meetings

1
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In summary, the analysis done in Part 2 of the quantitative study 
showed that the enabling factors Infrastructure, Leadership, and Gov-
ernmentality have a moderate impact on both Organizational and 
 Governance Success (Tables 6.10 and 6.11).

The enabling mechanism Meetings has a partial mediating effect on 
the impact of Governmentality on Governance Success. The enabling 
mechanisms Governance Orientation and Professionalism have a weak 
partial mediating effect on the impact of Governmentality on Organiza-
tional Success.

This chapter has provided the results from our analysis of a global 
questionnaire. It showed the differences in layered and integrated per-
spectives of governance and governmentality. The next chapter discusses 
the results from all studies described in this report.

Table 6.15: Regression results for unmediated model for governance success.

Model

Unstandardized
coefficients

Standardized
coefficients

B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

.009

.287

.497

.251

.144

3.930

7.494

3.880

.886

.000

.000

.000

.064

.073

.066

.065

.260

.494

.254

(Constant)

Governmentality

Leadership

Infrastructure Information
Exchange

1
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Discussion
In this chapter, we discuss our findings and integrate the results of the 
four different studies.

This research used a successive approach to develop a framework for 
governance and governmentality in the realm of projects. It started by 
developing a theoretical base to define and classify organizational en-
ablers and their constituent parts, which are factors and mechanisms 
for both process facilitators and discursive abilities. This categorization 
tool was then used in the qualitative studies to identify possible enablers 
and interpret them through institutional theory, and in the quantitative 
study to identify the most influential enablers, as well as to investigate 
the complex nature of the interaction of factors and mechanisms. In 
parallel, the research looked at the timely development of governance 
and governmentality in companies of different sizes, geographies, and 
with changing contexts. This approach allowed us to do the following:

• Gradually reduce the number of potential organizational 
enablers to those with the largest impact

• Assess the phenomenon of governance and governmentality 
in the realm of projects from two distinct perspectives:

• A horizontal perspective that distinguishes between the 
layers of project governance, governance of projects, and 
governmentality

• A vertical perspective that looks at an organization in its 
entirety

• Identify contextual factors that impact the governance and 
governmentality in organizations over time

• Interpret the findings in light of one of the most stable orga-
nizational theories, that of institutional theory (Scott, 2014)
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In the following sections, we first discuss our theoretical point of 
departure, which is the concept of organizational enablers and their 
constituent parts. Then, we discuss the findings of the qualitative and 
quantitative studies, followed by the most salient demographic and con-
textual factors. Finally, we relate the findings to our theoretical perspec-
tive of institutional theory.

Organizational Enablers
The concept of organizational enablers was developed in this study 
through a systematic literature review, which identified process facilita-
tors and discursive abilities as the two elements of organizational enablers. 
Moreover, each of these elements is made up of factors and mechanisms. 
Factors for process facilitators are the characteristics, conditions, and 
variables that directly impact the effectiveness, efficiency, and viability 
of governance. For discursive abilities, the factors are the communicative 
and interactional characteristics that impact the mentality and attitudes 
of people. Mechanisms support the factors by increasing the likelihood of 
certain outcomes. Over the course of the research project, we learned that 
factors relate to the mental predispositions, attitudes, and approaches of 
managers or institutions in the way they want governance and govern-
mentality to function in their organizations. Mechanisms relate to the 
organizations’ practices, which possibly stem from the implementation 
of factors by their respective managers. However, practices/mechanisms 
must not be supportive of all factors simultaneously and there are likely 
interaction effects among mechanisms, which impact the efficiency and 
effectiveness of governance and governmentality.

Through a systematic literature review and six qualitative case 
studies, we identified patterns of organizational practices for the layers 
of project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality:

• Organizational practices for project governance center on 
steering committees, methodologies, and PMOs.

• Organizational practices for governance of projects include 
company-wide methodologies, standardization, and appro-
priate media and infrastructure.

• Organizational enablers for governmentality include project au-
tonomy, willingness to take responsibility, and mechanisms such 
as people’s perception of the organization as an open system.
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We tested and found support for these findings in a subsequent quanti-
tative study by comparing the governance and governmentality practices in 
organizations experiencing different levels of success with their governance 
and their project-based part of the organization. This showed the following:

• Organizations that are most successful in the project-based 
part of their business have much more strongly developed 
leadership, institutionalization of governance, and formal-
ization of the related organizational roles. All of these are 
governance of projects factors (see Figure 6.2).

• Organizations that are most successful in implementing their 
governance system stand out by governing their projects 
through outcome control, support their project managers in 
their professional development, and align the remuneration 
system of their managers. All of these are governmentality 
factors (see Figure 6.1).

These two findings support the positioning of governmentality as the 
link between the different layers of governance (see Chapter 1). Govern-
mentality links and aligns the governance approaches at both the project 
and group of projects levels. This alignment reduces friction between the 
layers and guides project managers toward a shared understanding of the 
way governance is done in the organization. Building on this shared under-
standing, the institutionalization of governance sets in by clearly defining 
practices, roles, and responsibilities, which are typically found in the most 
successful organizations. However, all this does not happen automatically. 
Behind both governance and governmentality, is strong leadership, in the 
form of establishing both in the first place and then ensuring continuous 
maintenance and development. Leadership was found to be most influ-
ential in all of the qualitative and quantitative studies in this research. 
Therefore, leadership can be assumed to be the most basic, but also the 
most important, driver for enabling governance in organizations.

Two other factors stood out throughout the different studies: govern-
mentality and infrastructure. The former refers to mental cognition and 
emotional attachment of project managers in doing their work, whereas 
the latter refers to the authority granted to project managers in terms 
of interaction for information exchange, from as small as within the 
project, to across projects in an organization, or beyond organizational 
boundaries. The term infrastructure was chosen for this, as this factor 
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describes the mental infrastructure for project managers’ actions, and 
thus, their mental sphere of action.

A contradiction lies between our qualitative and the quantitative 
findings when it comes to the importance of flexibility, both at the project 
and organizational levels. The literature and qualitative study findings fea-
ture flexibility as a major mechanism for governance, while the quantita-
tive study did not identify a significant impact or role for it. This may stem 
from the questionnaire design, which did not distinguish between different 
forms of flexibility, such as ad hoc flexibility as a result of a lack of orga-
nizing or the need for improvisation (Leybourne & Sadler-Smith, 2006), 
and controlled flexibility within well-structured organizations in order to 
achieve the best fit between the organization and project (Shao, Müller, & 
Turner, 2012). In light of this, we appreciate the importance of flexibility, 
but we do not have statistically sound support for it in the present study.

In the last stage of successively reducing the potential organizational 
enablers (Part 2 of the quantitative study), the three factors of Leadership, 
Governmentality, and Infrastructure stood out as being correlated with 
organizational and governance success. These factors are supported by a 
number of mechanisms, of which Professionalism and Meetings turned 
out to mediate (albeit at varying levels) the relationship among the 
three factors and the two success measures. Figure 7.1 shows the medi-
ating effects of Professionalism and Meetings on the relationships that 

Figure 7.1: Mediating effects across factors.

Professionalism
(Gov success)

Meetings
(Org success)

Meetings
(Gov success)

Professionalism
(Org success)

30%

0%

Leadership Infrastructure Governmentality

5%

10%

20%

15%

25%
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Leadership, Infrastructure, and Governmentality have with both orga-
nizational and governance success. Even though most of the effects are 
below the suggested threshold of 20% for partial mediation (Hair et al., 
2014), a small, but continuous, mediation across all the main factors is 
visible. We infer from this that Professionalism and Meetings are generic 
mechanisms, which means they are not limited to serving as a mechanism 
for one single factor; instead, they support several factors simultaneously.

Complementary to this are mechanisms that support one single fac-
tor alone. These are Governance Orientation (18% and 15% mediation 
effect for organizational success and governance success, respectively) 
and Incentives (5% and 7%) for Governmentality, as well as Institution-
alization (0% and 10%) for Leadership.

From this, we conclude that organizational enablers consist of fac-
tors, generic mechanisms, and specific mechanisms. These results are 
shown in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1 shows the most important factors and mechanisms. Their 
relative importance can be seen from the standardized coefficients in Ta-
bles 6.13 and 6.14. Priority in determining organizational success lies with 
Leadership (0.350), followed by Infrastructure (0.258) and Governmen-
tality (0.163). Thus, the relative weight of Leadership is about twice as high 
as that for Governmentality. Priority for determining Governance Success 
lies also with Leadership (0.494), followed by Governmentality (0.260) 
and Infrastructure (0.254). Here, the weight of Leadership is about twice 
that of each of the other two factors. This identifies leadership as the most 
crucial factor for enabling governance in organizations.

Contextual Influences
Company size emerged as a distinguishing factor throughout the qualitative 
and quantitative studies. Small companies (up to 250 employees) showed 

Table 7.1:  Most influential organizational enabler factors and their generic and specific 
mechanisms.

Process facilitators Discursive abilities

Factors

Specific mechanisms

Generic mechanisms

Infrastructure

Professionalism

Institutionalization Governance orientation

Incentives

Meetings

Leadership Governmentality
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the widest variance in their approaches to governance and governmental-
ity, and large companies (more than 1,000 employees) showed an increas-
ing maturity in their approaches. However, medium-sized companies of 
251 to 1,000 employees were found to be least prepared for governance and 
governmentality of their projects. These companies predominantly sub-
ordinated the project-related activities to their production process, thus 
making project tasks a part of their daily operations. Reasons given for this 
were the additional (higher) costs of project-based organizing. These com-
panies did not possess the critical mass of employees to balance their uti-
lization over the projects they were doing. That led to idle times for some 
resources. Once these companies grew their business to the extent that 
they needed more than approximately 1,000 employees, they reached the 
critical mass of resources and projects that allowed them to balance their 
resource pool and project resource requirements to work efficiently.

Other contextual and demographic factors did not show importance. 
The differences by countries, industries, and project size were statis-
tically insignificant, but showed up in the qualitative studies with the 
Chinese organizations being more process-oriented, while Swedish or-
ganizations were more people-oriented in their governance approaches.

In Chapter 5, we presented the frameworks for project governance, 
 governance of projects, and governmentality. This shows the nominal dif-
ferences (as opposed to the significant differences) across countries, indus-
tries, and size of company and projects. To that end, it is informative in 
nature, but we do not mean to draw statistically robust conclusions from it.

The impact of contextual changes on projectification and related gover-
nance can be seen in Table 7.2. Equal changes do not cause similar reactions 
in projectification and governance. Instead, changes in projectification and 
governance appear to be triggered by the CEOs. Similar findings were made 
in the studies on changes in PMOs (a governance institution), which also 
showed that top managers are the ultimate source for changes in PMO 
mandates (Aubry, Hobbs, Müller, & Blomquist, 2011; Aubry et al., 2012).

An Institutional Theory Perspective
In Chapter 4, we did a first categorization of enablers into the three pil-
lars of institutional theory, which are regulative (i.e., formal regulations), 
normative (i.e., informal norms, values, standards, and roles), as well as 
cultural-cognitive (i.e., shared conceptions and frames for sensemaking).

The three main factors we identified for enabling governance fit well into 
these pillars and thereby support, or are supported by, institutional theory.
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The regulative pillar is represented in the findings by the (mental) 
Infrastructure factor. This factor sets the formal boundaries within 
which project managers can act and interact. Organizations that restrict 
the mental infrastructure to project levels score among the lowest in 
terms of success in governance and with their project-based business. 
Contrarily, organizations that have the widest scope of interaction for 
project managers (i.e., within projects, within the organization, and 
external to the organization) score highest in terms of organizational 
and governance success. Reasons for limitations are found in a perceived 
competitiveness of projects, an unwillingness to share knowledge with 
business partners, or the perceived confidentiality of the project’s con-
tents. In such circumstances, a limitation of interaction at the cost of 
failing organizational and governance success should be reconsidered.

The normative pillar is represented by the leadership factor. Lead-
ership, as outlined in this study, sets the norms and values for gover-
nance and governmentality to be established and for its development 
over time. Leadership is contingent upon interaction and communica-
tion. Therefore, meeting schedules, contents, and scope are important 
mechanisms for implementing governance through leadership. Leader-
ship not only featured as the most important factor throughout all of our 
studies; it also showed the widest difference in terms of organizations 
with the lowest levels of success and organizations with the highest lev-
els of success in their project-based parts (see Figure 6.2).

The cultural-cognitive pillar is represented by the governmentality 
factor. Governmentality is the way the governance organization presents 
itself to those who are governed, thereby expressing the attitude toward 
those who are governed and setting the tone for social interactions. In 
this study, it is measured predominantly along the lines of empower-
ment, encouragement, coaching, collaboration, team culture, and ma-
trix organizing. Organizations with very high levels of success with their 
governance system score especially high in the alignment of remunera-
tion systems across line and project managers, and in their support for 
the professional development of project managers and the trust they 
place in project managers, as shown by outcome control in projects.

Organizational Enablers: An Institutional Reflection
Institutional theory most commonly studies how institutions un-
dergo processes of isomorphism and change over time at a field or 
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organizational level. The identified characteristics of organizational en-
ablers help the organization manage the diverse institutional pressures 
under which it operates. Flexibility and alignment allow organizations 
to cope with institutional changes and stability, and alignment allows 
for the organization to drift along institutional isomorphism processes. 
The unit of analysis in this study is the organization rather than the field; 
consequently, the focus is on the organizational level. Nevertheless, in 
our study, we observe both how institutional field pressures impact the 
development of the governance systems as well as how internal organi-
zational processes develop governance.

From our longitudinal study, we observed that external institutional 
field pressures are most evident in the large companies through the re-
ported trend of increased external monitoring of the companies in their 
drug development processes. Another institutionalized trend appears 
to be the tendency of large companies to acquire small ones in order to 
remain competitive and dominant in the market. Altogether, this may 
suggest an ongoing field-level standardization and homogenization of 
the pharmaceutical field. The companies make money by being innova-
tive, but the field-level trends appear to be counter-productive as new 
start-up companies are bought and institutionalized into the big com-
panies’ ways of thinking. The increased number of formal rehearsals 
and reviews of the project process are both opportunities and poten-
tial threats to innovation. They may enable knowledge sharing across 
companies and universities, but they may also limit the number of ideas 
accepted. The companies appear to be governed by multiple orders of 
worth (i.e., the order of innovation and scientific freedom versus the 
order of strict controls, micromanagement, and standardizations, or put 
differently, order of producing knowledge-friendly environments ver-
sus producing cost-effective, streamlined environments [see Table 7.3]) 
(Boltanski & Thévenot, 2006; Stark, 2009). This creates challenges and 
tensions in the companies about the legitimacy of different behaviors.

As we continue our discussion to look at the medium-sized compa-
nies from this perspective, we may infer that their institutional tensions 
appear through pressures stemming from diverging orders of worth. 
The two most prominent orders of worth create a crossroads of internal 
tensions between being either a productified or a projectified company. 
Governance systems in the realm of projects are, therefore, constantly 
under negotiation and are sometimes eliminated and undermined (the 
Swedish medium-sized case company in this research provides a strong 
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example of the latter). Governmentality appears to be rather fragmented 
and weak until the companies find their way and decide which order 
to follow. In the medium-sized Chinese company, the direction of how 
to grow and which path to choose was clearer than in the Swedish case 
and had consequently developed stronger governmentality.

The small companies chose two very different approaches for deal-
ing with institutional pressures: They showed tendencies to act by either 
shielding from or opening to the environment. The Chinese small company 
used strict governmentality and tended to be a bit insensitive, meaning 
they shield themselves from institutional pressure. The internal culture 
and style of knowledge sharing leaves, to generalize harshly, only one door 
that opens to external pressures: the door to the CEO. The CEO and his 
authority and competence thereby play a very critical role in the organiza-
tion’s ability to be flexible, aligned, and stable. The small Swedish company, 
like the Chinese company, appears to be shielding itself from institutional 
pressures in the sense that it maintains its existing governmentality and 
culture of project thinking (i.e., only employing people with similar mind-
sets). At the same time, the Swedish small company is sensitive to em-
ployees’ ideas through a consensus decision-making style. Consequently, 
through this employee sensitivity, the organization becomes more open to 
its institutional setting though input from every employee and attempts to 
proactively drift with and adapt to market pressures. The small companies 
are not demonstrating identity crises, as the medium-sized companies are 
doing. The dominant orders of worth in these small companies, rather, 
are about how to preserve existing governmentality while growing. The 
cultures in the two companies are very different, but both are very strong. 

Table 7.3: Dominating institutional pressures stemming from diverging orders of worth.

Dominating tensions
among orders of worth

Resulting situation due to
competing orders

Large companies Medium companies Small companies

Scientific freedom and
innovation

versus

Efficiency and strict controls
and standardization

Swedish: Conflicts are
arising

Chinese: Acceptance of
tensions

Productified company

versus

Projectified company

Swedish: Strong internal
conflicts

Chinese: Acceptance or
ignorance of tensions

Preserving existing
governmentality

versus

Growth

Swedish: Acceptance of
tensions

Chinese: Intentional
ignorance or shielding
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The two companies’ ways of doing business are institutionalized, but this 
is potentially threatened as the companies grow.

These diverging orders of worth in the companies result in either: 
(1) situations of conflicts—for example, in the Swedish medium-sized 
company when the project people are constantly fighting for their role 
to exist or in the Swedish large company where the drug development 
people appear more and more skeptical to the current trend of the com-
pany’s development; or (2) acceptance of the institutional tensions, 
through stable compromises—for example, in the Swedish small com-
pany, which wants both to be shielded and open, and so, tries to find 
a middle way as it grows. Companies gradually and continuously need 
to find compromises between freedom and control, and keeping their 
values and adjusting them to emergent needs, without losing the core 
of their culture and governmentality among employees. There is one 
other possible result: (3) intentional ignorance by obeying the domi-
nant order of worth and ignoring others—for example, as in the small 
Chinese company, whose governance and governmentality appear to be 
rather unaffected by its surroundings (see Table 7.3).

Even though our study suggests that the three factors (i.e., infrastruc-
ture, leadership, and governmentality) need to be in place to generate 
effective organizational enablers, leadership emerges as the most import-
ant one. This is because of the multiple orders of worth that coexist in 
companies relying on projects as a major part of their business activities. 
Leadership is vital for setting the vision, giving direction, and establishing 
the related ground rules to achieve objectives. Leadership, as an enabler 
for governance in the realm of projects in our companies, may be related 
to the interdisciplinary, and sometimes interorganizational, nature of 
projects, where the project actors become carriers of different institutions 
(Scott, 2012). The actors then will be exposed to multiple, sometimes 
conflicting, institutional demands. Each institutional demand includes 
specific regulatory regimes, normative orders, and cultural-cognitive log-
ics (Pache & Santos, 2010; Scott, 2012), which must be aligned through a 
common vision and direction, given through leadership.

The pressures put on actors who operate under multiple institutional 
demands, limited time, and limited resources may raise institutional ex-
ceptions in projects (Orr & Scott, 2008) as means to manage the mul-
tiple pressures and demands. These exceptions may be costly for the 
company if the project actors try to reinvent the wheel or invent new 
wheels that do not fit the company’s overall strategy. But the exceptions 
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may also be intentional and may serve as vanguard projects, breaking 
free from current institutional norms and leading to innovation. For ex-
ample, the large companies appear to be holding back from allowing for 
vanguard, innovative projects, perhaps because of previous costly expe-
riences. This, however, occurs at the expense of losing their innovative-
ness. The company, as a holder of multiple projects, thereby faces the 
paradoxical situation of finding equilibrium where projects and their 
actors are, on the one hand, allowed to perform their specific missions 
under specific institutional demands and might even be allowed to cre-
ate institutional exceptions that slightly drift away from the company’s 
dominating institutional order, while, on the other hand, they are ex-
pected to align project and business objectives.

Companies that perform a lot of projects are complex entities 
involving multiple institutional orders and operating under multiple 
institutional demands at various levels. For example, the regulative ele-
ments (laws, formal regulations, and so on) in a pharmaceutical company 
differ between drug development projects and business improvement 
projects; the former are exposed to more external, as well as internal, 
control and regulations. This, in turn, impacts the normative elements 
(standards, roles, conventions, practices, and so forth) that are appro-
priate for each project type, and so, affect the nature and importance of 
different cultural-cognitive elements (shared beliefs, identities, logics of 
actions, etc.). Moreover, the medium and large companies in our study 
are global actors. This puts additional institutional pressures upon the 
project actors through new sets of institutional demands and also places 
additional pressures on the company’s governance system.

Organizational enablers in our companies are characterized by on-
going negotiations among Infrastructure, Leadership, and Governmen-
tality concerning process facilitators and discursive abilities that jointly 
allow the governance and governmentality of projects to prosper.

This chapter has summarized and positioned the findings of the four 
studies and reflected on these results in light of the theoretical perspec-
tive of institutional theory. The next chapter will draw conclusions from 
this research and answer our research questions.
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Conclusions 
In this chapter, we answer the research questions, reflect on the study, and 
draw conclusions about the managerial and theoretical implications of this 
research. Finally, we suggest further research and summarize the study’s con-
tribution to knowledge on organizational enablers in the realm of projects.

This research addresses the nature and types of organizational en-
ablers for governance and governmentality in the realm of projects. We 
conducted four studies to answer our research questions. First, we per-
formed a systematic literature review on the concept of organizational 
enablers and their application to the project management–related 
literature. This resulted in the following:

1.	 A	distinction	between	project governance, which relates to 
the governance of individual projects; governance of projects, 
which relates to the governance of groups of projects, such 
as portfolios or programs of projects; and governmentality, 
which relates to the way governance institutions present 
themselves and express their attitude toward those they gov-
ern,	which	influences	the	nature	of	social	interactions

2.	 A	model	of	organizational enablers, comprising the two el-
ements of process facilitators and discursive abilities, each 
with its particular enabling factors and mechanisms

This model was applied in subsequent studies, including the six 
case	 studies	 in	China	and	 Sweden,	 in	which	we	 identified	underlying	
enablers	 in	 companies	 of	 different	 sizes,	 industries,	 and	 geographies.	
This was followed by a longitudinal study of the six cases which allowed 
us	to	identify	contextual	influences,	their	impact,	and	the	development	
of governance and governmentality over time in these organizations. 
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Finally, a questionnaire-based quantitative study tested and validated 
the	findings	from	the	qualitative	studies	and	used	quantitative	methods	
to explore possible patterns in, and strengths of, organizational enablers.

We can now answer our research questions.

Research Question 1—Governance Practices
RQ1: What are the practices for governance and governmentality in 
the realm of projects in organizations of different sizes and in different 
geographies?

We	identified	and	proposed	distinct	patterns	for	practices	in	project	
governance, governance of projects, and governmentality through the 
systematic literature review and subsequently tested these in the six case 
studies. These patterns were supported by our quantitative results.

Practices for project governance include the use of the following:

• Project management methodologies: This ensures a tested and 
proven approach to the management of a project. Ninety-nine 
percent of the respondents to our questionnaire said that 
they have a methodology for managing their project. The in-
terviews showed that all companies emphasized the use of 
methodologies and had decided on at least one preferred 
methodology.

• Steering groups: This is a widely used governance institu-
tion;	 97%	of	 all	 project	managers	 said	 that	 they	 report	 to	
a steering group. In smaller companies, this is the CEO; in 
medium-sized companies, it is the CEO or someone del-
egated the responsibility by the CEO, such as the head of 
project management. Large organizations have to juggle a 
large number of steering groups, both internal and external 
to the organization.

• Flat and flexible organizational structures: Flexibility in the 
form of adapting organizational structures to the needs of 
projects was frequently mentioned in the interviews, but it 
did	not	feature	in	the	quantitative	study	as	being	different	be-
tween organizations with lower and higher levels of success. 
To that end, it appears to be a hygiene factor: Flexibility alone 
is	 a	 necessity,	 but	 it	 is	 not	 a	 sufficient	 factor	 for	 successful	
governance.
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• Meeting schedules that meet information and coordination 
requirements: The minimum frequency of project reviews is 
once per month, with the majority of projects being reviewed 
twice per month. Coordination meetings with other managers 
are frequently held within the more successful organizations. 
Here,	 consensus	 finding	 is	 the	 dominant	 decision-making	
style	(35%),	followed	by	decisions	made	by	one	manager	only	
(34%)	or	by	experts	(12%).

• Top management support: Success in implementing project 
governance	 is	 strongly	 influenced	 by	 leadership	 and	 man-
agement’s attitude toward project governance. It features as 
the single most important organizational enabler for project 
governance.

• For large organizations in particular:
• Clearly defined roles and responsibilities: This requires 

a critical mass of projects and resources, often found in 
organizations	with	more	than	1,000	employees.	This	prac-
tice	is	frequently	used	in	firms	that	are	successful	with	the	
project-based part of their organization.

• PMOs: PMOs are popular, but vary considerably in their 
mandates, because they address the idiosyncratic issues 
of an organization. The quantitative study showed a slight 
preference for having PMOs to ensure compliance with the 
organization’s project management methodology.

Practices for governance of projects include the use of the following:

• Company-wide project management methodologies: Seventy-six 
percent of the respondents use the same methodology often to 
always.

• Flexible organizational structures:	This	flexibility	is	intended	
to	 align	 the	 parent	 organization	 and	 project	 needs.	 As	 a	
practice, it did not feature in the quantitative study as being 
different	between	organizations	with	lower	and	higher	levels	
of	success.	To	that	end,	it	appears	to	be	a	hygiene	factor;	flexi-
bility	alone	is	a	necessity,	but	it	is	not	sufficient	for	successful	
governance.

• Standardization of project selection, reporting, and review: 
This refers to the standardization and institutionalization 
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of governance. The vast majority of organizations have stan-
dardized in such a way that they often to always use the same 
reporting	system	(71)	and	use	the	same	institutions	to	select	
projects	(64).

• Appropriate media and technological infrastructure: This is 
another hygiene factor, which was mentioned frequently in 
interviews, but did not feature in the quantitative study.

• Alignment of projects and business: This practice was fre-
quently mentioned in the interviews and is well described in 
other research studies as a prerequisite for successful project 
governance	(e.g.,	in	Müller,	Martinsuo,	&	Blomquist,	2008).	
The present study added the dimension of aligning the remu-
neration systems for project managers and line managers as a 
critical aspect of this practice.

Practices for governmentality include the following:

• Autonomy of project managers: The span of autonomy is wide. 
The greatest amount of autonomy is found in the smallest 
and the largest organizations. Medium-sized organizations 
(especially	 those	 with	 between	 250	 and	 1,000	 employees)	
grant the least amount of authority to their project managers 
by subordinating and governing project management to the 
operational production processes. Empowerment featured as 
another	dimension	with	significant	differences	between	or-
ganizations with above- and below-average success in their 
project business. The more successful organizations em-
power their project managers to a much larger extent than 
those with lower levels of success.

• Self-responsibility: The need to develop self-responsible 
project managers was strongly supported by the literature. 
However, the empirical investigations showed a wide span 
of	practices.	As	in	the	point	above,	the	medium-sized	orga-
nizations showed, on average, little emphasis on developing 
self-responsible project managers. Process compliance is 
dominating the governance practices here.

• Project thinking:	This	 is	another	practice	that	differs	signifi-
cantly between medium-sized organizations and others. Pro-
cess	thinking	dominates	governance	in	medium	organizations.	
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At	times,	management	thinks	and	talks	in	projects,	while	em-
ployees	perceive	their	work	as	following	the	operational	pro-
cesses. Small and large organizations have pronounced proj-
ect	thinking	and	projectification.

• Open system thinking: This relates to project managers’ 
perception of the organization as an open system, with both 
internal and external interfaces. The quantitative study iden-
tified	the	external	orientation	of	project	managers	as	one	of	
the	key	practices	(see	Infrastructure	below)	that	need	to	be	
enabled by the organization and implemented through the 
governance structure. Organizations that practice a culture 
of	open	systems	thinking	are	significantly	more	successful	in	
the governance of their projects.

We	found	no	significant	difference	in	governance	practices	between	
countries, industries, project size, and the level of project manager ex-
perience. This indicates a wide variety of governance approaches in all 
of	these	strata.	However,	differences	were	found	in	company	size	(and	
these	are	discussed	in	the	above	bulleted	list).	However,	our	interviews	
indicated a stronger role of process in governance in China versus a 
stronger role of individuals in governance in Sweden.

A	more	detailed	description	of	the	nominal	differences	by	country,	
industries,	company	size,	and	project	size	can	be	found	in	the	frameworks	
for project governance, governance of projects, and governmentality in 
Chapter	6.

Research Question 2—Organizational Enablers
RQ2: What are the organizational enablers for governance and govern-
mentality in the realm of projects in these organizations?

This question was addressed from two perspectives. First, it was 
addressed from the perspective of the three levels of governance: project 
governance, governance of projects, and governmentality—thus, 
a	 “horizontal”	 or	 layered	 view	 of	 the	 organization	 (e.g.,	 Part	 1	 in	
Chapter	6).	Second,	 it	was	addressed	vertically	by	 looking	at	 the	en-
tire organization as an integrated entity where the three layers are 
interwoven	and	organization-wide	patterns	are	identified	(e.g.,	Part	2	
in	Chapter	6).

We	first	answer	RQ2	from	the	perspective	of	the	layered	approach.
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The propositions developed through the conceptual study and tested 
in the qualitative study were:

• P1: Organizational enablers for project governance include 
the authority to procure, implement, and execute governance 
frameworks and policies, and the presence of specialized proj-
ect governance roles (which can be executed by institutions 
for project governance, such as sponsors, steering groups, or 
PMOs).

• P2: Organizational enablers for governance of projects in-
clude flexibility in structures and interactions, which allow 
for effectiveness in project selection and efficiency in project 
execution.

• P3: Organizational enablers for governmentality provide for 
the development of individuals who are mindful of the organi-
zation, self-responsible, and self-organizing to a degree that 
matches the goals of the corporation.

Propositions	P1	and	P2	were	supported	by	our	qualitative	study	find-
ings.	Proposition	P3	was	partly	supported.	The	case	studies	showed	that	
governmentality spans much wider than has been described in the proj-
ect management–related literature. Existing research emphasizes the 
need for mindful, self-responsible, and self-organizing employees in 
project-based settings. However, the empirical results of the case studies 
(and	later,	the	questionnaire	as	well)	showed	that	governmentality	is	also	
exercised using stringent and authoritative approaches to govern proj-
ects. To that end, governmentality spans from very strict authoritative 
approaches via rational/economic approaches to neoliberal approaches 
in	the	sense	of	Dean	(2010).	Although	neoliberalism	appears	to	be	pre-
ferred in the organizational literature, corporate reality shows that many 
organizations actually use strict or rational approaches.

Through the qualitative study, we developed six hypotheses and 
subsequently tested them in the worldwide, web-based questionnaire:

H1a: There is a positive relationship between enablers of project gover-
nance and successful implementation of governance.

H1b: There is a positive relationship between enablers of project gover-
nance and success of the project-based part of the organization.
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H2a: There is a positive relationship between enablers of governance of 
projects and successful implementation of governance.

H2b: There is a positive relationship between enablers of governance of 
projects and success of the project-based part of the organization.

H3a: There is a positive relationship between enablers of governmentality 
and successful implementation of governance.

H2b: There is a positive relationship between enablers of governmentality 
and success of the project-based part of the organization.

The quantitative analysis showed partial support for all six hypo-
theses. We tested the hypotheses by comparing governance and 
governmentality	practices	of	organizations	with	different	levels	of	suc-
cess in implementing governance and with the project-based part of 
their	organization.	Results	are	shown	in	Table	6.3.

Organizational Enablers by Level

At	the	project	governance	level,	the	following	patterns	of	enablers	were	
identified	with	organizations	that	are	significantly	more	successful	than	
those below average in implementing governance and with the proj-
ect-based parts of their organization:

•	 A	 mental	 Infrastructure allowing for the widest possible 
sphere of action for the project manager, starting from the 
project, via the project’s parent organization, and beyond the 
organization

• Provision of ongoing Communication with managers from 
other projects, line managers, and external managers for the 
coordination of the project

At	 the	 level	of	governance	of	projects,	 the	 following	patterns	were	
identified	with	organizations	that	are	significantly	more	successful	than	
those with below-average levels of success in implementing governance 
and with their project-based part of their organization:

• Governance is established by strong leadership and is con-
tinuously further developed
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• Clearly defined roles and responsibilities, along with formal-
ized	and	central	decision	making

Specific	 for	 the	achievement	of	governance	success	 is	a	governance 
orientation	 that	 emphasizes	 stakeholder	 orientation	 over	 shareholder	
orientation.	Specific	for	organizational	success	is	the	institutionalization 
of governance, which is the use of similar reporting systems, methodol-
ogies, project selection and coordination institutions.

At	the	level	of	governmentality,	the	following	patterns	were	identi-
fied	with	organizations	that	are	significantly	more	successful	than	those	
with below-average levels of success in implementing governance and 
with the project-based parts of their organization:

•	 A	 supportive environment for project management, where 
project managers are encouraged to develop their proj-
ect	 management	 skills	 within	 the	 organization	 and	 feel	
important, empowered, and coached

•	 A	culture	that	prioritizes	teamwork and collaborative accom-
plishments over individual heroism

Specific	for	the	success	in	governance	is	the	alignment of remunera-
tion systems, such that project managers’, as well as line managers’, re-
muneration	is	connected	to	project	results.	Specific	for	success	with	the	
project-based part of the organization is the professional development 
of the project management community by encouraging managers to get 
certified	and	to	engage	with	professional	organizations.

Further	patterns	that	were	identified,	but	did	not	feature	as	statistically	
significant,	are	described	in	Part	1	of	Chapter	6.

Now,	we	 answer	 RQ2	 from	 the	 organization-wide	 perspective.	 For	
that,	we	repeat	the	findings	from	earlier	chapters.

We applied the enabler model of factors and mechanisms to the 
questionnaire	 items,	 which	 identified	 the	 following	 five	 factors	 of	
organizational enablers:

• Infrastructure: The mental sphere of action of project man-
agers, that is, the extent to which an organization allows 
information exchange within projects, across projects, within 
the organization, and beyond the organization; thus, it is the 
authority of project managers in exchanging information
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• Leadership: The extent to which governance is established 
by a strong leader and maintained and further developed 
over time

• Governmentality: The mental predisposition of the governors 
toward those who are governed; this is shown through, for 
example, the level of empowerment, team culture, and so on

• PG—Flexibility:	The	flexibility	in	project	governance,	that	is,	
the extent to which the project can adapt its structure, roles, 
meeting schedules, and so forth to emergent needs

• GoP—Flexibility:	 The	 flexibility	 in	 governance	 of	 projects,	
that is, to what extent the institution’s functions, leadership 
styles, and so on are adjusted to the situation

We	also	identified	these	six	enabling	mechanisms:

• Governance orientation:	The	shareholder	versus	stakeholder	
orientation in overall governance of the organization

• Reviews: The frequency with which projects, programs, and 
portfolios are reviewed within an organization

• Institutionalization: The extent to which project governance 
practices, such as the use of similar reporting systems, meth-
odologies, institutions for project selection, coordination, 
and so on, are institutionalized

• Professionalism: The degree of professionalism of project 
governance—for example, whether project managers are en-
couraged	to	get	professional	certifications,	work	with	profes-
sional organizations, and so forth

• Meetings: The types of governance-related meetings, such as 
meetings with project managers, management in the organiza-
tion, or external organizations for coordination or other issues

• Incentives: The extent to which the remuneration of the proj-
ect managers and line managers is impacted by project results

Two	types	of	success	were	identified:

• Organizational success, the success for the project-based part 
of the organization

• Governance success, the success of the governance system in 
terms of its usage and acceptance

58991_CH08.indd   177 1/5/16   5:10 AM



178 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

The mapping of the factors and mechanisms into the enabler model 
is	shown	in	Table	6.2.

Based on existing theory, we proposed the following:

Organizational enabler factors impact or create organizational 
enabler mechanisms, which impact success at both governance and or-
ganizational level.

This proposition led to a mediation model, which we subsequently 
tested and found that:

• success with the project-based part of the organization is di-
rectly impacted by the factors for Infrastructure, Leadership, 
and Governmentality, and that mediation through mech-
anisms	 is	 generally	 below	 the	 threshold	 of	 20%	 for	 partial	
mediation	(Hair	et	al.,	2014);	and

• success in the acceptance and usage of the governance sys-
tem is also directly impacted by Infrastructure, Leadership, 
and Governmentality; however, the impact of governmental-
ity	on	governance	success	is	mediated	to	24%	by	the	types	of	
Meetings that are held for coordination and governance.

Further investigation of those mechanisms that had an existing, but 
below-threshold,	level	of	mediating	effect	showed	that	two	mechanisms	
mediate all factors. These are Professionalism and Meetings. Three other 
mechanisms mediate only one factor. These are Institutionalization, 
which mediates the impact of leadership on success, and the mechanisms 
of Governance Orientations and Incentives, which mediate the impact of 
governmentality	on	success.	The	resulting	model	is	shown	in	Table	7.1.

The impact of these factors on success was assessed through regres-
sion	analyses.	These	showed	that	22%	of	the	success	of	the	project-based	
part of the organization can be explained through the three enabler fac-
tors of Infrastructure, Leadership, and Governmentality.	Similarly,	40%	
of	the	success	in	implementing	a	governance	system	can	be	traced	back	
to	the	same	three	factors.	Assessment	of	the	relative	importance	of	the	
enabling factors showed that Leadership is approximately twice as im-
portant as Infrastructure and Governmentality.

This	 identifies	 Leadership	 (i.e.,	 governance	 established	 by	 a	 strong	
leader	and	maintained	and	further	developed	over	time)	as	the	strongest	
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and ultimate organizational enabler for governance and governmentality in 
organizations. This is followed by Infrastructure (the scope of the mental 
sphere	of	activity	of	the	project	manager,	granted	by	the	governance	system)	
and	Governmentality	(the	mental	predisposition	of	governors).

Research Question 3—Evolution of Governance and 
Governmentality

RQ3: How does governance and governmentality in the realm of projects 
evolve in these organizations?

This question was mainly addressed through the longitudinal and quan-
titative study. There are several perspectives toward evolution. From the data, 
we	identify	three	different	perspectives:	context-driven,	growth-driven,	and	
maturity-driven. We discuss each of these in the following section.

Context-driven evolution refers to changes in governance and gov-
ernmentality	 that	can	 be	 traced	 back	 to	variations	 in	external	and/or	
internal	circumstances.	As	shown	 in	Table	7.2,	 there	 is	 little	evidence	
that external changes in terms of number of projects or increasing or 
decreasing	market	 share	 impact	governance	and	governmentality	 in	a	
similar way. However, the data clearly show that most of the changes are 
caused by the CEO and his or her decisions on the governance of proj-
ects. The CEO and his or her leadership is, therefore, the main driver for 
change.	This	extends	our	findings	on	the	importance	of	leadership	as	an	
organizational enabler. Leadership does establish, maintain, and change 
governance and governmentality over time.

Growth-driven evolution refers to changes in governance and govern-
mentality	associated	with	the	growth	of	the	organization.	As	shown	in	
Figures	6.5,	6.9,	and	6.13,	project	governance	is	well	established	in	small	
organizations, but falls below average in medium-sized organizations 
and returns to average levels in the large organizations. Main drivers 
in this variation are Infrastructure and Communication. In governance 
of projects, both leadership and institutionalization develop in a linear 
fashion	with	the	size	of	the	organization,	which	is	contrary	to	flexibil-
ity.	Again,	medium-sized	companies	appear	 to	score	below	average	 in	
clarity	of	 roles	and	organizational	flexibility.	Governmentality	 follows	
the	 former	 trends	and	 is	well	defined	 in	small	companies	 in	 terms	of	
project managers’ professional support and alignment of remuneration 
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systems	across	all	managers.	All	of	 these	 items	 fall	strongly	below	av-
erage	in	medium-sized	companies	with	250	to	1,000	employees	before	
they recover to average values in larger organizations, where companies 
with	more	than	10,000	employees	show	a	strong	emphasis	on	certifica-
tion and engagement in professional organizations.

Maturity-driven evolution refers to changes in governance and govern-
mentality associated with practices at higher levels of success. These are 
shown	in	Figure	6.1	for	governance	success	and	in	Figure	6.2	for	success	of	
the project-based part of the organization. Change associated with suc-
cess	in	governance	is	linear	with	improvements	in	leadership,	definition	
of roles and responsibilities, infrastructure, collaborativeness, and proj-
ect manager support. Organizations with above-average levels of success 
with	their	governance	system	reduce	flexibility	slightly	with	higher	suc-
cess	 levels,	while	applying	more	stakeholder-oriented	governance.	The	
evolution associated with higher levels of organizational success is very 
strong in leadership. Growth in leadership is very strong across the levels 
of	success.	Along	with	that	comes	a	clearer	institutionalization	and	defi-
nition of roles and responsibilities, as well as collaboration.

Having answered our research questions, we now address the mana-
gerial and theoretical implications.

Managerial Implications

A	number	of	 implications	for	managers	derive	from	the	results	of	this	
study.	We	focus	here	on	the	three	major	enablers	that	we	identified.

The	first	and	foremost	implication	is	the	development	of	strong	lead-
ers who establish and maintain project management and its governance 
as a way of doing business. The research indicated that these people 
were often hired from outside and had substantial project experience—
for	 example,	 through	 work	 in	 the	 military	 or	 other,	 project-oriented	
industries and organizations. Leadership needs to be at or have direct 
access to top management in order to have the authority to change the 
organization’s	way	of	working	and	its	value	system.	The	implementation	
should address the idiosyncratic expression of project management and 
its governance in an organization, and its adaptation to the organiza-
tion’s	needs	and	skills.	Once	established,	the	governance	system	needs	
to be continuously maintained and adjusted to the project types, and to 
any changes in the organization.

The second implication is the establishment of a mental sphere of 
activity for project managers that is as broad as possible. Collaborative 
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work	in	and	across	projects	and	organizational	borders	should	be	sup-
ported and emphasized by the governance structure. The broader the 
mental scope allowed for the project manager, the more successful the 
projects will be. This includes project managers’ engagement with pro-
fessional	 organizations;	 work	 with	 standardizing	 committees;	 active	
participation	 in	 conferences	 (in	 addition	 to	 passive	 attendance);	 and	
collaboration	 with	 academic	 institutions,	 benchmarking	 companies,	
and	standards-developing	bodies.	A	requirement	for	this	will	be	a	certain	
level	of	education	and	experience	 in	the	field	of	project	management.	
Hence,	training	and	education,	certification,	and	work	 in	professional	
organizations should start early on in the career of project managers.

The third implication is the establishment of appropriate govern-
mentality. This may range from authoritative, via rational, to neoliberal 
approaches,	depending	on	the	needs	of	the	organization	(skill	and	ed-
ucation	levels,	type	of	work,	level	of	innovation,	etc.).	Governmentality	
sets the “tone” between governance institutions and those they govern, 
as	well	as	among	members	of	the	governed	society.	A	careful	assessment	
needs to be made as to which of these approaches is appropriate in an 
organization. Most successful organizations control their project man-
agers by the extent to which they meet established outcome objectives 
as	opposed	to	methodology	compliance,	while	at	the	same	time,	taking	a	
stakeholder	orientation	in	governance.	Thus,	in	terms	of	governance,	or-
ganizations should strive for a versatile artist paradigm which provides 
a	suitable	context	for	project	managers	to	develop	their	skills	and	make	
use	of	past	experiences.	That	means	establishing	a	culture	of	(1)	mutual	
trust	between	the	governance	system	and	project	managers,	(2)	collab-
oration	and	teamwork,	and	(3)	consensus	finding	 in	decision	making,	
while	knowing	that	project	results	are	team	accomplishments,	not	the	
acts of individual heroes.

Theoretical Implications

The three main organizational enablers resemble the three pillars of in-
stitutional theory.

The regulative pillar is represented by the Infrastructure factor, 
which	 is	the	mental	sphere	of	activity	 for	project	managers.	 It	defines	
the	limits	within	which	the	project	manager	 is	allowed	to	act.	Regula-
tive elements are most often referred to as laws, contracts, and other ex-
ternally imposed or agreement-based elements. This study extends this 
pillar to the psychological elements of mental space and the associated 

58991_CH08.indd   181 1/5/16   5:10 AM



182 Organizational Enablers for Project Governanc e

psychological contracts that are imposed upon project managers. The 
implication for institutional theory is the awareness that internal, gov-
ernance-based elements can serve as regulators that are just as strong as 
contracts or externally imposed limitations. Further development of this 
in the form of future research is indicated.

The normative pillar of institutional theory is represented by Leader-
ship. The leaders and the way they set up the governance system create 
expectations for what the organization views as “normal” behavior. In-
stitutional theory rarely addresses leadership as a separate subject, but it 
implies that leadership is done within the organization. The present study 
showed,	in	exemplary	fashion,	how	organizations	bounce	back	and	forth	
between	“productification”	and	“projectification,”	which	is	clearly	visible	in	
medium-sized organizations, in comparison with small and large compa-
nies. The ways to establish a change from a process to a project orientation 
or	provide	criteria	for	managers	to	decide	on	a	focus	of	“productification”	
or	 “projectification”	 for	 the	 organization,	 will	 have	 to	 be	 investigated	
in more depth. More research in this area is needed to understand the 
phenomenon and to develop theories to help managers in their related 
decisions.	A	related	subject	for	future	research	is	the	fit	of	leadership	at	the	
project	level	(as	described,	for	example,	in	Müller	&	Turner,	2010)	with	the	
different	governmentality	approaches	described	 in	this	book.	Especially	
interesting	would	be	how	different	personalities	and	leadership	styles	of	
project managers interface with the authoritative, rational, and neoliberal 
approaches to governmentality exercised in organizations.

The cultural-cognitive pillar of institutional theory is represented by 
the Governmentality factor. Organizations that present themselves as 
supportive of their project managers’ professionalism help them further 
develop their processes, tools, and techniques, and empower and coach 
them to develop into what the literature refers to as self-organizing, 
self-responsible	employees	with	 the	required	context	 for	sensemaking	
within the organization. Governmentality is a very new subject for gov-
ernance in the realm of projects. Much more research is needed to un-
derstand the implications that these soft factors of governance have on 
people and projects and, thereby, on the entire organization.

Strength and Weaknesses

As	in	all	research,	there	are	strengths	and	weaknesses	in	the	four	studies	
we have done. On the strengths side is the strong support of institu-
tional theory for the results we have found. The match between the three 
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pillars	and	the	main	organizational	enablers	we	identified	gives	credit	to	
our	findings.	Strength	lies	also	in	the	approach	taken	in	this	research,	
starting	with	the	identification	of	the	widest	possible	set	of	practices	and	
organizational	 enablers	 and	 then	 successively	 refining	 them	 through	
follow-up interviews and a worldwide, web-based questionnaire.

On	the	side	of	weaknesses,	 is	 the	sample	size	of	208	observations.	
Though	 it	 is	still	sufficient	 for	the	analysis	techniques,	we	would	have	
hoped for a wider coverage in terms of geographies and industries to en-
sure	stability	in	our	results.	Another	potential	weakness	is	in	the	ques-
tionnaire	 and	 the	way	 the	questions	on	 flexibility	 are	 phrased,	which	
does	not	allow	the	distinction	of	different	 forms	of	flexibility,	 such	as	
flexibility	caused	by	ad	hoc	reactions	or	flexibility	caused	by	deliberate	
adjustment	of	existing	structures	to	fit	projects	into	the	organizational	
system. These variables need to be addressed in future research.

Above,	we	suggested	a	number	of	future	studies.	We	can	add	to	these,	
the need to understand governmentality in much more detail, including 
the neoliberal approaches. Neoliberalism in project-related governance 
is a new subject that should be addressed in order to better understand 
governance. This includes phenomenological, qualitative studies using 
observations	and	“sensemaking”	to	derive	new	theories.

This	research’s	contribution	to	knowledge	lies	in	its	nature	as	the	first	
research to tie together governance and governmentality in one study. 
The results show a high level of integration between these two subjects 
in everyday governance. Furthermore, it distills the main organizational 
enablers in the form of factors and their underlying mechanisms from 
the	myriad	of	possible	influences	that	an	organization	can	have	on	proj-
ects and their governance. Last, not least, the study provides suggestions 
for	academics	to	further	develop	related	theories	and	offers	suggestions	
for managers to develop their governance and governmentality. It falls 
now	 to	 practitioners	 to	 take	 these	 findings	 into	 reality	 and	 reap	 the	
benefits	from	them.
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Appendix

Appendix A1: Case Study Protocol

Project title: Organizational Enablers for Project Governance

Author(s):
Ralf Müller
Jingting Shao
Sofia Pemsel

Date of submission: February 15, 2013

Introduction
Research questions

 1. What are the project governance practices in organizations of different sizes and in different geographies?
 2. What are the organizational enablers for project governance in these organizations?
 3. How does project governance evolve in these organizations?

Theoretical framework

Initial literature review shows that the field of organizational enablers (OE) for project governance has not been investi-
gated thoroughly in recent years. PMI defines OEs as structural, cultural, technological, and human-resource practices 
that can be leveraged to support and sustain the implementation of best practices in project, program, and portfolio man-
agement. Depending on industry, sectors, geographical contexts, and organizational size, previous research has shown 
that organizations implement different approaches to project management. This research project consequently aims to 
develop a framework for project governance in organizations of different sizes and sectors and in different geographies.

Role of protocol in guiding team

This protocol provides information on the data collection procedure, as well as the data collection instrument.
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Data collection procedures
The initial round of interviews aims for approximately 20 interviews at six companies. The purpose is to identify typical 
organizational enablers for project governance in project-based organizations (PBOs). Targeted interviewees are managers 
responsible for groups of projects, such as portfolios or programs of projects.

A further aim is to collect information on the feasibility of a longitudinal case study within the companies and the 
companies’ interest in pursuing a case study for assessing one of the organizational enablers identified.

Data collection plan

Longitudinal data collection

 •  Two rounds of data collection over a period of one year will be done in each case organization to identify process 
elements, their significance, and their changes over time for enabling and performing project governance.

Type of evidence sought

 •  The type of evidence sought includes perceived organizational enablers by mid- to high-level management. This 
includes information about the organization, its projects and governance approach, and the organizational enablers 
plus their particular context.

Roles of people to be interviewed

 • Middle and higher management with responsibility for groups of projects

Documents to be studied

 • Organizational structure

Business model

 • Governance documents, such as policies, guidelines, procedures, and so on

Expected preparation prior to visit

 •  Search and review documentation about past project governance practices and degree of projectification of the 
firms to be interviewed

 •  Interviews should be held by two researchers, tape recording done when possible, with notes taken manually by one 
researcher, while the other researcher conducts the interview

Introductory letter

 • See attachment A

Invitation to interview and interview questions

 • See attachment B
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Attachment A to Appendix A1: Introductory Letter

Research on Project Governance
Invitation to Engage

Aims and Objectives

The aim of the study is to develop a framework of project governance 
approaches for organizations of different sizes, sectors, and in differ-
ent geographies. This contributes to an improved understanding of the 
evolution of organizational enablers in terms of the development and 
change of organizational enablers for successful project governance and 
the development and change of specific governance structures, their in-
stitutions, plus their roles, responsibilities, and governance practices. 
These results will be structured by organizations of low, medium, and 
high levels of success with their governance.

The results will allow practitioners to adapt successful enablers and 
governance practices to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of their 
organizations, taking into account their organization’s size, sector, geog-
raphy, and level of projectification. Moreover, the results will allow the 
expansion of existing PMI standards by adding organizational enablers 
for best practices in project governance.

Background

PMI has commissioned a research team from BI Norwegian Business 
School, Institute of Industrial Economics at Chinese Academy of So-
cial Sciences, and Copenhagen Business School to undertake a research 
project on organizational enablers for project governance. Organiza-
tional enablers for project governance have not yet been well explored. 
There is an emergent need to improve the understanding of the specific 
enablers for successful project governance in small, medium, and large 
organizations. One goal is to identify the related governance structures, 
policies, and institutions, plus their roles and responsibilities as well as 
their practices for these enablers. A further goal is to identify their vari-
ation across industry sectors and geographies.
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Areas of Investigation

This research addresses the following questions:

1. What are the project governance practices in organizations 
of different sizes and in different geographies?

2. What are the organizational enablers for project governance 
in these organizations?

3. How does project governance evolve in these organizations?

Engagement Process:

If you choose to participate in this research, the engagement process is 
as follows:

• One introductory meeting (or phone call) will be held with 
a representative of the research team in order to understand 
your current organization as it relates to projects and their 
governance. Typically, this meeting will be no more than 
half an hour in duration, and it will allow for identifica-
tion and agreement on the people to be interviewed in your 
organization.

• A longitudinal case study with your company, including an 
initial round of interviews (to be agreed upon) and some in-
sight into project documents or governance policies, will be 
conducted, with a repetition in one year’s time.

A subsequent worldwide survey will validate the findings of the six 
case studies done in Europe and China.

The results of the wider study and those for your particular organiza-
tions will later be shared in a seminar for your organization.

Confidentiality:

The nature of the engagement is such that no information with respect 
to any business conducted by any participants will be disclosed, either 
directly or indirectly.
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Attachment B to Appendix A1: Invitation Letter and 
Interview Questions

Invitation for Interview
PMI has commissioned us to undertake a research project on organiza-
tional enablers for project governance. The research aims to improve the 
understanding of the evolution of organizational enablers in terms of the 
development and change of organizational enablers for successful proj-
ect governance and the development and change of specific governance 
structures and institutions, plus their roles and responsibilities and gov-
ernance practices. From this improved understanding, we aim to develop 
a framework for project governance in organizations of different sizes and 
sectors, and in different geographies. The results will allow practitioners 
to adapt successful enablers and governance practices to improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of their organizations, taking into account 
their organization’s size, sector, geography, and level of projectification.

For that purpose, we will conduct a number of interviews to which we will 
invite you. The interviews will be between 45 and 60 minutes each and will be 
semi-structured. We will ask the questions shown on the following pages, but 
may add new questions or skip over questions when appropriate. We kindly 
ask you to review the questions before the interview so that we can minimize 
the amount of time needed to conduct the interviews. As this is an interna-
tional project with participants from many different countries, the language 
used in the interviews will be English. For better analysis afterward, we would 
like to record the interviews, and we ask for your permission to do so.

Participation is, of course, voluntary. Participants can stop the inter-
view at any time. No information with respect to any business conducted 
by any participants will be disclosed, either directly or indirectly.

The interviews will be conducted in pairs by us, Professor Ralf Müller, BI 
Norwegian Business School; Dr. Jingting Shao, Institute of Industrial Eco-
nomics at Chinese Academy of Social Sciences; and Dr. Sofia Pemsel, Copen-
hagen Business School. We will suggest dates and times for the interviews to 
our contact persons in your organization and they will coordinate with you.

We look forward seeing you in the coming weeks.

Ralf Müller Jingting Shao Sofia Pemsel
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Interview Questions
General:

1. Tell us about your company.
2. Tell us about your role in the organization and in project 

governance.

Degree of Projectification:

1. To what extent is your business run by projects?
2. How does thinking and working in projects and project man-

agement pervade the everyday work in your organization?
3. How stable is the project-based part of your organization?
4. What are the characteristics of the project-based parts of 

your organization?
5. How can you see that “the project way of doing business” is a 

major part of your organization?
6. What are the challenges for “the project way of doing 

business”?
7. What are the costs and benefits of “the project way of doing 

business”?

Project Governance:

1. Would you see your organization as being more shareholder- 
or more stakeholder-oriented?

2. What is more expected from project managers in your 
organization: compliance or delivery?

3. Are managers merely told how they should achieve their 
objectives, or are they free to find their own best way of 
achieving their objectives?

4. What are the guiding principles for decisions by 
management?

5. How does your internal monitoring work?
6. How does your external monitoring work?
7. Can you explain the project governance structure, such as 

process, institutions, roles, and so forth?
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Organizational Enablers:

1. Which mechanisms, roles, individuals, and so on in the orga-
nization allow the establishment and maintenance of project 
governance?

2. For each of these mechanisms, what does it do or enable for 
project governance?

3. Where in the organization do these enablers emerge and for 
whom?

4. In what circumstances or situations are these enablers 
useful?

5. When do these enablers work or not work?
6. Do you have any procedures/guidelines/recommendations 

for implementing and using these mechanisms?
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1)	 I	am	a	project	manager

o Yes
o No (please indicate your role): 

In my last project . . .

2)	 .	.	.	the	governance	structure	supported	the	project	in	terms	of	
.	 .	 .	(governance	structure	is	the	sum	of	all	roles,	institutions,	
and	 policies	 that	 are	 used	 for	 the	 governance	 of	 projects—
multiple	answers	are	possible)

o Planning and execution
o Achieving project performance
o Managing the project
o Controlling progress
o Controlling project management performance
o Make milestone/tollgate decisions
o Other: 

3)	 .	.	.	I	had	this	number	of	project	management	methodologies	to	
choose	from	.	.	.

o  1
o  2
o  3
o  4
o  5
o  6
o  7 or more

Appendix A2: Enablers for Project Governance
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4)	 .	 .	 .	 I	 had	 to	 formally	 report	my	project	 (indicate	 the	highest	
frequency)

o Not at all
o At project end
o At milestone completion
o Monthly
o Biweekly
o Weekly
o Daily

5)	 .	.	.	the	time	spent	on	governance	was	distributed	approximately	
.	 .	 .	 (rank	order	 the	relevant	 institutions	by	clicking	 1	 for	 the	
institution	you	spent	the	most	time	with,	2	for	the	institution	
you	spent	second	most	time	with,	etc.)

 Project sponsor/owner/steering committee
 Project or program management office (PMO)
 Line managers from my organization
 Customer’s governance institutions/roles
 External governance institutions
 Other

CF1: Institutionalization of governance

6)	 Commonalities	between	my	project	and	other	projects	 in	my	
department	are.	.	.	.

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

We use the same reporting system for 
our projects

o o o o o

We use the same project management 
methodology

o o o o o

Projects are selected by the same role 
or institution (e.g., portfolio manager, 
sponsor, other manager)

o o o o o

Projects are coordinated by the same 
role or institution (e.g., portfolio 
manager, sponsor, other manager)

o o o o o
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7)	 Coordination	across	projects	(such	as	for	resources)	is	mainly	
done	by	.	.	.

o No single point of coordination
o A line manager in my organization
o Sponsor, owner, or steering committee
o A program or portfolio manager
o The organization’s processes
o An external institution
o Other

CF2: Institutionalization of governmentality of project managers

8)	 In	my	company	.	.	.

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly 
agree

. . . project managers are encouraged to get 
professionally certified (e.g., PMP or IPMA 
certification)

o o o o o

. . . project managers are encouraged 
to work in professional organizations 
(e.g., volunteer work at PMI)

o o o o o

. . . project managers are supported in their 
membership in professional organizations 
(e.g., through payment of fees, time for 
community of interest activities, etc.)

o o o o o

CF3: Institutionalization of governmentality of all managers

9)	 In	my	company	.	.	.

. . . project managers’ incomes are impacted 
by the success of their projects

o o o o o

. . . my line manager’s income is impacted by 
my project’s results

o o o o o
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CF4: Infrastructure for information exchange

10)	This	set	of	questions	asks	about	the	scope	of	project	manage-
ment	related	information	exchanged	in	your	organization.

The	communication	infrastructure	in	my	company	allows	to	.	.	.	
(one	answer	per	question)

No A little
To some 
extent

To a large 
extent

Very 
much

. . . exchange project-related information 
within the project team

o o o o o

. . . exchange information with neighborhood 
projects (such as those in the same program 
or portfolio)

o o o o o

. . . exchange project management related 
information with other managers and project 
managers in the company

o o o o o

. . . exchange professional information with 
externals (e.g., professional organizations)

o o o o o

CF5: Scope of communication in meetings

11)	 During	the	time	of	my	last	project,	I	had	meetings	with	.	.	.

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

. . . other project managers to coordinate 
resources and project work

o o o o o

. . . managers of my organization to set 
priorities, coordinate resources, work, etc.

o o o o o

. . . managers external to my organization to set 
priorities, coordinate resources, work, etc.

o o o o o
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12)	 These	 questions	 ask	 about	 the	 reviews	 of	 the	 projects,	
programs,	and	portfolios	in	your	organization.

I do not 
know/not 
applicable Never

When 
the need 

arises Annually Quarterly Monthly

(Bi) 
weekly 
or daily

Projects are reviewed . . . o o o o o o o

Programs are reviewed . . . o o o o o o o

Project portfolios are 
reviewed . . .

o o o o o o o

13)	 Project	portfolio	decisions	are	made	by	.	.	.	(multiple	answers	
possible)

o Owners/sponsors/steering committees
o  Project/program management offices (PMOs)
o Program managers
o Portfolio managers
o My line manager
o Other: 

14)	 The	decision-making	style	in	the	governance	of	my	last	project	
was	mainly	driven	by	.	.	.

o  Consensus finding
o One particular manager
o Experts
o Other

CF7: Organizational structure (not usable)

15)	 The	next	set	of	questions	asks	about	the	organizational	structure.

The	parent	organization	of	my	last	project	has	.	.	.

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly 
agree

. . . a clear hierarchical structure o o o o o

. . . a clear matrix structure o o o o o
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CF6: Organizational roles structure

The	parent	organization	of	my	last	project	has	.	.	.

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly 
agree

. . . a clear hierarchical structure o o o o o

. . . a clear matrix structure o o o o o

. . . clearly defined roles and responsibilities o o o o o

. . . formalized decision-making processes o o o o o

. . . centralized decision making o o o o o

CF8: Governance control philosophy

16)	 The	management	philosophy	of	my	organization	favors	a	strong	
emphasis	on	.	.	.

. . . always getting 
personnel to follow 
the formally laid 
down procedures

o o o o o

. . . getting things 
done even if it means 
disregarding formal 
procedures

17)	 The	management	philosophy	of	my	organization	favors	.	.	.

. . . tight formal 
control of most 
operations by means 
of sophisticated 
control and 
information systems

o o o o o

. . . loose, informal 
control, heavy 
dependence on 
informal relationships 
and the norm of 
cooperation for 
getting things done
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18)	 The	 management	 philosophy	 of	 my	 organization	 favors	 a	
strong	emphasis	.	.	.

. . . on getting 
personnel to adhere 
closely to formal 
job descriptions

o o o o o

. . . to let the 
requirements of 
the situation and 
the individual’s 
personality define 
proper on-job 
behavior

19)	 The	management	philosophy	of	my	organization	favors	that	
support	institutions	like	a	PMO	should	.	.	.(skip	this	question	
in	case	there	is	no	PMO	in	your	organization)

. . . ensure 
compliance with 
the organization’s 
project 
management 
methodology

o o o o o

. . . collect 
performance 
data in order to 
identify skills and 
knowledge gaps

20)	 The	 management	 philosophy	 of	 my	 organization	 favors	
prioritization	of	.	.	.

. . . methodology 
compliance over 
people’s own 
experiences in 
doing their work

o o o o o

. . . collect 
performance 
data in order to 
identify skills and 
knowledge gaps

21)	 In	my	projects,	 I	have	to	respect	external	standards,	such	as	
industry	or	regulatory	standards

o  Strongly  
disagree

o Disagree o Neutral o Agree o  Strongly  
agree

58991_App2.indd   198 1/5/16   5:19 AM



Appendix 199

CF9: Flexibility in project governance

22)	 In	my	project,	we	.	.	.

. . . stick to 
predetermined 
meeting types and 
schedules

o o o o o
. . . adapt meeting 
types and schedules 
to project type

23)	 In	my	project,	we	.	.	.

. . .use formal 
meeting structures 
(such as agendas)

o o o o o
. . .use informal, 
unstructured 
meetings

24)	 In	my	project,	we	.	.	.

. . . stick to assigned 
roles in projects o o o o o . . . adapt roles to 

the project needs

CF10: Flexibility in governance of projects

25)	 In	 my	 organization,	 governance	 institutions	 such	 as	 PMOs	
have	.	.	.

. . . clearly defined 
functions and 
mandates

o o o o o . . . flexible functions 
and mandates

26)	 In	my	organization	.	.	.

. . . projects are fitted 
into the existing 
organization 
structure

o o o o o

. . . the 
organizational 
structure is adjusted 
to the needs of the 
projects
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27)	 In	my	organization,	leadership	from	management	.	.	.

. . . is stable and 
predictable o o o o o . . . is adapted to 

the situation

28)	 In	my	organization,	the	governance	of	projects	.	.	.

. . . is similar across 
all projects o o o o o

. . . is adjusted to 
the needs of the 
projects

CF11: Governance orientation

29)	 In	terms	of	project	accomplishments,	my	organization	favors.	.	.

. . . individual 
accomplishers 
(project 
management 
heroes)

o o o o o . . . team workers 
and group 2

30)	 In	my	organization,	decisions	are	made	 in	 the	 best	 interest	
of	.	.	.

. . . the shareholders 
and owners of the 
organization and 
their return on 
investment (ROI)

o o o o o

. . . the wider 
stakeholder 
community 
(including 
shareholders, 
employees, local 
communities, etc.)
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31)	 The	remuneration	system	in	my	organization	.	.	.

. . . includes 
stock options for 
employees and 
similar incentives 
that foster 
shareholder ROI 
thinking

o o o o o

. . . provides 
incentives for 
community, 
environmental, 
humanitarian, or 
other nonprofit 
activities outside 
and/or inside the 
organization

32)	 In	my	organization,	an	image	prevails	that	.	.	.

. . . profitability 
determines the 
legitimacy of 
actions (including 
projects)

o o o o o

. . . wider social and 
ethical interests 
determine the 
legitimacy of 
actions (including 
projects)

33)	 I	am	sometimes	asked	to	sacrifice	.	.	.

. . . stakeholder 
satisfaction for the 
achievement of 
financial objectives

o o o o o

. . . the 
achievement of 
financial objectives 
for improvement 
of stakeholder 
satisfaction

34)	 The	long	term	objective	of	my	organization	is	to	.	.	.

. . . maximize value 
for the owners of 
the organization

o o o o o . . . maximize value 
for society
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CF12: Support of project managers

35)	 In	my	role	as	project	manager	.	.	.

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly 
agree

Not 
Applicable

I feel encouraged to participate actively in 
the development of project management 
in my company

o o o o o o

I find it important to build strong, informal 
relationships with employees, customers, 
and partners

o o o o o o

I feel empowered o o o o o o

I am coached o o o o o o

36)	What	are	the	main	drivers	for	governance-related	decisions	in	
projects?	(Rank	order	the	drivers	by	clicking	1	for	the	strongest	
driver	and	7	for	the	weakest	driver.)

Stakeholder interest
Customer satisfaction
My company’s well-being
Employee well-being
Competitiveness in the market
Adherence to regulatory requirements
Other

CF13: Leadership

37)	 In	my	company	(or	business	unit	in	larger	firms),	.	.	.

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly 
agree

. . . project management and governance is 
favored and/or established by a strong leader

o o o o o

. . . project management and governance is further 
developed by a PMO or other dedicated institution

o o o o o

. . . project governance is well-established with 
roles, responsibilities, policies, etc.

o o o o o
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CF14: Governance success

38)	 In	my	company	(or	business	unit	in	larger	firms),	.	.	.

. . . project governance helps project managers in 
doing their work

o o o o o

. . . governance of projects helps reach corporate 
objectives

o o o o o

. . . the governance structure is used by the 
managers

o o o o o

CF15: Corporate success

39)	 In	my	company	(or	business	unit	in	larger	firms),	.	.	.

. . . projects are successful in terms of time, cost, 
and quality objectives

o o o o o

. . . projects are successful in terms of their out-
comes achieving the intended (business) objectives

o o o o o

. . . projects are successful in terms of customer 
satisfaction

o o o o o

. . . the project-based part of the organization 
achieved last year’s annual plan

o o o o o

. . . the project-based part achieves customer 
satisfaction objectives

o o o o o

. . . the project-based part achieves its employee 
satisfaction objectives

o o o o o

Demographics

40)	Which	country	are	you	working	in?

41)	 How	 many	 years	 of	 experience	 do	 you	 have	 in	 managing	
projects?

o Less than one year
o  1–5 years
o  6–10 years
o  11–20 years
o  More than 20 years
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42)	What	industry	or	sector	are	you	working	in?

43)	 How	many	employees	does	the	company/organization	you	are	
working	for	have?

o  1–250
o  251–1,000
o  1,001–10,000
o  10,001–30,000
o  more than 30,000

44)	What	was	the	budget	of	your	last	project?	(in	Euros)

o  under €100,000
o  €100,001–€1 million
o  €1–€5 million
o  €5–€10 million
o  more than €10 million
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Appendix A3: Interview Questions—Study 4

General:

1.   Has  something  changed  in  your  company  during  the  past 
year (business, scope, size, key persons)?

2.   Has  something  changed  concerning your  role  in  the  com-
pany in relation to project governance issues?

Degree of Projectification:

3.   Give a brief explanation of projectification (e.g., how much 
your business is determined by projects, the way of doing 
projects, etc.).

4.   Has the level of projectification changed during the past year 
in your company?
a. If so, how?
b. Why?
c. What were the driving forces behind the change?

Project Governance and Governmentality:

5.   Give a  brief  explanation of project governance  (stakeholder 
versus shareholder orientation, outcome-economic/behav-
ior, principles for decisions in management, internal/external 
monitoring).

6.   Has  something  changed  during  the  past  year  concerning 
how you govern projects in your company?
a. If so, how?
b. Why?
c. What were the driving forces behind it?

Organizational Enablers:

1.   Give a brief explanation of organizational enablers (trigger, 
support for the existence of project governance in the or-
ganization, project thinking culture, processes, structures, 
etc.).
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2.	  Has  something  changed  in  your  company  during  the  past 
year concerning how project governance is enabled?
a. If so, how?
b. Why?
c. What were the driving forces behind it?

3.  What enablers are relatively stable?
4.  What enablers are more flexible in nature?
5.   What do you think is the relationship is between flexible and 

stable enablers?
a. Can these enablers be aligned over time (coexist, adjust to 

one another, align with a strategy/objective)?
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Appendix A4: Summary of Governance in the 
Small Swedish Company

Abbreviations:

PG: project governance; GoP: governance of projects; PM: project man-
ager;  TCE:  Transaction  cost  economics;  AT:  Agency  theory;  RBV:  Re-
source based view; ST 5 Stewardship theory
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Appendix A5: Summary of Governance in the 
Medium-Sized  Swedish Company

Abbreviations:

PG: project governance; GoP: governance of projects; PM: project man-
ager;  TCE:  Transaction  cost  economics;  AT:  Agency  theory;  RBV:  Re-
source based view; ST 5 Stewardship theory
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Appendix A6: Summary of Governance in the 
Large Swedish Company

Abbreviations:

PG: project governance; GoP: governance of projects; PM: project man-
ager;  TCE:  Transaction  cost  economics;  AT:  Agency  theory;  RBV:  Re-
source based view; ST 5 Stewardship theory
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Appendix A7: Summary of Governance in the 
Small Chinese Company

Abbreviations:

PG: project governance; GoP: governance of projects; PM: project man-
ager;  TCE:  Transaction  cost  economics;  AT:  Agency  theory;  RBV:  Re-
source based view; ST 5 Stewardship theory
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Appendix A8: Summary of Governance in the Medium-Sized 
Chinese Company

Abbreviations:

PG: project governance; GoP: governance of projects; PM: project man-
ager;  TCE:  Transaction  cost  economics;  AT:  Agency  theory;  RBV:  Re-
source based view; ST 5 Stewardship theory
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Appendix A9: Summary of Governance in the 
Large Chinese Company

Abbreviations:

PG: project governance; GoP: governance of projects; PM: project man-
ager;  TCE:  Transaction  cost  economics;  AT:  Agency  theory;  RBV:  Re-
source based view; ST 5 Stewardship theory
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Appendix A10: Commonalities and Differences Among the 
Case Companies

Small Medium Large

Project governance

Similarities •  Given, but flexible organiza-
tional structure

• Follow methodologies
•  CEOs have ownership of 

the projects through weekly 
meetings

• Strong meeting cultures
• Project-centered
•  Leadership style is based on 

a combination of experience, 
knowledge, and appropriate-
ness of a given situation

• Process-driven
•  Project managers have no 

authority to assign resources 
for their projects

•  Infrastructure for methods, 
business principles, and 
so forth

•  Cross-departmental meetings
•  Functional operations priori-

tized, not the projects
•  Projects interfaced to oper-

ational processes through a 
key person (chief scientist or 
project manager)

•  The top of the organization 
must support project gover-
nance at every level of the 
organization

• Core value is efficiency

•  Extensive and advanced infra-
structure for governance

•  External regulatory bodies 
steer the companies’ activities

•  Frameworks for different 
projects

•  Deliberately project-driven.
•  Want to do more good for the 

society than just deliver a proj-
ect; therefore, they have strong 
industry-related values

Differences Knowledge sharing in company:
A: Meetings, informal and formal 
presentations
D: CEO who shares his experi-
ences and knowledge

Values:
A: Centered on reputations and 
individuals
D: Centered on the process

Freedom versus order:
A: Individuals independent
D: Individuals dependent

Decision making:
A: Joint
D: Central

Governance “thinking”:
A: Align different views
D: Follow the CEO’s views

PMO:
B: Yes
E: No

Knowledge sharing:
B: Horizontal
E: Vertical

Driving force for development:
B: Poor business results
E: Experiences in defense

Meeting structure:
B: Many process-driven meetings
E: Few event-driven meetings, 
adjusted to each project

Incentive structure for projects:
B: No
E: Yes

Use of internal confidential 
contracts
B: No
E: Yes

Incentive system:
C: No
F: Yes

Communities of practice among 
PMs:
C: Weak
F: Strong

Knowledge sharing:
C: Formal or informal 
cross-organization meetings as 
well as industry-level meetings
F: On the community level

Meeting culture:
C: Many meetings
F: Few meetings

Role of PMO:
C: Not involved in day-to-day 
business
F: Involved in day-to-day 
business
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Small Medium Large

Governance of projects

Similarities •  Flat structure, structural, and 
employee flexibility

•  CEO-centered portfolio 
management

•  Transparency through 
meetings

•  Mutual monitoring
•  External focus for discourse
•  Desire to expand

•  Project manager has no 
authority

•  Encourages process focus for 
efficiency

•  Projects are regarded as too 
expensive and are avoided, 
if possible → prohibit 
development of a strong 
project culture and rather 
encourage the development of 
a pseudo-project culture that 
allows projects to mainly work 
informally, without any formal 
authority

•  Heavily driven by regulatory 
requirements

•  Emphasize interactive work 
with external bodies

•  Project thinking pervades the 
organization

•  Strive for a reputation on the 
market as “a company that 
cares for what is best for the 
customers and society health”

•  Top management decides 
what projects to select

Differences Reporting:
A: Along project
D: Along role structures

Relation to customer:
A: Strong
D: Weak

Driving force:
A: Company values, such as 
being best in the market
B: CEO

New initiatives top-down versus 
bottom-up:
A: Top-down and bottom-up
D: Top-down

Micromanagement:
A: Avoided
D: Embraced

Silo versus integration thinking:
B: Integration thinking
E: Silo thinking

Resource allocation in projects:
B: PM lobbies for resources with 
the line manager and the CEO
E: Chief scientist does the 
resource allocation

CEO’s control interest in projects:
B: Finance
E: Plans reputations, quality, etc.

Project management 
certification:
C: Internal focus
F: Strives for excellence through 
certifications of PMs

Milestone- versus process-driven:
C: Milestone-driven with many 
milestones
F: Process-driven with few 
milestones

The portfolio management in 
Company F is executed by the 
PMO, while in Company C, this is 
department-driven.

In Company F, new projects are 
selected according to strategy 
and recommendations of 
employees. In Company C, new 
projects are selected according 
to decisions in a large, formal 
structure after extensive lobbying 
by the project idea holder.
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Small Medium Large

Governmentality

Similarities •  Flat structures
•  Flexibility of employees 

when it comes to roles and 
mandates

•  Desire to exchange informa-
tion through various means

•  Mentality of excellence in 
performance

•  Generally comfortable with 
existing level of information

•  Strong process and operations 
culture

•  Projects are an add-on to 
existing structures

•  Project management is done 
at a superficial and high 
(management) level in the 
organizations

•  Company employees are 
embedded in operational 
processes

•  Process thinking prevails and 
project tasks become part of 
the operational processes

•  Inclusion of different parts of 
the organization in decision 
meetings

•  Mentality of professionalism, 
highest level of freedom for 
PMs to do their job, and 
strive for excellence in project 
management

•  PMs being mindful of the 
wider organization, the regula-
tory standards, and the public

•  Empowered PMs within 
regulatory and process limits 
use discourse as a central 
element of their work

•  Information sharing is a key 
element of the process and 
the attitudes of PMs

•  Sensemaking through syn-
chronized reporting, but also 
through a number of meetings 
with a mix of participants; the 
formal content of the meet-
ings, however, differs between 
the companies

Differences Governmentality:
A: Using values (including 
personal goals of empowered 
employees, such as well-being) 
and trust in individuals’ capabili-
ties to do their job
B: Using business principles and 
enforcing process compliance

CEO style:
A: Democratic
B: Autocratic

Sensemaking:
A: Through values and 
autonomies
B: Business principles and CEO 
decisions

Sensemaking:
B: Through many meetings and 
improvement attitudes
E: Through information flow from 
above (top management)

Focus of meetings:
C: Milestone achievements and 
internal stakeholder contribution
F: Professionalism in project 
management

Mentality:
C: Milestone mentality
F: Process mentality
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Appendix A11: Descriptive Statistics
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Appendix A12: Demographic Differences

Demographic  
factor and coding Enabler with difference P (ANOVA) Differences P (Scheffe)

Project size:
0 5 € 100,000,  
1 5 € 100,001–1 milion,  
2 5 € 1–5 million,  
3 5 € 5–10 million,  
4 5 € 10 million

PG—Flexibility 0.08 0  4 0.043

Company size:
Employees:  
0 5 1–250,  
1 5 251–1,000,  
2 5 1,001–10,000,  
3 5 10, 01–30,000,  
4 5 30,000

Gvty—P  0.000
3  1
4  1

0.006
0.005

PG—Communication  0.000
0  1
4  1

0.000
0.025

GoP—Flexibility  0.001
0  2
0  3
0  4

0.045
0.028
0.018

GoP—Leadership  0.014 4  1 0.044

Governance success  0.018 0  3 0.038

Corporate success  0.031 4  1 0.032

Years of respondent’s 
experience:
0 5 1yr,  
1 5 1–5 yrs,  
2 5 6–10 yrs,  
3 5 11–20 yrs,  
4 5 20 yrs

GoP—Institutionalization  0.002
3  1
4  1

0.031
0.009

Gvty—PM  0.011 4  1 0.045
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Appendix A13: Differences by Governance and Corporate Success

Success categories: 1 5 lowest quartile; 2 5 second lowest quartile;  
3 5 second highest quartile; 4 5 highest quartile

Construct with difference P (ANOVA)
Differences by  

success categories P (Scheffe)

Governance success:

PG—Infrastructure 0.000
3  1
4  1

0.005
0.000

PG—Communication 0.001
3  2
4  2

0.035
0.002

GoP—Institutionalization 0.000
3  1
4  1
4  2

0.004
0.000
0.008

GoP—Roles and responsibilities 0.003
3  1
4  1

0.024
0.010

GoP—GovOrientation 0.014 4  1 0.047

GoP—Leadership 0.000
3  1
4  1

0.005
0.002

Gvty—PMsupport 0.000
3  1
4  1
4  2

0.010
0.000
0.002

Gvty—Managers 0.005 4  1 0.014

Gvty—Collaborativeness 0.001
3  1
4  1

0.011
0.002

Organizational success

PG—Infrastructure 0.000
3  1
4  1
4  2

0.011
0.001
0.049

PG—Communication 0.000
3  1
4  1
4  2

0.000
0.000
0.023

GoP—Roles and responsibilities 0.000

2  1
3  1
4  1
4  2

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.016

GoP—Leadership 0.000

2  1
3  1
4  1
4  2
4  3

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.021

GoP—Institutionalization 0.000
3  1
4  1
4  2

0.003
0.000
0.010

GoP—GovOrientation 0.006
4  1
4  2

0.015
0.043

Gvty—PMsupport 0.000
2  1
3  1
4  1

0.006
0.001
0.000

Gvty—PM 0.000
3  1
4  1
3  2

0.003
0.003
0.018

Gvty—Collaborativeness 0.000

3  1
4  1
3  2
4  2

0.000
0.001
0.009
0.033
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Appendix A14: Governance Profiles by Success Type

Governance success Corporate success

Dimension Lowest Low High Highest Lowest Low High Highest

PG-Communication 20.093 20.411 0.204 0.335 20.582 20.131 0.321 0.452

PG-Infrastructure 20.472 20.121 0.307 0.390 20.427 20.136 0.256 0.448

PG-Flexibility 0.001 20.200 0.183 20.022 0.166 20.093 20.158 0.022

GoP-Institutionalization 20.288 0.195 0.058 0.154 20.515 20.117 0.237 0.550

GoP-Roles and  
responsibilities

20.412 20.061 0.279 0.274 20.876 20.044 0.396 0.532

GoP-Flexibility 0.135 20.240 0.128 0.035 0.223 0.067 20.184 20.082

GoP-GovOrientation 20.246 20.206 0.072 0.338 20.246 0.015 20.014 0.277

GoP-Leadership 20.497 20.006 0.267 0.272 20.935 0.020 0.183 0.726

Gvty-PM 20.267 20.044 0.288 0.155 20.393 20.258 0.386 0.383

Gvty-Managers 20.306 20.188 0.110 0.350 20.326 0.112 0.055 0.148

Gvty-Control 20.119 20.106 20.124 0.337 0.088 20.242 0.233 20.033

Gvty-Support 20.499 20.223 0.219 0.543 20.656 0.072 0.179 0.406

Gvty-Collaborativness 20.511 0.003 0.180 0.298 20.494 20.273 0.379 0.345
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